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INTRODUCTION
The Second Vatican Council, with its Dogmatic Constitution Lumen gentium, and its Decrees on Ecumenism (Unitatis redintegratio) and the Oriental Churches (Orientalium Ecclesiarum), has contributed in a decisive way to the renewal of Catholic ecclesiology. The Supreme Pontiffs have also contributed to this renewal by offering their own insights and orientations for praxis:  Paul VI in his Encyclical Letter Ecclesiam suam (1964) and John Paul II in his Encyclical Letter Ut unum sint (1995).

The consequent duty of theologians to expound with greater clarity the diverse aspects of ecclesiology has resulted in a flowering of writing in this field. In fact it has become evident that this theme is a most fruitful one which, however, has also at times required clarification by way of precise definition and correction, for instance in the declaration Mysterium Ecclesiae (1973), the Letter addressed to the Bishops of the Catholic Church Communionis notio (1992), and the declaration Dominus Iesus (2000), all published by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.

The vastness of the subject matter and the novelty of many of the themes involved continue to provoke theological reflection. Among the many new contributions to the field, some are not immune from erroneous interpretation which in turn give rise to confusion and doubt. A number of these interpretations have been referred to the attention of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. Given the universality of Catholic doctrine on the Church, the Congregation wishes to respond to these questions by clarifying the authentic meaning of some ecclesiological expressions used by the magisterium which are open to misunderstanding in the theological debate.

RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONS
FIRST QUESTION
Did the Second Vatican Council change the Catholic doctrine on the Church?

RESPONSE
The Second Vatican Council neither changed nor intended to change this doctrine, rather it developed, deepened and more fully explained it.

This was exactly what John XXIII said at the beginning of the Council.[1] Paul VI affirmed it[2] and commented in the act of promulgating the Constitution Lumen gentium: "There is no better comment to make than to say that this promulgation really changes nothing of the traditional doctrine. What Christ willed, we also will. What was, still is. What the Church has taught down through the centuries, we also teach. In simple terms that which was assumed, is now explicit; that which was uncertain, is now clarified; that which was meditated upon, discussed and sometimes argued over, is now put together in one clear formulation".[3] The Bishops repeatedly expressed and fulfilled this intention.[4]
                                                                                                                                                                    SECOND QUESTION
What is the meaning of the affirmation that the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church?

RESPONSE
Christ "established here on earth" only one Church and instituted it as a "visible and spiritual community"[5], that from its beginning and throughout the centuries has always existed and will always exist, and in which alone are found all the elements that Christ himself instituted.[6] 
"This one Church of Christ, which we confess in the Creed as one, holy, catholic and apostolic […]. This Church, constituted and organised in this world as a society, subsists in the Catholic Church, governed by the successor of Peter and the Bishops in communion with him".[7]
In number 8 of the Dogmatic Constitution Lumen gentium 'subsistence' means this perduring, historical continuity and the permanence of all the elements instituted by Christ in the Catholic Church[8], in which the Church of Christ is concretely found on this earth.

It is possible, according to Catholic doctrine, to affirm correctly that the Church of Christ is present and operative in the churches and ecclesial Communities not yet fully in communion with the Catholic Church, on account of the elements of sanctification and truth that are present in them.[9] Nevertheless, the word "subsists" can only be attributed to the Catholic Church alone precisely because it refers to the mark of unity that we profess in the symbols of the faith (I believe... in the "one" Church); and this "one" Church subsists in the Catholic Church.[10]
THIRD QUESTION
Why was the expression "subsists in" adopted instead of the simple word "is"?

RESPONSE
The use of this expression, which indicates the full identity of the Church of Christ with the Catholic Church, does not change the doctrine on the Church. Rather, it comes from and brings out more clearly the fact that there are "numerous elements of sanctification and of truth" which are found outside her structure, but which "as gifts properly belonging to the Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic Unity".[11]
"It follows that these separated churches and Communities, though we believe they suffer from defects, are deprived neither of significance nor importance in the mystery of salvation. In fact the Spirit of Christ has not refrained from using them as instruments of salvation, whose value derives from that fullness of grace and of truth which has been entrusted to the Catholic Church"[12].

FOURTH QUESTION
Why does the Second Vatican Council use the term "Church" in reference to the oriental Churches separated from full communion with the Catholic Church?

RESPONSE
The Council wanted to adopt the traditional use of the term. "Because these Churches, although separated, have true sacraments and above all – because of the apostolic succession – the priesthood and the Eucharist, by means of which they remain linked to us by very close bonds"[13], they merit the title of "particular or local Churches"[14], and are called sister Churches of the particular Catholic Churches.[15] 

"It is through the celebration of the Eucharist of the Lord in each of these Churches that the Church of God is built up and grows in stature".[16] However, since communion with the Catholic Church, the visible head of which is the Bishop of Rome and the Successor of Peter, is not some external complement to a particular Church but rather one of its internal constitutive principles, these venerable Christian communities lack something in their condition as particular churches.[17]
On the other hand, because of the division between Christians, the fullness of universality, which is proper to the Church governed by the Successor of Peter and the Bishops in communion with him, is not fully realised in history.[18]
FIFTH QUESTION 
Why do the texts of the Council and those of the Magisterium since the Council not use the title of "Church" with regard to those Christian Communities born out of the Reformation of the sixteenth century?

RESPONSE
According to Catholic doctrine, these Communities do not enjoy apostolic succession in the sacrament of Orders, and are, therefore, deprived of a constitutive element of the Church. 
These ecclesial Communities which, specifically because of the absence of the sacramental priesthood, have not preserved the genuine and integral substance of the Eucharistic Mystery[19] cannot, according to Catholic doctrine, be called "Churches" in the proper sense[20].

The Supreme Pontiff Benedict XVI, at the Audience granted to the undersigned Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, ratified and confirmed these Responses, adopted in the Plenary Session of the Congregation, and ordered their publication.

Rome, from the Offices of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, June 29, 2007, the Solemnity of the Holy Apostles Peter and Paul.
William Cardinal Levada
Prefect
Angelo Amato, S.D.B.
Titular Archbishop of Sila
Secretary
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[1] John XXIII, Address of 11 October 1962: "…The Council…wishes to transmit Catholic doctrine, whole and entire, without alteration or deviation…To be sure, at the present time, it is necessary that Christian doctrine in its entirety, and with nothing taken away from it, is accepted with renewed enthusiasm, and serene and tranquil adherence… it is necessary that the very same doctrine be understood more widely and more profoundly as all those who sincerely adhere to the Christian, Catholic and Apostolic faith strongly desire …it is necessary that this certain and unchangeable doctrine, to which is owed the obedience of faith, be explored and expounded in the manner required by our times. For the deposit of faith itself, or the truths which are contained in our venerable doctrine, are one thing; another thing is the way in which they are expressed, with however the same meaning and signification": AAS 54 [1962] 791-792

[2] Cf. Paul VI, Address of 29 September 1963: AAS 55 [1963] 847-852.

[3] Paul VI, Address of 21 November 1964: AAS 56 [1964] 1009-1010.

[4] The Council wished to express the identity of the Church of Christ with the Catholic Church. This is clear from the discussions on the decree Unitatis redintegratio.  The Schema of the Decree was proposed on the floor of the Council on 23.9.1964 with a Relatio (Act Syn III/II 296-344).  The Secretariat for the Unity of Christians responded on 10.11.1964 to the suggestions sent by Bishops in the months that followed (Act Syn III/VII 11-49). Herewith are quoted four texts from this Expensio modorum concerning this first response.

A) [In Nr. 1 (Prooemium) Schema Decreti: Act Syn III/II 296, 3-6] 

“Pag. 5, lin. 3-6: Videtur etiam Ecclesiam catholicam inter illas Communiones comprehendi, quod falsum esset.
R(espondetur): Hic tantum factum, prout ab omnibus conspicitur, describendum est. Postea clare affirmatur solam Ecclesiam catholicam esse veram Ecclesiam Christi” (Act Syn III/VII 12).

B) [In Caput I in genere: Act Syn III/II 297-301]

“4 - Expressius dicatur unam solam esse veram Ecclesiam Christi; hanc esse Catholicam Apostolicam Romanam; omnes debere inquirere, ut eam cognoscant et ingrediantur ad salutem obtinendam...
R(espondetur): In toto textu sufficienter effertur, quod postulatur. Ex altera parte non est tacendum etiam in aliis communitatibus christianis inveniri veritates revelatas et elementa ecclesialia” (Act Syn III/VII 15). Cf. also ibid pt. 5. 

C) [In Caput I in genere: Act Syn III/II 296s] 
“5 - Clarius dicendum esset veram Ecclesiam esse solam Ecclesiam catholicam romanam...
R(espondetur): Textus supponit doctrinam in constitutione ‘De Ecclesia’ expositam, ut pag. 5, lin. 24-25 affirmatur” (Act Syn III/VII 15). Thus the commission whose task it was to evaluate the responses to the Decree Unitatis redintegratio clearly expressed the identity of the Church of Christ with the Catholic Church  and its unicity, and understood this doctrine to be founded in the Dogmatic Constitution Lumen gentium.
D) [In Nr. 2 Schema Decreti: Act Syn III/II 297s]

“Pag. 6, lin. 1- 24: Clarius exprimatur unicitas Ecclesiae. Non sufficit inculcare, ut in textu fit, unitatem Ecclesiae.
R(espondetur): a) Ex toto textu clare apparet identificatio Ecclesiae Christi cum Ecclesia catholica, quamvis, ut oportet, efferantur elementa ecclesialia aliarum communitatum”.
“Pag. 7, lin. 5: Ecclesia a successoribus Apostolorum cum Petri successore capite gubernata (cf. novum textum ad pag. 6, lin.33-34) explicite dicitur ‘unicus Dei grex’ et lin. 13 ‘una et unica Dei Ecclesia’ ” (Act Syn III/VII).
The two expressions quoted are those of Unitatis redintegratio 2.5 e 3.1.

[5] Cf. Second Vatican Council, Dogmatic Constitution Lumen gentium, 8.1.

[6] Cf. Second Vatican Council, Decree Unitatis redintegratio, 3.2; 3.4; 3.5; 4.6.

[7] Second Vatican Council, Dogmatic Constitution, Lumen gentium, 8.2.

[8] Cf. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration Mysterium Ecclesiae, 1.1: AAS 65 [1973] 397; Declaration Dominus Iesus, 16.3: AAS 92 [2000-II] 757-758; Notification on the Book of Leonardo Boff, OFM, “Church: Charism and Power”: AAS 77 [1985] 758-759.

[9] Cf. John Paul II, Encyclical Letter Ut unum sint, 11.3: AAS 87 [1995-II] 928.

[10] Cf. Second Vatican Council, Dogmatic Constitution Lumen gentium, 8.2.

[11] Second Vatican Council, Dogmatic Constitution Lumen gentium, 8.2.

[12] Second Vatican Council, Decree Unitatis redintegratio, 3.4.

[13] Second Vatican Council, Decree Unitatis redintegratio, 15.3; cf. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Letter Communionis notio, 17.2: AAS, 85 [1993-II] 848.

[14] Second Vatican Council, Decree Unitatis redintegratio, 14.1.

[15] Cf. Second Vatican Council, Decree Unitatis redintegratio, 14.1; John Paul II, Encyclical Letter Ut unum sint, 56 f: AAS 87 [1995-II] 954  ff.

[16] Second Vatican Council, Decree Unitatis redintegratio, 15.1.

[17] Cf. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Letter Communionis notio, 17.3: AAS 85 [1993-II] 849.

[18] Ibid.

[19] Cf. Second Vatican Council, Decree Unitatis redintegratio, 22.3.

[20] Cf. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration Dominus Iesus, 17.2: AAS 92 [2000-II] 758.
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New document re: "subsistit" expected

http://www.kath.net/detail.php?id=17223  kath.net/closedcafeteria.blogspot
July 6, 2007 A new document can be expected shortly 
According to well-informed circles in the Vatican, there will be a new document by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith on a hot topic. It will deal with the self-conception of the Church and will supposedly be released July 10th. 

This document will state the unique character of the Catholic Church and that Protestant churches are not churches in the narrow sense. The topic will be the sentence "Ecclesia subsistit in Ecclesia catholica" (The Church of Christ subsists in/is realized in the Catholic Church) from the Vatican II document Lumen gentium.

"Dialogue Remains One of the Priorities of the Church"
VATICAN CITY, July 11, 2007 (Zenit.org) 

Here is the text of a commentary on the June 29 document from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. 

The commentary, by the same dicastery, explains the intention of the document that clarifies the Second Vatican Council's teaching that the Church founded by Christ "subsists in the Catholic Church."


CONGREGATION FOR THE DOCTRINE OF THE FAITH COMMENTARY ON THE DOCUMENT
"RESPONSES TO SOME QUESTIONS REGARDING CERTAIN ASPECTS OF THE DOCTRINE ON THE CHURCH"
In this document the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith is responding to a number of questions concerning the overall vision of the Church which emerged from the dogmatic and ecumenical teachings of the Second Vatican Council. This Council 'of the Church on the Church' signalled, according to Paul VI, "a new era for the Church" in which "the true face of the Bride of Christ has been more fully examined and unveiled."[1] Frequent reference is made to the principle documents of Popes Paul VI and John Paul II and to the interventions of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, all of which were inspired by an ever deepening understanding of the Church herself, and many of which were aimed at clarifying the notable outpouring of post-conciliar theology -- not all of which was immune from imprecision and error.
This present document is similarly inspired. Precisely because some contemporary theological research has been erroneous, or ambiguous, the Congregation's intention is to clarify the authentic meaning of certain ecclesiological statements of the Magisterium. For this reason the Congregation has chosen to use the literary genre of Responsa ad quaestiones, which of its nature does not attempt to advance arguments to prove a particular doctrine but rather, by limiting itself to the previous teachings of the Magisterium, sets out only to give a sure and certain response to specific questions.


The first question asks if the Second Vatican Council changed the previously held doctrine on the Church.
The question concerns the significance of what Paul VI described in the above mentioned quotation as 'the new face' of the Church offered by Vatican II.
The response, based on the teaching of John XXIII and Paul VI, is very clear: the Second Vatican Council did not intend to change -- and therefore has not changed -- the previously held doctrine on the Church. It merely deepened this doctrine and articulated it in a more organic way. This is, in fact, what Paul VI said in his discourse promulgating the Dogmatic Constitution "Lumen gentium" when he affirmed that the document had not changed traditional doctrine on the Church, but rather "that which was assumed, is now explicit; that which was uncertain, is now clarified; that which was meditated upon, discussed and sometimes argued over, is now put together in one clear formulation."[2]

There is also a continuity between the doctrine taught by the Council and that of subsequent interventions of the Magisterium which have taken up and deepened this same doctrine, which itself constitutes a development. In this sense, for instance, the Declaration of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith "Dominus Iesus" merely reaffirmed the conciliar and post-conciliar teachings without adding or taking away anything.
In the post-conciliar period, however, and notwithstanding these clear affirmations, the doctrine of Vatican II has been, and continues to be, the object of erroneous interpretations at variance with traditional Catholic doctrine on the nature of the Church: either seeing in it a 'Copernican revolution' or else emphasising some aspects almost to the exclusion of others. In reality the profound intention of the Second Vatican Council was clearly to insert the discourse on the Church within and subordinate to the discourse on God, therefore proposing an ecclesiology which is truly theological. The reception of the teaching of the Council has, however, often obscured this point, relativising it in favour of individual ecclesiological affirmations, and often emphasising specific words or phrases which encourage a partial and unbalanced understanding of this same conciliar doctrine.

Regarding the ecclesiology of "Lumen gentium," certain key ideas do seem to have entered into ecclesial consciousness: the idea of the People of God, the collegiality of the bishops as a re-evaluation of the ministry of bishops together with the primacy of the Pope, a renewed understanding of the individual Churches within the universal Church, the ecumenical application of the concept of the Church and its openness to other religions; and finally the question of the specific nature of the Catholic Church which is expressed in the formula according to which the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church -- of which the creed speaks -- subsistit in Ecclesia catholica.

In the following questions this document examines some of these ideas, especially the specific nature of the Catholic Church together with what is implied ecumenically from this understanding.
The second question asks what is meant by the affirmation that the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church.
When G. Philips wrote that the phrase "subsistit in" had caused 'rivers of ink'[3] to be spilt, he would probably never have imagined that the discussion would continue for so long or with such intensity as to have provoked the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to publish this present document.
This publication, based on the conciliar and postconciliar texts which it cites, reflects the concern of the Congregation to safeguard the unity and unicity of the Church, which would be compromised by the proposal that the Church founded by Christ could have more than one subsistence. 
If this were the case we would be forced, as the Declaration "Mysterium Ecclesiae" puts it, to imagine "the Church of Christ as the sum total of the Churches or the ecclesial Communities -- which are simultaneously differentiated and yet united," or "to think that the Church of Christ no longer exists today concretely and therefore can only be the object of research for the Churches and the communities."[4] If this were the case, the Church of Christ would not any longer exist in history, or would exist only in some ideal form emerging either through some future convergence or through the reunification of the diverse sister Churches, to be hoped for and achieved through dialogue.
The Notification of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith concerning a book of Leonardo Boff is even more explicit. In response to Boff's assertion that the one Church of Christ "is able to subsist in other Christian Churches," the Notification states that "the Council chose the word "subsistit" specifically to clarify that the true Church has only one "subsistence," while outside her visible boundaries there are only "elementa Ecclesiae " which -- being elements of the same Church -- tend and lead to the Catholic Church."[5]

The third question asks why the expression "subsistit in" was used rather than the verb "est."
It is precisely this change of terminology in the description of the relationship between the Church of Christ and the Catholic Church which has given rise to the most varied interpretations, above all in the field of ecumenism. In reality, the Council Fathers simply intended to do was to recognise the presence of ecclesial elements proper to the Church of Christ in the non-Catholic Christian communities. It does not follow that the identification of the Church of Christ with the Catholic Church no longer holds, nor that outside the Catholic Church there is a complete absence of ecclesial elements, a "churchless void." What it does mean is that if the expression "subsistit in" is considered in its true context, namely in reference to the Church of Christ "constituted and organised in this world as a society … governed by the successor of Peter and by the Bishops in communion with him," then the change from est to subsistit in takes on no particular theological significance of discontinuity with previously held Catholic doctrine.
In fact, precisely because the Church willed by Christ actually continues to exist (subsistit in) in the Catholic Church, this continuity of subsistence implies an essential identity between the Church of Christ and the Catholic Church. The Council wished to teach that we encounter the Church of Jesus Christ as a concrete historical subject in the Catholic Church. The idea, therefore, that subsistence can somehow be multiplied does not express what was intended by the choice of the term "subsistit." In choosing the word "subsistit" the Council intended to express the singularity and non "multipliability" of the Church of Christ: the Church exists as a unique historical reality.
Contrary to many unfounded interpretations, therefore, the change from "est" to "subsistit" does not signify that the Catholic Church has ceased to regard herself as the one true Church of Christ. Rather it simply signifies a greater openness to the ecumenical desire to recognise truly ecclesial characteristics and dimensions in the Christian communities not in full communion with the Catholic Church, on account of the "plura elementa sanctificationis et veritatis" present in them. Consequently, although there is only one Church which "subsists" in one unique historical subject there are true ecclesial realities which exist beyond its visible boundaries.

The fourth question asks why the Second Vatican Council used the word "Churches" to describe the oriental Churches not in full communion with the Catholic Church.
Notwithstanding the explicit affirmation that the Church of Christ "subsists" in the Catholic Church, the recognition that even outside her visible boundaries "many elements of sanctification and of truth"[6] are to be found, implies the ecclesial character -- albeit diversified -- of the non-Catholic Churches or ecclesial Communities. Neither are these by any means "deprived of significance and importance" in the sense that "the Spirit of Christ has not refrained from using them as means of salvation."[7]
The document considers above all the reality of the oriental Churches not in full communion with the Catholic Church and, making reference to various conciliar texts, gives them the title "particular or local Churches" and calls them sister Churches of the particular Catholic Churches because they remain united to the Catholic Church through the apostolic succession and the valid celebration of the Eucharist "through which the Church of God is built up and grows in stature."[8] The Declaration "Dominus Iesus" explicitly calls them "true particular Churches."[9]
Despite this unequivocal recognition of their "being particular Churches" and of their salvific value, the document could not ignore the wound (defectus) which they suffer specifically in their being particular Churches. For it is because of their Eucharistic vision of the Church, which stresses the reality of the particular Church united in the name of Christ through the celebration of the Eucharist and under the guidance of a Bishop, that they consider themselves complete in their particularity.[10] Consequently, given the fundamental equality among all the particular Churches and among the Bishops which preside over them, they each claim a certain internal autonomy. This is obviously not compatible with the doctrine of Primacy which, according to the Catholic faith, is an "internal constitutive principle" of the very existence of a particular Church.[11] It will, therefore, remain necessary to emphasise that the Primacy of the Successor of Peter, the Bishop of Rome, is not seen as something extraneous or merely concurrent with that of Bishops of particular Churches. Rather it must be exercised in service to the unity of the faith and of communion within the limits that proceed from divine law and from the divine and inviolable constitution of the Church contained in revelation.[12]

The fifth question asks why the ecclesial Communities originating from the Reformation are not recognised as 'Churches.'
In response to this question the document recognises that "the wound is still more profound in those ecclesial communities which have not preserved the apostolic succession or the valid celebration of the eucharist."[13] 
For this reason they are "not Churches in the proper sense of the word"[14] but rather, as is attested in conciliar and postconciliar teaching, they are "ecclesial Communities."[15]
Despite the fact that this teaching has created no little distress in the communities concerned and even amongst some Catholics, it is nevertheless difficult to see how the title of "Church" could possibly be attributed to them, given that they do not accept the theological notion of the Church in the Catholic sense and that they lack elements considered essential to the Catholic Church.
In saying this, however, it must be remembered that these said ecclesial Communities, by virtue of the diverse elements of sanctification and truth really present in them, undoubtedly possess as such an ecclesial character and consequently a salvific significance.

This new document of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, which essentially summarises the teaching of the Council and the post-conciliar magisterium, constitutes a clear reaffirmation of Catholic doctrine on the Church. Apart from dealing with certain unacceptable ideas which have unfortunately spread around the Catholic world, it offers valuable indications for the future of ecumenical dialogue. This dialogue remains one of the priorities of the Catholic Church, as Benedict XVI confirmed in his first message to the Church on April 20, 2005 and on many other occasions, especially during his apostolic visit to Turkey (28.11.06-1.12.06).
However, if such dialogue is to be truly constructive it must involve not just the mutual openness of the participants but also fidelity to the identity of the Catholic faith. Only in this way will it be able to lead towards the unity of all Christians in "one flock with one shepherd" (John 10: 16) and thus heal that wound which prevents the Catholic Church from fully realising her universality within history.
Catholic ecumenism might seem, at first sight, somewhat paradoxical. The Second Vatican Council used the phrase "subsistit in" in order to try to harmonise two doctrinal affirmations: on the one hand, that despite all the divisions between Christians the Church of Christ continues to exist fully only in the Catholic Church, and on the other hand that numerous elements of sanctification and truth do exist outwith the visible boundaries of the Catholic Church whether in the particular Churches or in the ecclesial Communities that are not fully in communion with the Catholic Church. For this reason, the same Decree of Vatican II on ecumenism "Unitatis Redintegratio" introduced the term fullness (unitatis/catholicitatis) specifically to help better understand this somewhat paradoxical situation. Although the Catholic Church has the fullness of the means of salvation, "nevertheless, the divisions among Christians prevent the Church from effecting the fullness of catholicity proper to her in those of her children who, though joined to her by baptism, are yet separated from full communion with her."[16] The fullness of the Catholic Church, therefore, already exists, but still has to grow in the brethren who are not yet in full communion with it and also in its own members who are sinners "until it happily arrives at the fullness of eternal glory in the heavenly Jerusalem."[17] This progress in fullness is rooted in the ongoing process of dynamic union with Christ: "Union with Christ is also union with all those to whom he gives himself. I cannot possess Christ just for myself; I can belong to him only in union with all those who have become, or will become, his own. Communion draws me out of myself towards him, and thus also towards unity with all Christians."[18]
NOTES
[1] PAUL VI, Discourse (September 21, 1964): AAS 56 (1964) 1012.
[2] Ibid., 1010.
[3] G. PHILIPS, La Chiesa e il suo mistero nel Concilio Vaticano II, (Milano 1975), I, 111.
[4] CONGREGATION FOR THE DOCTRINE OF THE FAITH, "Mysterium Ecclesiae," 1: AAS 65 (1973) 398.
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Moscow Patriarchate: Orthodox Church is “heir to the old, undivided Church”

http://www.asianews.it/index.php?l=en&art=9798&size=A
Metropolitan Kirill, head of the Moscow Patriarchate Department for External Church Relations, talks about the text released by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. It "shows how . . . divided we are" but for an "honest dialogue" we need to know where the other side stands.

Moscow (AsiaNews/Agencies) July 11, 2007 – An "honest statement" that "shows how close or, on the contrary, how divided we are," said a statement released by the Russia Orthodox Church in reaction to a text that contained "responses to some questions regarding certain aspects of the doctrine on the church," released yesterday by the Congregation for the doctrine of the faith.

In a press conference, Metropolitan Kirill of Smolensk and Kaliningrad, head of the Moscow Patriarchate Department for External Church Relations, said that it was "an honest statement [. . .] much better than the so-called 'Church diplomacy'. It shows how close or, on the contrary, how divided we are."
"For an honest theological dialogue to happen, one should have a clear view of the position of the other side," because "it helps understand how different we are," he said. 

Basically, the Vatican's document says that the Church of Christ "subsists" only in the Catholic Church because all the elements that He instituted are present in it.

There is nothing new in the text and it is in "full conformity with the doctrine of the Catholic Church,” the Metropolitan said.

"The Orthodox Church is, according to Apostolic Succession, successor and heir to the old, undivided Church. Which is why everything contained in the Catholic document rightfully applies to the Orthodox Church," he added.


Pope restates 'defects' of other Christian faiths in document 
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/11/world/europe/11iht-pope.4.6617139.html?_r=2
By Ian Fisher, International Herald Tribune, July 11, 2007

ROME — Pope Benedict XVI has restated what he said were the "defects" of Christian faiths other than Roman Catholicism, sparking anger from Protestants who questioned the Vatican's respect for other beliefs.

"It makes us question whether we are indeed praying together for Christian unity," the World Alliance of Reformed Churches, which represents Protestants in more than 100 countries, said in a statement. The Vatican document repeated many of the contentious claims of a document issued in 2000 by the Vatican office on orthodoxy, which Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger headed for more than two decades before being elected pope in 2005.

The document released Tuesday focused largely on the Vatican definition of what constitutes a church, which it defined as being traceable through its bishops to Christ's original apostles. Thus, it said, the world's Orthodox Christians make up a church because of shared history, if "separated" from the "proper" Catholic tradition; Protestants, who split from Catholicism during the Reformation, are considered only "Christian communities."

The document repeated church teaching that the Roman Catholic Church alone is the mediator of salvation, though other beliefs can be its "instrument."

"These separated churches and communities, though we believe they suffer from defects, are deprived neither of significance nor importance in the mystery of salvation," the document read. "In fact the Spirit of Christ has not refrained from using them as instruments of salvation, whose value derives from that fullness of grace and of truth which has been entrusted to the Catholic Church."

It was unclear why the Vatican issued the document now, especially since it largely restated earlier, if contentious, statements of church doctrine. The document from 2000, called "Dominus Iesus," prompted angry reactions from other faiths, which accused the Vatican, and Ratzinger specifically, of being unnecessarily divisive.

The stated purpose of the new document was as a "clarification" of doctrine amid much disagreement among Catholics about the legacy of the Second Vatican Council, a three-year conference that ended in 1965 and changed many church practices.

Last week, Benedict made a similar argument in liberalizing the use of the old Latin Mass, largely set aside since the council endorsed holding Mass in the local languages of the world's billion Catholics.

Critics said the decision could further divide Catholics and raised questions about Benedict's commitment to the changes made during the Second Vatican Council.


PROTESTANT GROUPS DISMAYED AT NEW DOCUMENT ON IDENTITY OF 'CHURCH'
http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/0703953.htm 
By Cindy Wooden Catholic News Service July 11, 2007
ROME (CNS) -- Several Protestant organizations reacted with dismay to the Vatican's recent document on the identity of the church, but the Vatican's chief ecumenist, an Orthodox leader and a Swiss bishop said that, by clarifying its position, the Vatican actually is helping ecumenical dialogue.
The document from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church," was released July 10 at the Vatican.
It reaffirmed Catholic teaching that the Catholic Church is the one, true church of Christ, even if elements of truth and Christ's saving grace can be found in separated churches and communities.

The most ecumenically sensitive part of the new document was its assertion that while the term "sister church" can be used to refer to any of the Orthodox churches, a Christian community born out of the Protestant Reformation cannot be called "church" in the way Catholic theology defines the term.
The text said the Orthodox churches, although separated from the Catholic Church, have preserved apostolic succession, the ordained priesthood and the Eucharist. Nevertheless, they "lack something in their condition as particular churches" because they are not in union with the pope.
The Protestant communities, however, are not churches because they do not have apostolic succession -- the unbroken succession of bishops going back to St. Peter, it said.
The Rev. Setri Nyomi, general secretary of the World Alliance of Reformed Churches, published an open letter July 10 addressed to Cardinal Walter Kasper, president of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity.
"An exclusivist claim that identifies the Roman Catholic Church as the one church of Jesus Christ ... goes against the spirit of our Christian calling toward oneness in Christ," Rev. Nyomi wrote. "It makes us question the seriousness with which the Roman Catholic Church takes its dialogue with the Reformed family and other families of the church. It makes us question whether we are indeed praying together for Christian unity."
Rev. Nyomi also said, "For now, we are thankful that our calling to be part of the church of Jesus Christ is not dependent on the interpretation of the Vatican. It is a gift of God."
In a July 11 statement, Cardinal Kasper said that while initial reactions were marked by "irritation among Protestant Christians" a second reading of the document should lead to the conclusion "that the document does not say anything new," but rather provides a synthesis of Catholic teaching.
By explaining what still divides Christians, he said, the document "does not limit dialogue, but promotes it."
"The document does not say that the Protestant churches are not churches, but that they are not churches in the precise sense, that is, they are not churches in the way that the Catholic Church uses the term 'church,'" he said. 
At the same time, Cardinal Kasper said, all Christians must recognize that "at the basis of dialogue there is not just that which divides us, but that which unites us and that is greater than what divides us. For that reason, one should not skim over what the declaration affirms in a positive way about the Protestant churches, and that is that Jesus Christ is effectively present in them for the salvation of their members."
"The document renders a service to clarity and, consequently, to progress in the dialogue," he said.
Thomas Wipf, president of the Community of Protestant Churches in Europe, said the original characteristics of the church of Christ are preaching the Gospel and administering the sacraments.
"That -- and no more -- is needed to be able to be seen as an authentic expression of the one church of Christ," he said.
"The Gospel, and not apostolic succession in the sacrament of ordination, constitutes the church," he said. "We recognize the Roman Catholic Church as a church. It is and remains regrettable that this is not made possible the other way around."
At the same time, Wipf said that making explicit the fact that the document represents the Roman Catholic understanding of "church" could lead to greater clarity in ecumenical dialogue.
Metropolitan Kirill of Smolensk and Kaliningrad, head of the Russian Orthodox office for ecumenical dialogue, told the Interfax news agency that the July 10 document "is an honest statement. It is much better than the so-called 'church diplomacy.' It shows how close or, on the contrary, how divided we are."
In a brief statement Georges Lemopoulos, deputy general secretary of the World Council of Churches, quoted a statement approved by the WCC 2006 general assembly: "Each church is the church catholic and not simply a part of it. Each church is the church catholic, but not the whole of it. Each church fulfills its catholicity when it is in communion with the other churches."
While he said an honest sharing of differences is necessary in dialogue, "the World Council of Churches affirms the importance of 'genuine' ecumenical dialogue and of 'common' Christian witness on the problems facing the world today."
In a long theological reflection on the document, Catholic Bishop Kurt Koch of Basel, president of the Swiss bishops' conference, said he understood how the document could be confusing or even hurtful to Protestants and to Catholics who usually refer to the Protestant communities as churches.
The new Vatican document, he said, is looking at the term in a "strictly theological" way, explaining that if the Catholic Church believes apostolic succession and valid sacraments, particularly the Eucharist, are essential aspects of the church established by Christ it cannot recognize as "church" those communities who do not have them.
Bishop Koch also said the document and reactions to it underline a clear difference in the Catholic and Orthodox ecumenical goal and the ecumenical goal of the Protestants.
The Catholic and Orthodox churches, he said, aspire to full, visible unity, while the Protestant communities work for mutual recognition of the multiplicity and diversity of churches, "even with their possible contradictions."

Swiss Bishop Details Ecumenical Hurdle Disparity on the Concept of Church
FRIBOURG, Switzerland, July 11, 2007 ( Zenit.org) A great difficulty in ecumenical dialogue is the disparity of viewpoints on the understanding of "church," according to the president of the Swiss bishops' conference.
Bishop Kurt Koch of Basel made this comment in a statement released after the publication Tuesday of the document by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, titled "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine of the Church." On behalf of the Swiss bishops, the prelate said that the document's ecumenical relevance is that it clarifies the significance of the doctrine of the Second Vatican Council on the nature of Church. He explained that currently "the greatest difficulty of ecumenical dialogue resides in the disparity of viewpoints on the understanding of the Church."

"The communities that came about from the Reformation see themselves as part of the single Church of Christ under various forms," the bishop continued. Bishop Koch continued: "The Catholic Church asserts that it is not only a part of the Church of Jesus Christ, but rather that it is the only Church realized concretely. "Thus, the document of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith recalls that in a Catholic conception, the ecclesial communities that arose from the Reformation cannot be considered as 'Churches in the proper sense.'" 

"According to the doctrinal congregation," continued the 57-year-old prelate, "it is clear that neither the ecclesial communities, nor the Catholic Church, are in a situation to recognize fully the reciprocal concepts of 'church.'" "Today," Bishop Koch concluded, "for the Swiss bishops' conference this means that we can follow along the path of ecumenism, encouraging dialogue based on these very different theological viewpoints of 'Church.'" Bishop Koch also wrote a commentary in French on the document, which he titled "Introduction to the Theological Background of the New Document of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith Concerning the Doctrine on the Church."

Cardinal Kasper: Document Invites Dialogue Defines Position of Catholic Church
VATICAN CITY, July 12, 2007 (Zenit.org) The president of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity calls the document on the nature of the Church, published by the doctrinal congregation, an "invitation to dialogue."
The June 29 document "Responses to some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church" from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith caused an initial "heated reaction among Protestant Christians," Cardinal William Kasper said. But he hopes "a second, more peaceful reading could show that the document is not saying anything new, but explains, in a synthetic way, the position of the Catholic Church."
In a statement released to ZENIT, Cardinal Kasper stated: "This is not a new development and therefore there is no reason for resentment or to feel as if they have been treated offhandedly. Dialogue presupposes clarity on differing positions."
After the document's publication, Pastor Thomas Wipf, president of the Community of Protestant Churches in Europe -- with 105 Lutheran, Reformed, United, Methodist member churches on the continent -- declared that "this kind of document sends the wrong signals." "The challenges of this world call out for churches to work together. Communion is not an ideal, it is our task," he added, according to the NEV evangelical news agency. ICN-News reported a reaction from the secretary-general of the World Alliance of Reformed Churches, Setri Nyomi, who wrote to Cardinal Kasper, "Let us pray so that the Catholic Church gets beyond exclusivist pretexts, so that the cause for Christian unity may go forward."
Defined positions However, Cardinal Kasper affirmed that "ecumenism from 'defined positions,'" has been requested from Protestants as well. "Now, the present declaration puts forth the Catholic position, that is to say, that which from the Catholic point of view still divides us," the president of the pontifical council said. "This does not limit dialogue, but rather favors it. "An attentive reading of the text shows that the document does not say that Protestant churches are not churches, but that they are not churches in the proper sense, that is, they are not churches in the sense in which the Catholic Church defines Church."
Cardinal Kasper affirmed that "according to Catholic doctrine," as the document explains, "these communities do not have apostolic succession in the sacrament of holy orders, and therefore lack an essential element of being a Church."
He added: "The so-called ecclesial communities, that, because of the lack of ministerial priesthood, have not conserved the genuine and integral substance of the Eucharistic ministry, cannot, according to Catholic doctrine, be called 'Churches' in the true sense."
The declaration from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith "shows that we use the word Church, giving it a meaning that is not fully equal," the 74-year old cardinal said. "The declaration serves to give clarity to the dialogue process," Cardinal Kasper continued. "Without a doubt, at the heart of dialogue there is not that which divides us, but that which unites us, which is greater than what divides us. "Therefore, the declaration is not a step backward with respect to ecumenical progress already achieved. […] It is an urgent invitation to continue peaceful dialogue."

Don't overreact, Cardinal tells Protestants  
http://www.cathnews.com/news/707/67.php
July 12, 2007 Responding to a backlash from Orthodox and Protestant groups over a Vatican critique of their communities, Holy See spokesperson on Christian unity, Cardinal Walter Kasper said that there was no "objective reason" to feel harshly treated.
The International Herald Tribune reports that Cardinal Kasper sought to reassure other denominations that Rome remains committed to dialogue with other Christian denominations.
Cardinal Walter Kasper said the document released Tuesday contained nothing new and that there was no "objective reason for indignation or motive to feel themselves harshly treated."
The document, in which Pope Benedict reasserted the primacy of the Roman Catholic Church, said other Christian communities were either defective or not true churches and that Catholicism provided the only true path to salvation.
The statement brought swift criticism from Protestant leaders.
"It makes us question whether we are indeed praying together for Christian unity," said the World Alliance of Reformed Churches, a fellowship of 75 million Protestants in more than 100 countries.
"It makes us question the seriousness with which the Roman Catholic Church takes its dialogues with the reformed family and other families of the church," the group said.

Kasper made his comments to Vatican Radio in German, directed to an audience where Protestants were angered by the insinuation of defects in Christian denominations other than Catholicism. He said a careful reading would show that the Vatican does not deny that Protestant churches are churches, but only stated that the Vatican definition of what constitutes a church is one that is traceable through its bishops to Christ's original apostles. "Without doubt at the basis of dialogue is not what divides us but what unites us, and that is larger than what divides us," Kasper said.

Reactions to the document
Earlier, Reverend Setri Nyomi, general secretary of the World Alliance of Reformed Churches, had published an open letter dated 10 July addressed to Cardinal Kasper, president of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity, Catholic News Service says. "An exclusivist claim that identifies the Roman Catholic Church as the one church of Jesus Christ ... goes against the spirit of our Christian calling toward oneness in Christ," Reverend Nyomi wrote.
"It makes us question the seriousness with which the Roman Catholic Church takes its dialogue with the Reformed family and other families of the church. It makes us question whether we are indeed praying together for Christian unity."
Meanwhile Thomas Wipf, president of the Community of Protestant Churches in Europe, said the original characteristics of the church of Christ are preaching the Gospel and administering the sacraments.
"That - and no more - is needed to be able to be seen as an authentic expression of the one church of Christ," he said.
"The Gospel, and not apostolic succession in the sacrament of ordination, constitutes the church," he said. "We recognize the Roman Catholic Church as a church. It is and remains regrettable that this is not made possible the other way around."
At the same time, Wipf said that making explicit the fact that the document represents the Roman Catholic understanding of "church" could lead to greater clarity in ecumenical dialogue.
However, Metropolitan Kirill of Smolensk and Kaliningrad, head of the Russian Orthodox office for ecumenical dialogue, told the Interfax news agency that the 10 July document "is an honest statement. It is much better than the so-called 'church diplomacy.' It shows how close or, on the contrary, how divided we are."
Pope is Catholic, but is not the antichrist

http://www.theage.com.au/news/national/pope-is-catholic-but-is-not-the-antichrist/2007/07/11/1183833599460.html 
By Barney Zwartz July 12, 2007

Protestants can't properly call themselves churches, while orthodox churches can but are "wounded", the Vatican says in a document released yesterday.

It was the second time in a week Pope Benedict XVI has moved to correct what he calls erroneous interpretations of the 1960s reforming Vatican Council. Last Friday he issued a document revitalising the Latin mass, sidelined after the council allowed masses in different languages.

The new document, issued by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, which the Pope used to head, reaffirms traditional teaching that the Roman Catholic Church is the only true church — though "elements of truth" are found in separated churches.

It says Orthodox churches are wounded because they are not in communion with the Pope, while protestant churches have more serious deficiencies, making it "difficult to see how the title of 'church' could possibly be attributed to them".

The document says the Catholic Church is still interested in ecumenical dialogue, but some protestant groups doubted that. The World Alliance of Reformed Churches said: "It makes us question the seriousness with which the Roman Catholic Church takes its dialogues with the Reformed family and other families of the church."

Anglican bishop Robert Forsyth, of Sydney — the city where Catholics and Anglicans are regarded as strict — said Anglicans were not offended.

''It means the Pope is a Catholic, actually," Bishop Forsyth said. "Of course, they would think that — we think they're a bit dodgy, too, but we've come a long way from saying the Pope is the antichrist. In Sydney, we get on well (with the Catholics) because we both accept there are irreconcilable differences. But that doesn't stop us loving each other."

On 3 Uniquely Catholic "Gifts" Interview With Expert in Ecumenism
WASHINGTON, D.C., July 15, 2007 (Zenit.org) The recent document on the Church's identity emphasizes the gifts Catholics offer to the quest for unity, says the director of the U.S. bishops' Secretariat for Ecumenical and Interreligious Affairs. The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith released "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine of the Church" on June 29, and an accompanying "Commentary."
In this interview with ZENIT, Father James Massa discusses what the document offers to ecumenism today, and considers reactions from Protestant communities.
Q: In your position as a leader in ecumenical and interreligious work, what is your assessment of the recent document from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith on the Catholic understanding of the Church?
Father Massa: I think it is a necessary and helpful clarification on how Catholics understand the nature of the Church. Jesus Christ founded the Church as a visible and unified society that would exist until his return. Catholics believe that this one Church of Christ exists in all its fullness in the Catholic Church alone. 
That doesn't mean the one Church is not also present and active in Orthodox churches and Protestant communities for the salvation of their members. In fact, in these Christian bodies we find genuine elements of truth and holiness that inspire us, draw us into ecumenical dialogue, and make us yearn even more for the unity for which Christ prayed. Properly understood, the "Clarification" can be a real inducement to deeper and more honest dialogue between Catholics and their ecumenical partners.


Q: What has your impression been of the reaction among Protestants and other non-Catholics to the document?
Father Massa: It's clear that some prominent leaders in the Protestant world feel profoundly disappointed by the document. The Reverend Setri Nyomi, General Secretary of the World Alliance of Reformed Churches, is quoted as saying that it contradicts the "spirit of our Christian calling toward oneness in Christ." He and others wonder whether the Holy Father and the Catholic leadership are still serious about dialogue. 
To my mind, this is an overreaction that misreads both the intended audience and substance of the document. The "Clarification" was directed at bishops and Catholic scholars, not our ecumenical partners. Secondly, it renounces none of the essential commitments that the Catholic Church has made since Vatican II to advance the cause of Christian unity.
Other reactions have been more positive. Ann Riggs of the Faith and Order USA Commission, for example, views the document as an invitation to a more sophisticated dialogue in which each side tries to understand the other's statements as coming out of a distinct tradition of doctrinal expression. 
Metropolitan Kirill of the Russian Orthodox Church called it "honest" and preferable to a diplomatic approach that dodges the tough issues. So the reaction has been mixed. But overall, I think its long term benefits for authentic ecumenism will outweigh any disadvantages.
Q: Why is this document needed now, at this moment in the journey toward full Christian unity?
Father Massa: Seven year after "Dominus Iesus," we are still facing a problem with insufficient attention to the Catholic doctrine of the Church. Perhaps in an effort to underscore God's saving work in other churches and Christian communities, some theologians have failed to make it clear that the one Church of Christ is uniquely identifiable with the Catholic Church. Other churches and communities welcome the saving presence of Christ into their midst, but only in the Catholic Church does the one Church subsist in fullness. Contrary to what some Catholic theologians have written, there are no other "subsistences."
Taken out of context, the document's position on what groups deserve to be called a "church" might also appear to be jarring. The Orthodox churches are rightly called such because they've retained the sacraments and the ministry that exists in apostolic succession. Protestant communities lack a certain ecclesial substance, namely, the sacraments and ministry that unite us as one in the Body of Christ. But even the Orthodox, though very close to us in faith and practice, are still "wounded" in their communion because they lack the Office of Peter, the Pope.
Q: What, if any, novelties are contained in the new document. Is this simply a restatement of Catholic teaching as articulated in other documents -- if so, why the need? Or does it present new material -- if so, what?
Father Massa: I don't think there is anything substantially new here. But I do believe that the restatement of the Catholic position offers those of us involved in the dialogues to take more seriously what are the Catholic "gifts" that we bring to the table. Pope John Paul II said that ecumenism is less an exchange of ideas than an exchange of gifts. Eucharist-centered worship, episcopal ministry, and papal primacy are the unique Catholic gifts. They should never be placed "under a bushel basket."
Q: The final paragraph of the Commentary on the Document, which was also released by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, quotes "Deus Caritas Est": "Union with Christ is also union with all those to whom he gives himself. … Communion draws me out of myself towards him, and thus also toward unity with all Christians." Do you think Benedict XVI will be a key element in achieving unity?
Father Massa: I do indeed believe that the present Holy Father is a credible ecumenist. He was such as an academician, as a bishop-prefect, and now as a Pope. But he also cautions us not to think that "unity" is something that we ourselves achieve by means of our theological cleverness or skills in diplomacy. Unity is and always will be a gift from the Lord, and therefore something that we must wait upon in prayer and while doing appropriate works of love with the other and on behalf of the other.
Q: On another front, there was also a stir in the media after Benedict XVI's "Summorum Pontificum" was released July 7. Some said that document is anti-Semitic. What has given that impression? And how should the document be interpreted in the light of Catholic-Jewish relations?
Father Massa: In the Motu Proprio "Summorum Pontificum," the Holy Father is merely extending permission for the wider pastoral application of the Missal of 1962 -- the so-called Tridentine Mass. The 1962 "Missale Romanum" already reflected Blessed John XXIII's revision of liturgical language often construed as anti-Semitic. In 1965, Vatican II's "Nostra Aetate" -- no. 4 -- then repudiated all forms of anti-Semitism as having no place within Christian life. When the new Mass was published in 1969, the only prayer for the Jewish people on Good Friday completely reflects a renewed understanding of the Jews as God's chosen people, "first to hear the word of God."
Throughout his papacy, Pope John Paul II worked effectively to reconcile the Church with the Jewish people and to strengthen new bonds of friendship. Benedict XVI is continuing along the same lines. But keep in mind, in 1988 John Paul II himself gave permission for the missal of 1962 to be used as a pastoral provision to assist Catholics who remained attached to the previous rites, thereby hoping to develop closer bonds within the family of the Church. 
The present Holy Father -- and here I quote him -- remains committed to "the need to overcome past prejudices, misunderstandings, indifference and the language of contempt and hostility (and to continue) the Jewish-Christian dialogue … to enrich and deepen the bonds of friendship which have developed" -- Benedict XVI, On the occasion of the 40th anniversary of the promulgation of "Nostra Aetate," Oct. 27, 2005.

Liturgy and Ecumenism: How to Apply Vatican Council II

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/dettaglio.jsp?id=155901&eng=y
For Benedict XVI, there must not be rupture between the Church’s past and present, but rather continuity. He has given proof of this with his latest decisions – receiving less criticism than foreseen, and much more agreement. The comments of Ruini, Amato, De Marco by Sandro Magister
ROMA, July 16, 2007 – Just a few months ago, the French bishops were extremely concerned about the news that Benedict XVI was preparing to liberalize the celebration of the Mass labeled as that of Pius V. "Such a decision endangers the Church’s unity," wrote the most alarmed of them. 
Benedict XVI shot straight from the hip, with the "motu proprio" released on July 7. But there was no reaction of rejection from the French bishops. Nor was there from the bishops of the touchiest countries: Switzerland, Germany, Great Britain. On the contrary, their most authoritative leaders hailed the pope’s decision with positive comments: from the German cardinal Karl Lehmann to the English cardinal Cormac Murphy O’Connor, both ranked among the progressives. 
The same happened with the document released on July 10 by the congregation for the doctrine of the faith, which nails down some firm points of doctrine about the Church. There was no comparison with the criticisms that in the summer of 2000 were hurled – even by high-ranking churchmen – against the declaration "Dominus Iesus," signed by then-cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, which to a great extent dealt with the same points of doctrine. Cardinal Walter Kasper, president of the pontifical council for promoting Christian unity, decisively supported the Vatican document: "Clearly stating one’s own positions does not limit ecumenical dialogue, but fosters it." And from Moscow, metropolitan Kirill of Smolensk, president of the department for external relations at the Russian Orthodox patriarchate, described the text as “an honest declaration, because sincere dialogue requires a clear vision of the respective positions." 

Criticisms did arrive, naturally, against both of these promulgations, from within and outside of the Church, and especially from Protestants and Jews. But in the Catholic camp the protests were limited to confined sectors, mostly Italian: the sectors of the liturgists and of the intellectuals who interpret Vatican Council II as a "rupture" and a "new beginning". 
Among the liturgists, the one most pained in contesting the papal "motu proprio" was Luca Brandolini, bishop of Sora, Aquino, and Pontecorvo, and a member of the liturgical commission of the Italian bishops’ conference, in an interview with the newspaper "la Republica": 
"I cannot hold back my tears; I am living through the saddest moment of my life as a bishop and as a man. This is a day of mourning not only for me, but for the many who have lived and worked for Vatican Council II. What has been negated is a reform for which many worked at the cost of great sacrifices, motivated solely by the desire to renew the Church." 
Among the theorists of Vatican II as a "rupture" and a "new beginning", the most explicit against the papal provisions were the founder and prior of the monastery of Bose, Enzo Bianchi, and the historian of Christianity Alberto Melloni, coauthor of the most widely read "History of Vatican Council II" in the world. For Melloni, the objective of pope Ratzinger is nothing less than that of "deriding" and "demolishing" Vatican Council II. 

But instead it is known that Benedict XVI’s clear objective – plainly enunciated and argued in the memorable discourse to the Roman curia on December 22, 2005 – is that of freeing the Council from a particular interpretation: precisely the interpretation of "rupture" and "new beginning" dear to Bianchi and Melloni. "The hermeneutic of discontinuity," the pope said in this address, "risks ending in a split between the pre-conciliar Church and the post-conciliar Church". 
While instead the correct interpretation of Vatican Council II, in the view of Benedict XVI, is this: 
"... the hermeneutic of reform, of renewal in the continuity of the one subject-Church which the Lord has given to us. She is a subject which increases in time and develops, yet always remaining the same, the one subject of the journeying People of God." 
The "motu proprio" that liberalizes the ancient rite of the Mass and the successive document from the congregation for the doctrine of the faith are both applications of this stated aim. 
The pope explained this in the letter to the bishops that accompanied the "motu proprio". But he also had the foresight to expound and discuss his reasons on June 27, ten days before the publication of the "motu proprio", with a select group of bishops from various countries, including the cardinals Lehmann, Murphy O’Connor, and Jean-Pierre Ricard, Philippe Barbarin, and André Vingt-Trois of France. This preliminary meeting with the pope contributed to the later positive welcome of the provision on the part of all of these. 
Among the participants at the meeting there was also, for Italy, cardinal Camillo Ruini. On July 8, the day after the publication of the "motu proprio", he published in the newspaper of the Italian bishops’ conference, "Avvenire", the editorial reproduced below. 

Just after it, also on this page, is presented an interview with the secretary of the congregation for the doctrine of the faith, archbishop Angelo Amato, coauthor of the document released the previous day. In it, he responds to some criticisms of the two latest papal proclamations, including the one in relation to the prayer for the conversion of the Jews in the rite of Holy Thursday in the missal attributed to Saint Pius V. The interview, released in "Avvenire" on July 11, was conducted by Gianni Cardinale. 
Finally, as a third commentary written expressly for www.chiesa, there is a note by Pietro De Marco, professor at the University of Florence and at the Theological Faculty of Central Italy. 

1. Solicitude for the Unity of the Church by Cardinal Camillo Ruini 
Ten days ago, at the end of the meeting dedicated to the "motu proprio" on the use of the Roman liturgy before Vatican Council II, Benedict XVI wanted to illustrate personally the motives that prompted him to promulgate this text. 
As the first and foremost of these motives, the pope indicated concern for the unity of the Church, a unity that subsists not only in space, but also in time, and which is incompatible with fractures and opposition among the various phases of its historical development. 
This means that Pope Benedict has taken up again the central message of his address to the Roman curia on December 22, 2005, in which, forty years after the Council, he proposed as the key for interpreting Vatican II, not "the hermeneutic of discontinuity and rupture", but rather that "of renewal in the continuity of the one subject-Church". 
He is not in this way bringing to bear his own personal point of view or theological preference, but rather fulfilling the essential duty of the successor of Peter, who, as the Council itself says (Lumen Gentium no. 23), "is the perpetual and visible principle and foundation of unity of both the bishops and of the faithful". 
At the same time, in the letter to bishops with which he accompanies and puts into their hands the "motu proprio", Pope Benedict writes that the positive reason that induced him to publish it is that of reaching an internal reconciliation within the bosom of the Church. He expressly recalls how, looking to the divisions that have wounded the Body of Christ over the centuries, "one continually has the impression that, at critical moments when divisions were coming about, not enough was done by the Church’s leaders to maintain or regain reconciliation and unity". 
From here, the pope continues, we receive the "obligation . . . to make every effort to enable for all those who truly desire unity to remain in that unity or to attain it anew." It is only by putting ourselves on this wavelength that we can truly grasp the meaning of the "motu proprio", and put it into practice in a positive an fruitful way. In reality, as the pope explains abundantly in his letter, there is no foundation to the fear that the Council’s authority will be compromised and that the liturgical reform will be brought into doubt, or that the work of Paul VI and John Paul II will be discredited. 
The missal of Paul VI remains, in fact, the "normal" and "ordinary" form of the Eucharistic liturgy, while the Roman missal from before the Council can be used as an "extraordinary form".
This is not a question - the pope clarifies - of "two rites", but of a twofold use of one and the same Roman rite. John Paul II, moreover, first in 1984 and then in 1988, had permitted the use of the missal from before the Council, for the same reasons that are now prompting Benedict XVI to take a further step in this direction. 
Besides, such a further step is not one-way. It requires constructive will and sincere sharing of the intention that guided Benedict XVI: not only for the overwhelming majority of the priests and faithful who are comfortable with the reform that followed Vatican II, but also for those who remain deeply attached to the previous form of the Roman rite. 
In concrete terms, the former are asked not to indulge, in the celebrations, in those abuses that unfortunately have not been lacking, and which obscure the spiritual richness and theological profundity of the missal of Paul VI. 
The latter are asked not to exclude in principle the celebration according to this new missal, thus manifesting concretely their acceptance of the Council. In this way, the risk will be averted that a "motu proprio" released in order to better unite the Christian community will instead be used to divide it. 
In his letter the pope, addressing the bishops, emphasizes that these new norms "do not diminish in any way" their authority and responsibility for the liturgy and for the pastoral care of their faithful. 
As Vatican II teaches (Sacrosanctum Concilium, no. 22), every bishop is in fact "the moderator of the liturgy in his diocese", in communion with the pope and under his authority. This, too, is a criterion of the highest importance, in order that the "motu proprio" may bear the productive results for which it was written. 

2. Knowing Who We Are Aids Dialogue 
An interview with archbishop Angelo Amato, secretary of the congregation for the doctrine of the faith 
Q: Your Excellency, the first of the "responses" published by the congregation for the doctrine of the faith reaffirms that Vatican Council II did not change the previous doctrine on the Church. But shouldn’t this be obvious? 
A: It should. But unfortunately it isn’t. There are interpretations which, from opposite sides, would like the last Council to have been a rupture with the tradition of the Catholic Church. Some identify this presumptive fact as a glory of the Council, others as a disaster. But that’s not how it is. And it was fitting to reaffirm this in a clear and unequivocal manner, recalling also what Blessed John XXIII affirmed clearly in his allocution on September 11, 1962, at the beginning of the Council: "the Council . . . wishes to transmit the doctrine, pure and integral, without any attenuation or distortion . . ." This sure and unchangeable doctrine, to which faithful obedience is due, must be explored and presented in the manner required by our era. The substance of the "depositum fidei", or the truths contained in our venerable doctrine, is one thing, while the way in which these are expressed, though always with the same sense and meaning, is another. 
Q: The second response, which is the central one, takes in hand the question of the phrase “subsistit in.” How then should this assertion of the Council be interpreted, according to which the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church? 
A: In effect, this affirmation has undergone various interpretations, and not all of these are consistent with the conciliar doctrine on the Church. The congregation’s reply, based on the Council documents and also on the annals of the Council’s work, which are cited in the footnotes, reaffirm that subsistence indicates the perennial historical continuity and the endurance of all the elements instituted by Christ in the Catholic Church, in which the Church of Christ is found concretely on this earth. Is it not correct, therefore, to think that the Church of Christ today no longer exists anywhere, or that it exists only theoretically, or "in fieri", under formation, in a future convergence or reunification of the different sister Churches, hoped for or promoted by ecumenical dialogue. No. The Church of Christ, one, holy, catholic, and apostolic, exists in history in the Catholic Church. 

Q: But why then - and this is the topic of the third response - didn’t the Council affirm precisely that the Catholic Church "is" the Church of Christ, and instead used the term "subsists"? 
A: This change of terms is not, and cannot be interpreted as, a rupture with the past. In Latin, "subsistit in" is a stronger form of "est". The continuity of subsistence entails a substantial identity of essence between the Church of Christ and the Catholic Church. With the expression "subsistit in", the Council intended to express the singular and unrepeatable nature of the Church of Christ. The Church exists as a unique subject in historical reality. But at the same time, the phrase “subsistit in” also expresses the fact that outside of the structure of the Catholic Church there is not an absolute ecclesiastical void, but there can be found "numerous elements of sanctification and of truth . . . which as gifts properly belonging to the Church of Christ, impel towards catholic unity".
Q: The fourth response concerns the ecumenical implications of what has been affirmed so far. And it clarifies the reason why Vatican Council II attributes the name of "Churches" to the Eastern Churches, Orthodox and pre-Chalcedonian, that are separated from full communion with Rome. 
A: The response is clear. These Churches, although separated from Rome, have true sacraments, and above all by virtue of apostolic succession have the priesthood and the Eucharist. Thus they deserve the title of particular or local Churches, and are called sisters of the particular Catholic Churches. But to this it must be added that these sister Churches are affected by a lack, by a "vulnus", in that they are not in communion with the visible head of the one Catholic Church who is the pope, the successor of Peter. And this is not an accessory matter, but one of the constitutive principles within every particular Church. 
Q: The last response repeats that the title of "Church" cannot be attributed to the Christian communities born from the Reformation in the sixteenth century. 
A: This is a painful matter, I know, but as the Council affirms, these communities have not maintained apostolic succession in the sacrament of Orders, thus depriving themselves of an essential constitutive element of the Church’s being. Because of the lack of the ministerial priesthood, these communities have not preserved the genuine and complete substance of the Eucharistic mystery. For this reason, according to Catholic doctrine, they cannot be called "Churches" in the true sense. 
Q: Is this also true of the Anglican communion? A: Yes. 
Q: Your Excellency, what is the value of these "responses"? 
A: They have an authoritative theological character. Authoritative. They are a clarification, formulated by our Congregation and approved expressly by the Pope, of the Council’s meaning. 
Q: These texts were published a few days after the "motu proprio" that liberalizes the so-called "Mass of Saint Pius V". Some might think that this was not a coincidence, but a precise strategy . . . 
A: This is no ecclesiastical or media strategy. Our documents are published when they are ready. And that’s all. Otherwise, if we had to pay attention to these kinds of problems that have nothing to do with us we would risk, for one reason or another, never publishing these texts awaited by the bishops and many of the faithful. 
Q: In any case, these two events were interpreted - by some - as an offensive directed against Vatican Council II. 
A: That’s not the way it is. In both cases there is an authoritative and orthodox development, obviously in the Catholic sense, of the Council. The Holy Father, and our congregation together with him, does not use the hermeneutic of rupture, of opposition between pre- and post-conciliar realities. For the Pope and for us, what applies instead is the hermeneutic of continuity and of development within the tradition. There should be an end to considering the second millennium of the Catholic Church’s life as an unfortunate parenthesis that the Vatican Council, or rather its spirit, removed at a single stroke. 
Q: And yet fears remain that these events are harmful to ecumenical dialogue. 
A: What is affirmed in these "responses" has already been stated by the Council itself, and has been restated by a number of post-conciliar documents and by the declaration "Dominus Iesus" in particular. In practice, this is nothing other than restating what the Catholic identity is, in order to face ecumenical dialogue serenely and more effectively. When your interlocutor knows your identity, he is led to dialogue in a more sincere way and without creating further confusion. 
Q: Your Excellency, there are those who accuse the motu proprio "Summorum Pontificum" of being anti-conciliar, because it offers full citizenship to a missal in which there is a prayer for the conversion of the Jews. Is it truly contrary to the letter and spirit of the Council to formulate this prayer? 
A: Certainly not. In the Mass, we Catholics pray always and in the first place for our conversion. And we strike our breasts for our sins. And then we pray for the conversion of all Christians and all non-Christians. The Gospel is for all. 
Q: But the objection is raised that the prayer for the conversion of the Jews was definitively surpassed by the one in which the Lord is asked to help them to progress in fidelity to his covenant. 
A: Jesus himself affirms, in the Gospel of Saint Mark: "Repent, and believe in the Gospel", and his first interlocutors were his Jewish confreres. We Christians can do nothing other than re-propose what Jesus taught us. In freedom and without imposition, obviously, but also without self-censorship. 
Q: A while ago, you announced the publication of an updated instruction, a second "Donum Vitae", on the most burning topics related to bioethics and biotechnology. At what point is this? 
A: This is a very delicate document that requires great care. I think it will still take a good bit of work before it can be released. 
Q: And the other document announced, on the natural law? 
A: We are still collecting the materials produced by various international conferences on this topic, which, at our suggestion, were held in various pontifical universities and Catholic institutions throughout the world. 
Q: So will it be a while before we have new documents from your congregation? 
A: No, there will be two texts soon. The first is on a specific question touching on bioethics. The other concerns a problem relating to the missions. But it would be premature to say any more. 

3. The Medicine of Pope Benedict by Pietro De Marco 
In his letter "Summorum Pontificum", Benedict XVI firmly indicated in the "Missale Romanum", promulgated by Pius V and presented in an edition revised by John XXIII in 1962, a completely valid and current expression of the "lex orandi" – the rule of prayer – and of the "lex credendi" – the rule of faith. Next to the Missal promulgated in Paul VI in 1970, this represents a distinct use of the one rite of the Latin Church. Although it was marginalized, in fact, through the adoption of the modern languages in the liturgy, the Missal of 1962 was never "surpassed", nor could it have been, much less "abrogated". It has remained in effect, being itself "a living expression of the Church".
The new legitimization of the "Missale Romanum" decreed by "Summorum Pontificum" brings Catholic life back to its essential nature of "complexio". The pope proposes Catholic history prior to Vatican Council II as the living context of the "spirit" of the Council itself, and of its realization: a realization that many extremists have instead practiced as incompatible with the past. 
Thus the objective of "internal reconciliation in the bosom of the Church" becomes part of a wider medicinal intervention for the universal Church, even independently from local tensions with schismatic minorities. 
The same rare but virulent negative reactions to the “motu proprio” confirm, without meaning to do so, the urgency of this medicinal action by Pope Benedict. 

These have raised two serious accusations against "Summorum Pontificum". 
On the one hand, this is thought to have impinged upon episcopal authority, because the Roman decision is imagined to have removed from the one who is by essence the liturgist of his church, the bishop, the authority to discipline the liturgical styles and intentions of the priests who celebrate by his delegation. 
On the other hand, the "motu proprio" is thought to introduce a paradoxical form of liturgical relativism, a liturgy "to order", according to the subjective preferences of the faithful. 
The second objection is decidedly out of place. If anything has offered, for decades, a dangerously "à la carte" spectacle of liturgical styles, it is the rampant (and early, appearing right after the Council) abuse of the "interpretation" or "enculturation" of the rite of the Mass. Who does not recall the arbitrary suppression of prayers and gestures, and the illegitimate introduction of new liturgical texts, actors, and places? This led to the migration of believers in search for styles of celebration more in keeping with their taste, conservative or progressive. This problem has been known for some time: Benedict XVI’s recent act of governance was preceded by many warnings – above all by the instruction "Redemptoris Sacramentum" of April, 2004 – condemning the excessive "arbitrary deformations". 

The recovery of the ancient rite could, contrary to what is objected, act as a paradigm for stabilizing the fluctuating liturgies in the modern languages. As Cardinal Karl Lehmann, president of the German bishops, has noted, the "motu proprio" is a good occasion to promote with new attentiveness a fitting "ordinary" celebration of the Eucharist and of the other rites. 
As for the first objection, the authority of the bishop is the subject of the accompanying letter by Benedict XVI to his "dear brothers in the episcopate". In it, there is a reminder that the ancient rite is not a different rite, that its presence in the Christian people is a constructive memory, and that its celebration is legitimate and opportune. 
The historical-traditional richness of Christian worship is, therefore, the primary reality to be drawn upon; and the authority exercised by the bishop-liturgist should be understood accordingly. The bishop does not generate autonomously, much less by inclination, neither the fact of the rite, which has its center in Christ, nor its form, which belongs above all to the one and universal Church. Besides – the pope explains in the letter to the bishops – the very men responsible for the unity of the Church have often failed, even in the recent past, to fulfill their primary task of avoiding or healing divisions. 
So in what perspective should Benedict XVI’s act of governance be understood? 
Above all, the new freedom to celebrate the Mass improperly called “pre-conciliar” will act as a corrective, if not as reparation, for an undue practical and ideological fracture worn out in the “hyper-conciliar” twentieth century. It is a fracture with the tradition of the modern Church, from the sixteenth to the twentieth century, and as concerning language, practically with the entire tradition. This fracture was not intended by the constitution on the liturgy promulgated by Vatican Council II. It consists in the de facto negation of the spirit of the liturgy prior to the reform, implying or letting it be understood that this was inadequate in itself. 
The initiative of Pope Benedict is thus confirmed as being directed against the ideological and substantially "revolutionary" interpretation made of the Council by the Catholic theological and pastoral elites, which has slowly spread among the clergy and the parishes. 
There’s more. The renewed legitimacy of a Eucharist celebrated in the Latin language and according to the Roman Missal of 1962 would seem to be destined to bring back into balance not only the current excesses in ritual, language, and architecture, but also the frequent tendencies toward an emptying of the sacramentality of the celebrations. These are tendencies with worrying implications for the faith. 
It is interjected that the Missal promulgated on March 26, 1970, well rooted in tradition and the result of mature liturgical study, would have been sufficient to achieve these effects. No one is unaware of the enormous work of the congregation for divine worship over the decades, nor of John Paul II’s passion for the liturgical life of the Church: it’s enough to reread his letter "Dominicae Cenae" of February, 1980. But was has become of this richness in ordinary practice? What is their capacity for providing direction, and at the same time, containment for the "liturgical renewal" pursued by daily dilettantisms, often extraneous to the very idea of the sacredness of the Eucharist and of the sacrifice? There is a need for reflection on this proven impossibility of founding great works on the sand of post-conciliar rhetoric. 

But from where could the rebalancing power of the "Tridentine" rite come? From at least three facts. 
1. The Latin language fosters the perception of the ancient quality of the rite, of a primordial quality that the present cannot browbeat or domineer, but within which it necessarily implants itself, according to continuity. Even occasional, but no longer "transgressive", participation in the ancient rite in Latin helps to understand that tradition and innovation have a necessary relationship and a mutual power of moderation. This is known to the few believers who have attended in these decades the liturgies celebrated in Latin in the monasteries, even more so than with the "traditionalist" liturgies. 
2. The ritual form and discipline of the ancient Mass teach faith precisely through their way of teaching prayer. Especially the celebrant’s "facing the Lord" – which is not his "turning his back" to the people, as many senselessly repeat – together with the whole assembly, as well as the unusual position of the altar with respect to those around it, lead to new reflection on sacred space and time, on their meaning and foundation. New reflection, but not in a "new" manner: rather in the pathway of the Catholic tradition, Latin and Eastern. 
Neither the gathered community, nor its sentiments, nor its sociality or company are, in fact, the linchpin of the "sacrificium missae". It is not the behavior of the assembly that counts: the temptation of the "active liturgy" is a pragmatist temptation of which liturgists, pastoralists, and the planners of sacred buildings seem to be unaware. On the contrary, the action of the praying community comes under the norm of the sacramental sacrifice, and must draw its own profile from this; action is at the service of the "divina mysteria". The divine Priest sacrifices himself to the Father, and the celebrant and the assembly are drawn into this abyss, in its direction. The canon of the Mass gives this the greatest prominence. 
But symbolically, everything is clearer for the faithful when they are permitted to look beyond the altar, toward the Lord. Facing the Lord is opposed to the temptation, even of the liturgists, to conceive of the altar as a "spectaculum" at the center of the assembly. Is the offering to the Father of the one Priest adequately displayed in the current direct conversation between celebrant and people? Today the assembly appears predominately turned toward the celebrant, and the celebrant toward the assembly, with a dangerous effect of immanence, if not of the appropriation of initiative. The temptation to consider the assembly as a sacrament, at the expense of the Trinitarian "mystery of the faith" at work in the liturgical action, is evident every Sunday. 
3. A liturgy that according to ancient and constant tradition "has at it center the Most Holy Sacrament that shines with vibrant light" (as the great liturgist Josef A. Jungmann put it) implies a catechesis and a preaching of the real presence of Jesus in the bread and wine, of the "God with us" dear to Joseph Ratzinger the theologian. In short, there will be renewed attention to the sacraments as a proclamation of reality, beyond the levels - and the undeniable but secondary values – of the communal and affective "participation" of the assembly. This is the hope that seems to lie in the decision of Pope Benedict: the hope that making trial today of the essential presence of tradition among us may act as medicine for the disorientation of so many of the Christian faithful. The hope of a "christifidelis laicus" such as myself is that, with the consent of the bishop, the pastors may make possible the celebration of the Mass at least once a week, best if on a Sunday or feast day, according to the "Missale Romanum" of John XXIII, thus helping all to recover the deep meaning of the ancient liturgical tradition, and bringing reconciliation to cultures, generations, and spiritualities within the Church. 
In any case it must be avoided that the request for the ancient Mass in Latin should become the demand of minorities that see themselves as excluded and antagonized. The bishops, pastoralists, and liturgists must be asked to try solutions quickly that are capable of meeting the situations of the individual dioceses. And from Rome – above all from the Vatican commission "Ecclesia Dei" – we are awaiting solid guidance on the ways to implement the “motu proprio,” beyond the theological and spiritual reasons that animate it. 

Unity Council Hails Document on the Church Secretary Says It Is Ecumenically Useful
ROME, July 18, 2007 (Zenit.org) To understand the recent document on the nature of the Church by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, one must harmonize apparently contradictory concepts, says Bishop Brian Farrell.
The secretary of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity said this in statements to ZENIT on the June 29 document "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church."
Bishop Farrell, a Legionary of Christ, noted that the media presentation of the document has not been complete. 
"As often happens, theological complexity gets lost in the way the story unfolds, especially in the media," he said. "There is not just one, but a number of affirmations in this document, and they must all be taken together. 
"The document cannot be reduced to saying: 'The Catholic Church claims to be the one true Church.' It also says: 'It is possible, according to Catholic doctrine, to affirm correctly that the Church of Christ is present and operative in the churches and ecclesial communities not yet fully in communion with the Catholic Church.'" Bishop Farrell affirmed that "it is necessary to hold various affirmations all together at once" in order to correctly understand the document.
Reciprocity Bishop Farrell noted that the document caused initial negative reactions among non-Catholics. 
However, he stated that "there is nothing new or surprising in this document" and said that he believes it "will be seen as inviting us all to be more theologically exact in our dialogues, and perhaps more creative in making our position better understood." The 63-year-old prelate further asserted that a lack of communion implies disagreements regarding the understanding of certain concepts. "Of course, no Christian body likes to hear that we Catholics think they are missing something that is essential in the concept of Church," he said. "Just as we do not like to hear our Orthodox friends say that they alone are the true continuation of the undivided Church of the first millennium. Likewise, at the center of the Reformation there is a radical critique of the Catholic Church as not having remained faithful to Christ and to the Scriptures. 
So it cannot come as a surprise to our Protestant partners that there are different ideas of 'Church' at work in our views of one another."

Communion Bishop Farrell also commented on the authority of the See of Peter and on communion with the Supreme Pontiff. "The major obstacle is not so much the universal ministry of the Bishop of Rome, but the way that this ministry has been defined and practiced in recent centuries in the Catholic Church," he said. "But also here," Bishop Farrell continued, "'Responses' can be ecumenically useful. It reminds us that the authority of the successor of Peter is not something over, against, the particular Churches, but is rather one of the internal constitutive principles of every particular Church. 
"'Responses' challenges the ecumenical discussion to clarify how this ministry belongs to the inner life of each particular Church, and how it serves to free the faith and life of the Churches from too strong an identification with prevailing cultural conditions or ethnic belonging."
Urgency Bishop Farrell affirmed that ecumenical dialogue is an urgent task for Catholics and non-Catholics alike: "When 'Responses' reminds us that because of division between Christians, the Church’s universality is not fully realized in history, it is pointing to an unfinished task that cannot be neglected or delayed. "Far from feeling any sense of self-sufficiency, Catholics must feel that the situation of incompleteness inherent in division and separation is a tragedy for them too. It makes it all the more difficult to offer a convincing witness, so that the world may believe."

Pope is not anti-Christ, Anglican bishop confirms
http://www.cathnews.com/news/707/110.php
July 19, 2007 …Meanwhile, reacting to the a Vatican document released within days of the pope's Latin Mass directive which restated the Catholic position on the one true church, Sydney Anglican Bishop Robert Forsyth says, "Don't worry, the pope is just being the pope". Speaking to the ABC's Religion Report, the bishop said: "my response was that the Pope is a Catholic, he is merely reaffirming Catholic doctrine. This has been said for 400 years."
"I don't believe what he said is true," Bishop Forsyth added, "I am grieved to hear it at one level, but another, why should I be surprised to hear the pope declaring Roman Catholic doctrine?"
"The Pope is a Catholic," he confirms, "not the anti-Christ."

Vatican Official: Ecumenism Needs Truth
ARANJUEZ, Spain, July 25, 2007 (Zenit.org) The secretary of the Vatican's doctrinal congregation emphasized again that the dicastery's recent document on the doctrine of the Church is an aid to ecumenism.
Salesian Archbishop Angelo Amato of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith spoke with journalists Tuesday in Spain, before giving a conference on Benedict XVI's book, "Jesus of Nazareth."
The archbishop said that "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church," as the document was called, is "very positive" for ecumenism because it gives a "precise identity to the Catholic Church." 
"Ecumenism is based on truth and the identity of the interlocutors," he affirmed.
The prelate denied that Protestants were "vexed" by the document: "They know that this is our identity and it is not the first time that the congregation has made these affirmations."
The archbishop observed that the document repeats what the Second Vatican Council had already said. He further recalled the 2000 document, "Dominus Iesus," which also detailed the same doctrine.
"The Church of Christ exists in history," he added. "It is a concrete historical reality, which searches for unity, through ecumenical dialogue, with all the other expressions."

Ecumenical roads no longer lead to Rome 

http://www.eurekastreet.com.au/article.aspx?aeid=3185 
July 26, 2007 By Andrew Hamilton
The Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith recently clarified the relationship between the Catholic Church and other churches. Its document provoked mixed responses. Vatican officials insisted it said nothing new; many others, including Catholics, found it offensive. Both responses were understandable. But taken together they pointed to a lack of attention in preparing such documents. 

The Congregation addressed the view that the Roman Catholic Church is simply one of a number of brands offering the same product and that adherence to any church is simply a matter of individual choice. This attitude is part of the cultural air we breathe. 

Against this view the Congregation insisted that Christian bodies must be judged by the extent to which their faith and structures represent the shape of the early church. All churches agree with this claim. But they define, in different ways, what continuity with the early church means. Catholic and Orthodox churches emphasise continuity in faith and structure, while Bible-based churches generally emphasise continuity in a particular form of faith. By these standards they judge whether particular Christian bodies truly represent Christ’s church. 

In the Catholic theology that prevailed before the Second Vatican Council, the Catholic Church alone could claim to be Christ’s church. It drew sharp boundaries between the one true church and other false churches. 

The Second Vatican Council stressed the value of positive elements in other churches, insisting that God could work through these churches for the good of their members. Members of other churches shared Christian faith and their baptism was of decisive significance. The Council reconciled this insight with its conviction that the Catholic Church had a unique place in salvation by using the concept of participation. The Catholic Church shares fully in the reality of Christ’s church. Other churches participate to greater and lesser degrees. The Council caught the distinction in its statement that the Church of Christ subsists in the Roman Catholic Church, and by referring to other Christian bodies as ecclesial communities rather than as churches. 

The image of participation has two corollaries. It makes less absolute the boundaries between the Catholic Church and other churches. We cannot divide churches into true and false, but into greater and less. We must say that other churches and their ministries are not equivalent to the Catholic Church, but we may not say that they are without value. 
The image of participation also brings out the difference between the abstract shape of faith and church structure and the way in which faith is lived out. To say that the Catholic Church uniquely embodies the faith and structured life of the early church does not imply that its structures function as Christ would have wanted, or work better than those of other churches. 

From this perspective the goal of ecumenical endeavour is not, as Catholics would once have said, that other churches should return to Rome. The priority is that in all churches, their members’ lives, their relationships and their structures correspond to Christ’s values. If they are faithful their paths may lead to a form of unity that is today unimaginable. 
That is the background to the document. But although it affirms the text of Vatican II, its context is different. Vatican II wanted to make space for conversation between churches and Christians by emphasising what they share. It shaped its decrees to ensure that they were open to those who were not Catholic. The Congregation's document emphasises the boundaries between the Catholic Church and other churches by denying their equivalence. It is not concerned to win or to encourage those outside the Catholic Church in their living of faith. For that reason when it quotes the statements of Vatican II that speak of ecclesial communities and of ministries, the passages have a different resonance than they had in the context of the Council. They seem to be judgemental and naturally give offence. 
The document points to the need for the Catholic Church to find a language that expresses the logic of participation. This will emphasise what they share in common, and will speak of differences in this light. It requires attending to the living faith of other churches and not simply to their abstract deficiencies. It is a language that attends first to faces and only then to organisation. This document is lacking in this kind of attention. 
In attentive conversation it is possible to say honestly that in Catholic understanding, only the Catholic Church embodies structurally the fullness of church and ministry. But to imply that other churches are not really churches, and that their ministry is not really Christian ministry, would fail to attend to the way in which Christians, including Catholics, commonly use words. The implication of the claim is gratuitously offensive. We should presume that the offence was not intended. But if it is to be avoided, a different kind of attention is needed. 
SUBMITTED COMMENTS
James Paul: Amen! As a Catholic working with young people I am constantly confounded by the faith, zeal and skill that other Christians - especially the beyond the pale pentecostals and evangelicals - bring to the field. Confronted by our own unreflective failure and our new found bigotry I am looking to working and in and joining such an 'ecclesial community'. I will participate in Eucharist but otherwise I will be another statistic. 

Domenic Di Girolamo: Wow! What double talk. The document was quite clear in what it had to say. What is unclear is your comments, especially the last three paragraphs.
Sample: "their ministry is not really Christian ministry, would fail to attend to the way in which Christians, including Catholics, commonly use words." Pray tell me, how do we use words?
The next example is "That is the background to the document. But although it affirms the text of Vatican II, its context is different." What is different? Sounds like more double talk.
More - you state the document shows a lack of attention in preparing such documents - what would you suggest be said?
With all due respect to your station I have to ask how, as a Catholic priest, do you determine what you agree with in the Catholic Church and what you don't agree with. More so, how do you determine what you believe? Your type of article simply confuses.
Domenic Andrew Rabel: Fr Andrew Hamilton's praiseworthy concern that the recent document from the CDF on the relationship between the Catholic Church and other ecclesial bodies may lead to misunderstandings, ignores one important point. The Protestant churches, the ones that have been identified as those not really entitled to use that word, lack valid sacraments because of the loss of apostolic succession. As John Paul II said in his encyclical "Ecclesia De Eucharistia", the Church grows from the proper celebration of the Eucharist. As John, chapter 6 says unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you shall not have life in you. The Orthodox Churches, while not in communion with Rome, do have valid sacraments, hence a eucharistic life on which to build a community. That is not to say that the faith life of our Protestant brothers and sisters is not without worth, but that they cannot be considered churches in the strict sense, but the lesser term ecclesial communities. 

Fr. Clem Cafarella: I found Andy's article very helpful - thank you, Andy 

Paul Gill: well reasoned article, logical and compassionate. Is the desirable minimum Vatican position "the least said the soonest mended"? 

Brian Haill: Makes one recall the early days of the church....."Shall we call down fire on them...?" So little changes, even with the vast passage of time. Power and the need to be seen to wield it regardless of the damage, the hurt and the total disregard. Odd, the need to fence in the Holy Spirit even although scripture tells us all It will (as it must) travel and blow where It will. The Catholic Church needs to be seen to be about doing the Word....as opposed to playing with words.
I find it an ongoing irony that if the church's mission is indeed to communicate the Word, It's the one vital task that appears almost totally beyond it!
Perhaps the debate ought to be widened out to seriously ponder the values and merits of papal retirement.After all, if logic is welcome at the table, why should Pontiffs be excluded from a commonsense ruling that governs every other clergy member of the church in terms of times up?

There are times where one can be really ashamed to be part and parcel of the Roman church...this is one of them!
Perhaps those who thus ruminate and lay waste as a result of their ramblings could be given a job at the coalface where they can be introduced to the realities of the real world...and where they can perhaps play a practical part. 

Charles Sherlock: Thanks, Andy, for this comment, especially your emphasis on 'conversation', and that it is 'faces' whom we meet in dialogue (from official meetings to daily living) before we encounter church structures.
That said, as an Anglican engaged in official dialogue with Rome, I found the statement much less offensive than others seem to have found it, for two reasons. First, I read the CDF as mainly addressing ultra-conservatives who wanted to replace 'subsistit in' with 'est' - THAT would be a huge backward step. And secondly, I was surprised to read ONLY ecclesial words used of Protestants, rather than these plus viewing us as individual Christians. 
And, again as an Anglican, I have to confess that my tradition views bodies such as the Uniting Church and the Lutherans as less than fully 'church', even wounded by the absence of a personal mode of episcope ... 
Neil Tolliday: I feel profound disappointment that my church, the Uniting Church in Australia, in which I serve as an ordained minister, is dismissed so lightly by Roman Catholic theology emanating anew from the Vatican. I had hoped that in my lifetime, the barriers to ecumenical brotherhood and sisterhood in Christ would be lessened, but now I see this is not to be. Shame on us all, as the folk of other religions must view our distrust and disunity. 

Mark Tweeddale: A very balanced and helpful article. I cannot accept that any Christian church, community or whatever, has a monopoly on the truth, or has the complete truth. We will not know that this side of death. Yet many adherents of many of the Christian churches (to use the term inclusively) maintain that their manner of worship is the only one that is valid. I can only interpret this as ignorance, or closed mindedness, or arrogance, or self-aggrandisement, or search for power or authority which they feel a need to assert. I am disappointed by the tone of the Vatican document, which builds a wall between me and my Catholic friends. 

Francis Charles: I am disappointed that the Orthodox are not credited with being fully "true Church". As an ex-Protestant, I must confess that the unholy mess known as protestantism did cause me to be skeptical re authenticity, not as Christians, but as Church. Then again, us Catholic mob, being authentically Church, do not always live it!!! 

Andrew Hamilton! (Yes another one) Thank you for a most helpful comment. As a quondam convert from Anglicanism with Anglican friends and family I welcome such an approach. I would sum up my agreement by observing what one says is one thing but how one says it might be crucial. Right now I am in Istanbul which puts the matter in a very different perspective. Perhaps the Congregation should meet here for a change. 

Peter Kennedy: Mr Haill, not that I ever would want to see anybody leave the Catholic Church, you seem to have mentally left it long ago. Every public statement you make is about how "ashamed" you are to be a Catholic. 
And what has papal retirement got to do with it? Are you implying this statement was only issued because the Pope is too senile to do his job? Read his latest book which reflects a mind like a steel trap. And no, there is no compulsory retirement age for "all other clergy", only for pastoral bishops. I know several serving parish priests who are older than the Pope. 

Ann McEvoy: The Catholic Church says the churches established during the Reformation are wrong because the clergy are not in direct apostolic succession from the disciples, and lack valid sacraments. Well, I left the Catholic Church two years ago and joined the Lutheran Church. The Lutheran Church believes their ordained clergy are in direct apostolic succession, and Baptism and Holy Communion are sacraments. Obviously, both consider the other in error. 

Duane: The document was very clear in what it wanted to say. I salute the Pope for telling it like it is. Time we stopped sugar coating Catholic teaching just to make someone else happy. We do not force our belief on anyone so they can take or leave it. 

Brian Kennedy: I think your article brings out the hidden agenda of Benedicts words - they're wrong and they had better recognise it and return to the true "church". He hasn't changed! 

Andrew Hamilton (the writer of this piece): A couple of clarification of my article. Clearly, as Charles Sherlock points out, not only Vatican officials but those well versed in ecumenical theology could recognise that the statement contains nothing new. And Charles offers reasons for gratitude for that. When I referred to the Document's inattention to the way in which Christians commonly used words, I had in mind the common usage of Church, in which it refers to a group of people who believe in Jesus Christ and whose common life strengthens their faith. From that perspective, it would be insulting to imply that these groups are not churches. Similarly, valid sacraments normally are taken to imply that Christ works through them. The Congregation uses the term in a more limited sense of equivalence. When I said that attention is important in writing, I meant that we must keep in mind the faces of those who will read what we say, and as far as we can, to avoid unnecessary hurt and misunderstanding. This is a difficulty in Church documents which are addressed directly to a restricted and knowledgeable audience, but will be read by a broader audience. They too must be attended to.
How should Catholics respond to documents of Roman Congregations? I think we should attend to the faces of the writers and try to understand what they want to say. It is then appropriate to comment in a way that illuminates both the document and the issue with which it deals. I leave it to others to judge whether my own comments have failed or succeeded in these respects 
Bill Burns: What prompted the Pope to raise the matter in the first place/ seems to me totally unnecessary 

Chris: This article does not reflect what this document says. It is the personal spin of the author of the article. Unity amonst Christians in mndated and the document clearly proclaims this is to be found only within the Catholic Church. It implies that only in unity with the ctholic church will the orthodox churches and protestent sects find the true Chritian church founded by Christ. There are things we have in common yes but to greater or lesser degree as these exist they impell unity and promote it. Vat II taught nothing new and since it was not a doctrinal council any interpretation given must be totally in accord with before and after the council. We want unity.



Apostles' Successors Teach True Faith, Pope Says Dedicates Audience to St. Irenaeus of Lyons
http://www.zenit.org/article-19263?l=english  
VATICAN CITY, March 28, 2007 (Zenit.org) True Christian faith is not an invention of intellectuals, but the unique and universal doctrine taught by bishops as successors of the apostles, Benedict XVI says. The Pope explained this during today's general audience, held in St. Peter's Square. He focused his reflection on St. Irenaeus of Lyons, a figure from the first generations of Christianity.
Irenaeus was a disciple of Bishop Polycarp of Smyrna, who was in turn a disciple of the apostle John. Following the persecution by Marcus Aurelius, Irenaeus became bishop of Lyons. He died between 202 and 203, probably as a martyr.
According to the Holy Father, Irenaeus "presents himself as the first great theologian of the Church, who established systematic theology." "Without a doubt, Irenaeus is the champion in the fight against heresies," the Pontiff said, explaining the saint's role in the conflict with Gnosticism.
Uninterrupted chain Benedict XVI observed that for Irenaeus "the rule of faith" coincides with the Apostles Creed, and gives us the key to interpretation of the Gospel. He affirmed that "the Gospel preached by St. Irenaeus is the one he received from Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, and the Gospel of Polycarp goes back to the apostle John, Polycarp having been John's disciple. Thus, the true teaching is not that invented by the intellectuals, rising above the simple faith of the Church. The true Gospel is preached by the bishops who have received it thanks to an uninterrupted chain from the apostles."
"[The bishops] have taught nothing but the simple faith, which is also the true depth of the revelation of God," the Pope continued. He added: "Only this faith is apostolic, coming from the apostles, that is, from Jesus and from God.
"To adhere to this faith publicly taught by the apostles to their successors, Christians must observe what the bishops say. They must specifically consider the teaching of the Church of Rome, pre-eminent and ancient. This Church, because of its age, has the greatest apostolicity." The Holy Father explained the characteristics which Irenaeus attributes to the Church's teaching: public, one and spiritual. He added: "From each of these characteristics, one can glean a fruitful discernment of the authentic transmission of the faith in the Church of today." 

Protestant leaders in India say Vatican centrality document threatens ecumenism
http://www.catholic.org/international/international_story.php?id=24940
August 6, 2007 UCANews (www.ucanews.com) NEW DELHI, India – Protestant leaders in India assert that the recently issued Vatican document identifying the Catholic Church as the Church Christ established is a threat to ecumenism. 

The Vatican's Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) on July 10 released Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church to clarify certain Vatican Council II teachings. 

Pope Benedict XVI approved the document that Cardinal William Levada, CDF's prefect, signed. The text attempts to clarify "the authentic meaning of some ecclesiological expressions" the magisterium uses that could be misunderstood.  

According to the text, Protestant denominations do not enjoy apostolic succession in the sacrament of orders, "and are, therefore, deprived of a constitutive element of the church." 
Rev. Enos Das Pradhan, general secretary of the Church of North India (CNI), expressed dismay over the Vatican position. He told UCA News on July 26 that the document has "shattered" years of efforts to promote ecumenism. "The Catholic Church cannot ascertain supremacy over the other churches," he said. 

He added: "We have to realize the whole church, with all its denominations, is equal in faith. We all believe in the father, the son and the Holy Spirit." He also said he wants the various churches to work together for "greater ecumenism." The concept of a unified church is "never possible," he asserted. 
Rev. Abraham Stephen similarly expressed unhappiness about the document. "Christ has not established any church and he has been always against institutional structures," the professor of religion at Bangalore's United Theological College (UTC) told UCA News. 

Bangalore, 2,060 kilometers (about 1,280 miles) south of New Delhi, is the capital of Karnataka state. The city is also known as "the Vatican of the East" because it houses several Christian churches and their various offices. 

Rev. Stephen explained that "church" refers to a community of faith in Christ, but the CDF text uses the term to refer to a hierarchical institution. "Jesus was always against hierarchy and power, and therefore, there is no meaning to apostolic succession," he said. Such documents, Rev. Stephen pointed out, create "confusion among churches" about the relevance of ecumenism that had reached "great heights under the previous pope." In India, he noted, Hindu fundamentalist groups have already taken advantage of divisions among Christian denominations, and this "gap" widens further with the Catholic Church's stand. 

Rev. O. V. Jathanna, the principal of UTC, said the Vatican document is disappointing and discouraging. "We expected the Catholic Church to go forward, a trend the previous pope initiated, but unfortunately it is going backward to pre-Vatican II," lamented the Church of South India theologian. 

He said churches should accept "the supremacy and fatherhood of Jesus," not of any church or establishment, and "when we are facing lots of external threats, there is a great necessity for ecumenism and inter-church relations." 
Rev. Jathanna further remarked that the pope has again shown he is "ultra-conservative" and "non-compromising" in his attitudes. 

Rev. M.J. Joseph, former director of the Bangalore-based Ecumenical Christian Centre, told UCA News the Vatican document disappointed him, too. 
"It is like giving a direct blow to the ecumenical movements in India, which will have negative impacts," said the member of Mar Thoma Church, a reformed Orthodox group. Ecumenism is "not inviting the other to accept one's supremacy but accepting each other as members in the union of Christian faith," he said. 
S. Daud of the Evangelical Church of India says he wants the Vatican to promote Christianity instead of dividing churches and causing confusion among ordinary Indians who know little about Christian denominations. 

Daud also told UCA News the document will give the impression that a caste system exists within Christianity. Based in Bhopal, capital of Madhya Pradesh state, 745 kilometers south (about 465 miles) of New Delhi, he is president of the Madhya Pradesh chapter of the All India Christian Council. 

Republished by Catholic Online with permission of the Union of Catholic Asian News (UCA News), the world's largest Asian church news agency (www.ucanews.com).


Secularization and Christian Division Linked Cardinal Urges All Churches to Spread Gospel
http://www.zenit.org/article-20441?l=english 
SIBIU, Romania, September 7, 2007 (Zenit.org) The divisions between Catholics, Orthodox and Protestants are partly responsible for the divisions in Europe and the secularization of the continent, said Cardinal Walter Kasper.
Cardinal Kasper, president of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity, said this Wednesday at the opening discourse of the 3rd European Ecumenical Assembly, under way in Sibiu.
"Because of our divisions," said the cardinal, "we have obscured the light of Jesus Christ for many people and have rendered the reality of Jesus Christ less credible."
He continued: "Our divisions -- and history is proof of this -- are partly to blame for the divisions in Europe and the secularization of this continent. "Our divisions are also partly responsible for the doubts many have about the Church, and their calling it into discussion. Faced with this situation, in which our Churches find themselves, we cannot say we are pleased; we cannot go on as if nothing is wrong."
Cardinal Kasper also mentioned reactions to the recent Vatican document, published in July by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith titled "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church." The German cardinal said: "I know that many, in a special way our Protestant brothers and sisters, felt hurt by this. This does not leave me indifferent and it is a difficulty for me as well.
"The suffering and sorrow of my friends is also my sorrow. It was not in our intentions to hurt or debase anyone.
"We wanted to give witness to the truth, which is what we also expect from other Churches, and as other Churches are certainly doing." Despite this, the 74-year-old cardinal continued, the document points out that "Jesus Christ is present with salvific power in the churches and ecclesial communities that are separate from us."
"The differences have nothing to do with being Christian or the question of salvation, the differences concern the question of concrete salvific mediation, as well as the visible form of the Church," he explained.
In order to overcome obstacles to understanding the Church and the Eucharist, a "purification of the memory" is needed, he said quoting the famous expression used by Pope John Paul II, according Cardinal Kasper.
"No ecumenical progress will be possible without conversion and penance. From that will come openness to renewal and reform, which is necessary in every Church and requires that each Church start with itself," he said.
However, he underlined, it is not possible "'to build' unity; it cannot be the fruit of our work. It is a gift of the Holy Spirit; only he can reconcile hearts. We must pray for this spirit of unity."
Wake-up call Cardinal Kasper linked the question of the visible and full union of all Christians with the problems facing Europe: "Christian unity is subordinate to world unity and, in particular in our situation, to the unification of Europe."
Unfortunately, he added, "today Europe runs the risk of not only betraying its own ideals but, moreover of forgetting them in a trivial way." The cardinal continued: "The principle danger is not represented by atheistic opposition but rather by forgetting about God, passing over God's precepts, by indifference, by superficiality, by individualism and not working for the common good or knowing how to sacrifice oneself to this end. "The new evangelization is our task. ... A lived and decisive faith is needed. Europe cannot only be an economic and political entity; if Europe wants a future it needs a common vision and a common system of fundamental values. "Europe, and this means we European Christians, must wake up; Europe must side with itself, with its history and its values that at one time gave it its greatness and that could guarantee it a new beginning." "This," he said, "is our common mission."

VATICAN INVESTIGATING GEORGETOWN THEOLOGIAN
Source not available
Rome, September 13, 2007 (CWNews.com) The Vatican is investigating the work of an American Catholic theologian, according to John Allen of the National Catholic Reporter. Father Peter Phan*, a professor at Georgetown University and former president of the Catholic Theological Society of America, is being questioned by both the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith and the US bishops' conference, Allen reports. 
The focus of the investigation is a book published in 2004 by the Vietnamese-born theologian, entitled Being Religious Interreligiously. Doctrinal officials in Rome and at the US bishops' conference are reportedly questioning Phan's views on religious pluralism, and his apparent belief that the Catholic Church is not essential to salvation. 
For several years, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has shown a special concern for the work of theologians who seem to question the unique role of the Catholic Church in the economy of salvation. 
That topic was the subject of a recent statement from the Congregation, released in July, re-affirming the teaching of Vatican II that the Church founded by Christ "subsists" in the Catholic Church and offers the only sure hope of salvation. 
*See EVANGELIZATION IN A CULTURE OF PLURALISM. CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES  
http://dlibrary.acu.edu.au/research/theology/ejournal/aejt_9/phan.htm By Peter C. Phan 

U.S. Bishops' Statement on Book of Father Peter Phan Could easily confuse or mislead faithful
http://www.zenit.org/article-21240?l=english December 10, 2007
Bishops Fault Book by Georgetown Chair Note Concerns With Father Phan's Treatment of Theology

http://www.zenit.org/article-21243?l=english December 10, 2007
Pope Urges Doctrinal Congregation to Focus on Bioethics Notes 2 Principles for Moral Choices
http://www.zenit.org/article-21663?l=english 
VATICAN CITY, January 31, 2008 (Zenit.org) Benedict XVI is encouraging the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to give attention to bioethics. The Pope received in audience today participants in the plenary session of that dicastery, which is being held this week in the Vatican. The Holy Father recalled how last year the congregation published "two important documents presenting [… ] certain clarifications necessary for the correct functioning of ecumenical dialogue, and of dialogue with the religions and cultures of the world."
The first of these documents, "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church," confirms that "the one and only Church of Christ has subsistence, permanence and stability in the Catholic Church and, consequently, that the unity, indivisibility and indestructibility of the Church of Christ is not invalidated by separations and divisions among Christians."
The Pontiff noted how the document calls attention "to the difference that still persists between the different Christians confessions, as concerns their understanding of 'being Church' in a strictly theological sense. This, far from impeding true ecumenical commitment, will be a stimulus to ensuring that discussion of doctrinal questions is always carried out with realism, and with complete awareness of the aspects that still divide Christian confessions."...


Top Polish theologian rejects Vatican demand to retract article
http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/0804732.htm 
By Jonathan Luxmoore Catholic News Service September 17, 2008
WARSAW, Poland (CNS) A top Polish theologian known for his work in the field of ecumenism has rejected a demand from the Vatican to retract and rewrite an article criticizing the Vatican's attitude toward Christians of other denominations.
Oblate Father Waclaw Hryniewicz received the demand in a January letter from Archbishop Angelo Amato, secretary of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, after publishing the article in an online theological journal.
However, he later refused to publish an "approved retraction" and could now face a publishing ban and suspension, according to a church source in Poland.
Contacted by telephone, Father Hryniewicz, who retired in 2005 from the Catholic University of Lublin, told Catholic News Service: "I am close to death and do not see how I can now go against my conscience by writing an article with clarifications and rectifications, even though I've been told to expect disciplinary sanctions. What worries me most of all is that this judgment may now be expanded to cover all my previous work as well, in which I expressed similar views and convictions."
The Polish bishops' conference spokesman, Father Jozef Kloch, told CNS in mid-September that Polish church leaders had not been notified of the demand issued to the 72-year-old Father Hryniewicz, who had surgery for cancer this summer.
However, the editor of Poland's Catholic Tygodnik Powszechny weekly, Marian Father Adam Boniecki, who regularly publishes the academic's work, said he was aware the professor faced a "collision" with the doctrinal congregation.
A spokeswoman for the Catholic University of Lublin, Beata Gorka, said in a Sept. 12 interview with CNS that Father Hryniewicz was well-known for views on ecumenism and universal salvation "which some theologians consider controversial," but added that staff at the Catholic university were responsible for their own opinions.
"If a decision is made to withdraw his ... canonical license, Professor Hryniewicz would not be able to teach in a church department here," the spokeswoman said.
"But while some staffers disagree with his teachings, we're not aware that any petition has been collected against him," she said. "The university doesn't interfere with people's views, provided they're ethical, and doesn't believe anyone should be condemned for their views if they are in line with church doctrine."
Father Hryniewicz, who headed the university's Ecumenical Institute, has published more than 820 books and papers and held teaching posts in six countries, including the United States.
He was a member of the joint international commission for Catholic-Orthodox theological dialogue, 1979-2005, and a consultant to the Vatican on Christian unity, 1979-1984. He also was a member of the interdenominational committee of European church leaders that drafted a 2001 ecumenical charter.
In September 2007 his Polish-language article, "The Savior uses many tunes," was published in Open Theology, an interfaith Web discussion group. The 1,100-word article was critical of a July 2007 doctrinal congregation document, "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine of the Church."

Father Hryniewicz's article said the Vatican document had "disappointed many theologians engaged in ecumenical dialogue" by "stressing what divides, not what unites Christians," and had been a "serious regression" by "seeking to interpret the Second Vatican Council in the spirit of pre-conciliar teaching."
In the Vatican letter, given to the priest Jan. 31 by Father Heinz Wilhelm Steckling, the Rome-based superior of the Oblates of Mary Immaculate, Archbishop Amato said the article lacked "scientific and methodological rigor" and was "written in emotional language perceived as showing little respect for the authority of the dicastery."
The French-language letter, shown to CNS, added that the congregation "deplored above all" Father Hryniewicz's "gratuitous judgment that the Roman Curia is going back to the old ecclesiology and ecumenical theology before Vatican II" and "wishing to have a monopoly of the truth."
"The secretary of the congregation demands specifically that you write another article revising your position and evaluation," the letter added.
"The paper may be written in Polish and submitted to competent superiors, who will revise it in advance of publication. It is demanded that you do this within three months," the letter said.
However, in a March 27 reply, the professor said he had been "deeply involved in the process of ecumenical reconciliation" and had attempted "to share the pain and sorrow" of non-Catholics who had been "profoundly hurt" by the Vatican document.
"I wrote my comments in consonance with my own conscience," Father Hryniewicz said.
"You may be sure in the future I will not comment on any documents of the CDF. I have been sufficiently discouraged by the present experience," he said.
The vicar general of the Lublin Archdiocese, Auxiliary Bishop Artur Mizinski, said Sept. 11 he could not comment on the controversy or likely sanctions the professor is facing.
However, the Polish church source said Sept. 12 that Father Hryniewicz had received no reply to his letter. The source added that the Oblates' Poznan-based Polish province has written to the general superior insisting there was "nothing in the life and writings of Father Hryniewicz which deserves such an attitude."
Father Steckling has asked the congregation not to proceed with "disciplinary sanctions" threatened in earlier correspondence, the source told CNS. However, the general superior did not meet and discuss the controversy with Father Hryniewicz during a June visit to Lublin.

Polish theologian in "collision" with CDF 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=9084
September 18, 2008 A Polish theologian and ecumenist is facing a "collision" with the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith after refusing to publish an "approved retraction" of an article criticising the Vatican's attitude to other denominations. 

Catholic News Service reports Oblate Fr Waclaw Hryniewicz received the demand in a January letter from Archbishop Angelo Amato, secretary of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, after publishing the article in an online theological journal. 

However, he later refused to publish an "approved retraction" and could now face a publishing ban and suspension, according to a Church source in Poland. 

Contacted by telephone, Fr Hryniewicz, who retired in 2005 from the Catholic University of Lublin, told CNS: "I am close to death and do not see how I can now go against my conscience by writing an article with clarifications and rectifications, even though I've been told to expect disciplinary sanctions. What worries me most of all is that this judgment may now be expanded to cover all my previous work as well, in which I expressed similar views and convictions." 

The editor of Poland's Catholic Tygodnik Powszechny weekly, Marian Fr Adam Boniecki, who regularly publishes the academic's work, said he was aware the professor faced a "collision" with the doctrinal congregation. 

A spokeswoman for the Catholic University of Lublin, Beata Gorka, said in an interview with CNS that Fr Hryniewicz was well known for views on ecumenism and universal salvation "which some theologians consider controversial," but added that staff at the Catholic university were responsible for their own opinions. 

"If a decision is made to withdraw his ... canonical license, Professor Hryniewicz would not be able to teach in a Church department here," the spokeswoman said. 

"But while some staffers disagree with his teachings, we're not aware that any petition has been collected against him," she said. "The university doesn't interfere with people's views, provided they're ethical, and doesn't believe anyone should be condemned for their views if they are in line with Church doctrine." 

Fr Hryniewicz, who headed the university's Ecumenical Institute, has published more than 820 books and papers and held teaching posts in six countries, including the United States. 

He was a member of the joint international commission for Catholic-Orthodox theological dialogue, 1979-2005, and a consultant to the Vatican on Christian unity, 1979-1984. 

In September 2007 his Polish language article, "The Saviour uses many tunes," was published in Open Theology, an interfaith web discussion group. The 1,100 word article was critical of a July 2007 doctrinal congregation document, "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine of the Church." 

Fr Hryniewicz's article said the Vatican document had "disappointed many theologians engaged in ecumenical dialogue" by "stressing what divides, not what unites Christians," and had been a "serious regression" by "seeking to interpret the Second Vatican Council in the spirit of pre-conciliar teaching." 
In the Vatican letter, given to the priest January 31 by Fr Heinz Wilhelm Steckling, the Rome based superior of the Oblates of Mary Immaculate, Archbishop Amato said the article lacked "scientific and methodological rigour" and was "written in emotional language perceived as showing little respect for the authority of the dicastery." 
The French language letter, shown to CNS, added that the congregation "deplored above all" Fr Hryniewicz's "gratuitous judgment that the Roman Curia is going back to the old ecclesiology and ecumenical theology before Vatican II" and "wishing to have a monopoly of the truth." 

"The secretary of the congregation demands specifically that you write another article revising your position and evaluation," the letter added. 

However, in a March 27 reply, the professor said he had been "deeply involved in the process of ecumenical reconciliation" and had attempted "to share the pain and sorrow" of non-Catholics who had been "profoundly hurt" by the Vatican document. 

"I wrote my comments in consonance with my own conscience," Fr Hryniewicz said. 

"You may be sure in the future I will not comment on any documents of the CDF. I have been sufficiently discouraged by the present experience," he said. 

A Polish church source said that Fr Hryniewicz had received no reply to his letter. The source added that the Oblates' Poznan-based Polish province has written to the general superior insisting there was "nothing in the life and writings of Fr Hryniewicz which deserves such an attitude." 

Fr Steckling has asked the congregation not to proceed with "disciplinary sanctions" threatened in earlier correspondence, the source told CNS. 

One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic: Where is the Church found in her fulness? 
By Paul Thigpen, Ph.D.
PETRUS May-June 2008, pages 4, 6, 7, courtesy, The Catholic Answer
The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) caused an uproar in some quarters when it clarified the Church’s age-old teaching on a sensitive subject. "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine of the Church", issued on June 27 [2007], contained no theological innovations. But sensationalist media reporting contributed to widespread misunderstanding of the document. Here are some common questions about what it says.
Why were these "Responses" published, and who is the intended audience?

The text notes that several documents issued by the Second Vatican Council and the Popes since that time had led to "a flowering of writing" in the field of ecclesiology – that is, a study of the doctrine of the Church. Much of this writing has borne good fruit, but some have involved "erroneous interpretation," giving rise to "confusion and doubt". These problems require the Church’s authoritative response of "clarification by way of precise definition and correction".

Such an authoritative response has previously been provided through magisterial documents such as the declaration Mysterium Ecclesiae (1973), the letter addressed to the bishops of the Catholic Church Communionis Notio (1992), and the declaration Dominus Iesus (2000), all published by the CDF.

But repeated requests for additional clarification led to the publication of this document as well. Five particular questions are answered. Obviously, the "Responses" are intended to address those Catholics involved in discussions about ecclesiology, not observers outside the Church – who often lack the theological context for understanding it. Nevertheless, since the topic includes references to non-Catholic Christian traditions, non-Catholics have taken an interest in what it has to say.
What specific questions are answered in the document?

The first three questions have to do with Vatican II. First, did the Council, as some have claimed, "change the Catholic doctrine on the Church"? The answer is a firm no: "The Second Vatican Council neither changed nor intended to change this doctrine, rather it developed, deepened, and more fully explained it."
The second and third questions involve a long-debated statement of the Council in its Dogmatic Constitution on the Church (Lumen Gentium): "The sole Church of Christ which in the Creed we profess to be one, holy, Catholic and apostolic… constituted and organized as a society in the present world, subsists in the Catholic Church" (no. 8.2).
"Responses" replies to two common queries: What is the precise meaning of "subsists in the Catholic Church" and why didn’t the Council simply say "is the Catholic Church"?

First, the CDF notes, the expression subsists in "indicates the full identity of the Church of Christ with the Catholic Church." It was not, as some have insisted, an attempt by the Council to avoid saying that the Church of Christ and the Catholic Church are one and the same.

Second, the CDF observes that the Council’s choice of language (here and in the other conciliar texts, and cited in subsequent magisterial documents) is referring to the concrete historical reality of the Church. It’s not the vague, merely spiritual concept some Christians have in mind when they speak of "the Church".
The one Catholic Church was "established here on earth" by Christ. It is "visible" as well as "spiritual". It has a particular structure "constituted and organized as a society in the present world… governed by the successor of Peter and the bishops in communion with him."

The term "subsistence" then means "this perduring (that is, permanently enduring) historical continuity and the permanence of all the elements instituted by Christ in the Catholic Church, in which the Church of Christ is concretely found on this earth." In this Church "alone are found all the elements that Christ himself instituted."
In short: There’s only one institution on earth that has always possessed throughout its history, and will always possess until the end of history, all the elements established by Christ himself to constitute His one Church. And that one historical institution is the Catholic Church.
So why didn’t the Council fathers simply say that "the one Church of Christ is the Catholic Church"?

As the document’s response to the third question explains: because the expression subsists in "comes from and brings out more clearly the fact that there are 'numerous elements of sanctification and of truth' which are found outside her structure, but which 'as gifts properly belonging to the Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic unity' " (quoting LG no. 8.2)
To say subsists in is to allow that some (not all) of the essential elements combining to constitute the one Church can be found in other Christian traditions at various points throughout history. For example, most Protestant denominations (though not all) have valid Baptism and the Scripture. The Orthodox Church has these elements, and much more: other valid sacraments, apostolic succession, the priesthood and, above all, the Eucharist.
Nevertheless, only in once concrete historical institution, founded by Christ, can we find all the elements essential to the Church, and find them permanently. That institution is the Catholic Church.
Keep in mind: As the "Responses" note, "the Church of Christ is present and operative in the churches and ecclesial communities not yet fully in communion with the Catholic Church, on account of the elements of sanctification and truth that are present in them." The one Church of Christ is present and operative there – but it doesn’t subsist there in all its fullness and historical continuity.
What does this document have to say about Eastern Orthodox Christians?

The answer to the fourth question confirms the traditional Catholic terminology referring to the various Orthodox communities (Greek, Byzantine, Russian and so on) as "Churches" though not as the one Catholic Church. Why? 
"Because these Churches, although separated (from Rome), have true sacraments and above all – because of the apostolic succession - the priesthood and the Eucharist." Despite their separation, we can call them "particular or local Churches… sister Churches of the particular Catholic Churches (such as the Eastern Catholic Churches) … However, since communion with the Catholic Church, the visible head of which is the Bishop of Rome and the successor of Peter, is not some external complement to a particular Church but rather one of its internal constitutive principles, these venerable Christian communities lack something in their condition as particular Churches."
What about Protestant denominations and congregations?

The answer to the fifth question confirms the Church’s position that "Christian communities born out of the Reformation… do not enjoy apostolic succession in the sacrament of (Holy) Orders, and are, therefore, deprived of a constitutive element of the Church."

Protestants who are validly baptized have been baptized into Christ and are Christians. But the institutional structures they have created lack a valid sacramental priesthood and, consequently, the Eucharist. Without these all important elements, they "cannot… be called 'Churches' in the proper sense."
Does this mean, as some secular reports on the document suggested, that non-Catholic Christians can’t be saved?

By no means. In fact, it was a careless (or perhaps, in some cases, intentional) error on the part of some reporters to say this, given that the document states explicitly, quoting the Second Vatican Council fathers, "These separated Churches and communities, though we believe they suffer from defects, are deprived neither of significance nor importance in the mystery of salvation. In fact the Spirit of Christ has not refrained from using them as instruments of salvation, whose value derives from that fullness of grace and of truth which has been entrusted to the Catholic Church" (Unitatis Redintegratio, no. 3.4, emphasis added).
What the Church Is
New Vatican Document Clarifies Misunderstandings
http://www.staycatholic.com/what_the_church_is.htm 
by Fr. Raymond J. De Souza, the Register’s National Catholic Register former Rome correspondent

VATICAN CITY — Reaching out to one group can look like reaching away from another. In substance as well as timing, a new Vatican document can be understood as being of a piece with the motu proprio apostolic letter Summorum Pontificum (Of the Supreme Pontiffs), which normalized the use of the old Latin Mass.

Like the Latin Mass document, the new question-and-answer document was signed on June 29 and released July 10. It’s called "Responses to Some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church," and it was signed by Cardinal William Levada, prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The document is meant to clarify Catholic doctrine on the Church. But soon after its publication, it was accused of damaging ecumenical relations. The document restates how Orthodox and Protestant Christians lack essential elements of what Christ willed for his Church. 
Yet that reaction is beside the main point, in that the document was aimed not at ecumenical relations with the Church’s traditional partners, but at fostering unity with traditionalist Catholics who broke away after the Second Vatican Council. The document answers five questions. 

The first three deal with how Catholics understand the Catholic Church: Did the Second Vatican Council change the Catholic doctrine on the Church? What is the meaning of the affirmation that the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church? Why was the expression "subsists in" adopted instead of the simple word "is"? 

The fourth and fifth questions, respectively, ask why the Catholic Church uses the word "church" for the Orthodox Churches, but not the "Christian communities" that emerged from the Protestant Reformation.

The main point of the document is that the Catholic Church is the one, true Church, lacking nothing that Christ Jesus willed for his Church to be. That is what is meant by "the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church."

At the same time, elements of "sanctification and truth" can be found in other Christian denominations and communities, even if they lack all that Christ willed for his Church. That is why the phrase "the Church of Christ is the Catholic Church" was not used — to recognize that the grace of Christ is not absent from other Christians. Because the Orthodox lack the communion with Peter that Christ willed, they do lack something "constitutive" of the Church. Yet because they have maintained apostolic succession and maintain valid ordinations, sacraments and the Eucharist, they are properly called "churches."

The Protestants, on the other hand, cannot be called "churches," as they lack apostolic succession, valid ordinations and, consequently, the Eucharist. Such clarifications of authentic Catholic doctrine can be painful for other Christians to hear, but are essential for ecumenical dialogue to proceed on a solid basis. The recent document only restates the principal points of Vatican II.

"The Church is not backtracking on its ecumenical commitment," Dominican Father Augustine Di Noia, undersecretary of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, told Vatican Radio. "But ... it is fundamental to any kind of dialogue that the participants are clear about their own identity." 

Yet the unity and uniqueness of the Catholic Church were clarified just seven years ago in Dominus Iesus (The Unicity and Salvific Universality of Jesus Christ and the Church), a Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith document on the Church, signed by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger. At the time, it raised such howls of protest that Pope John Paul II took the extraordinary step of defending the document in an Angelus address. So why return to this now?

The key is the first question: "Did the Second Vatican Council change the Catholic doctrine on the Church?" That is not a question urgently put by either Orthodox or Protestant theologians. Yet it is of principal importance to those who follow the path of the late Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, who believe that the Church did in fact change her teaching at Vatican II.

"The Second Vatican Council neither changed nor intended to change this doctrine, rather it developed, deepened and more fully explained it," Dominus Iesus begins. "This was exactly what John XXIII said at the beginning of the council. Paul VI affirmed it and commented in the act of promulgating the constitution Lumen Gentium: 'There is no better comment to make than to say that this promulgation really changes nothing of the traditional doctrine. What Christ willed, we also will. What was, still is. What the Church has taught down through the centuries, we also teach.'"

To hammer the point home, the document does something unusual. In an extensive footnote, it not only quotes from the council documents, but cites several of the debates at the council and earlier drafts. The document takes pains to show that not even the intention or spirit, let alone the letter, of conciliar teaching attempted to change the traditional doctrine on the Church.

The clear audience for such arguments are the Lefebvrists; for everybody else the Congregation for the Doctrine for the Faith responses merely restated what was already well known. For years, Lefebvrists have complained that the Catholic Church’s ecumenical outreach was more vigorously pursued for those farther from the Church than it was for them. There are reasons for that, but to the extent that it was true, it has been partially corrected by this document.

The message is plain enough: If you are concerned that Vatican II changed Catholic doctrine on the Church, be assured that it didn’t. The same teaching that was, still is.

Vatican II's Ecclesiological Riddle Study Published by L'Osservatore Romano 

http://www.zenit.org/article-14751?l=english 
VATICAN CITY, December 6, 2005 (Zenit.org) The Second Vatican Council teaches that "the Church of Christ is the Catholic Church" and remains in her forever "in its fullness," notes a study published by L'Osservatore Romano. A long article in the Dec. 5-6 Italian edition of the Vatican's semiofficial newspaper clarifies interpretations that arose from that historic meeting of the world's bishops, which attenuate the identification between the Church of Christ and the Catholic Church. 
Some post-conciliar interpretations erroneously hold that there is no essential difference between the Catholic Church and other Christian communities. The article appears on the eve of the 40th anniversary of the close of Vatican II. The study, signed by Jesuit Father Karl Josef Becker, focuses on No. 8 of the dogmatic constitution "Lumen Gentium," which affirms that "the one Church of Christ … subsists in [subsistit in] the Catholic Church, which is governed by the Successor of Peter and by Bishops in communion with him." The meaning of "subsistit in" -- the article's title -- has given rise to heated theological debates. From a long analysis of the path followed by the Council to come this affirmation, and taking into account what the conciliar decree "Unitatis Redintegratio" affirms on ecumenism, Father Becker draws two conclusions. 
First is that "the Church of Christ is the Catholic Church and it remains in her forever in its fullness. Before, during and after the Council, the doctrine of the Catholic Church has been, is and will be this." 


Second, the theologian clarifies that "in the other Christian communities there are ecclesial elements of truth and sanctification that are proper to the Catholic Church and drive toward unity with her." Why are the elements called "ecclesial"? asks the theologian. Among his answers, he states that "they are 'ecclesial' as they are proper to the Catholic Church." In a broad sense, it can be said that "the Church of Christ acts in Christian communities, as Christ, insofar as the head (not body) of her, acts in these communities. Christ and the Holy Spirit act in them, reinforcing the elements that drive toward Christian unity in the one Church." "Whoever who defends with the Second Vatican Council the permanence of all the salvific elements instituted by Christ in the Catholic Church, is totally willing to take into consideration the problems opened by Vatican II. Moreover, he finds in her doctrine clear directives as to how to address and resolve them," concluded the article. The article is expected to be published in its entirety in the various language editions of L'Osservatore Romano. 

Ecumenism a Sign of the Times, Says Cardinal Kasper 

http://www.zenit.org/article-15359?l=english 
Addresses Program at Regina Apostolorum University 
ROME, February 23, 2006 (Zenit.org) In an age characterized by globalization, ecumenism is also "a response to the signs of the times," says Cardinal Walter Kasper. The president of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity made that point during a lecture Wednesday at the Regina Apostolorum university, as part of the school's master's program in Church, Ecumenism and Religions. The cardinal said that, thanks to the new means of communications, peoples are now closer and "like it or not, in the same boat." Separated Christians, noted Cardinal Kasper, "in general no longer consider themselves foreign" or "in competition." Rather, they see themselves as "brothers and sisters"; they have realized that "what unites them is much greater than what divides them," he said. Cardinal Kasper went on to mention, however, that after a "certain euphoria, as a consequence of the Second Vatican Council, in the last decade there have been signs of exhaustion, disillusion and stagnation" in the ecumenical movement. Some observers even talk about "a new ecumenical winter," the cardinal said. The cause of this crisis must be sought above all in the "current questions about identity," because "no one wants to be absorbed by a faceless whole." He noted that Vatican II's dogmatic constitution, "Lumen Gentium," and its decree on ecumenism, "Unitatis Redintegratio," declared that "the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church." 

This does not, however, exclude that "beyond the visible structures of the Catholic Church, exist, not only Christians taken individually, but also ecclesial elements that push for unity," Cardinal Kasper said. He cited Pope John Paul II's encyclical "Ut Unum Sint": "It is not that beyond the boundaries of the Catholic community there is an ecclesial vacuum." "The Holy Spirit is hard at work in the other Churches and ecclesial communities," explained the cardinal. "The Catholic Church has been wounded by the divisions of Christianity," he added. What is needed, he said, is an ecumenism that is not "a one-way street but a process of reciprocal learning." "The issue is not only the conversion of others but the conversion of everyone to Jesus Christ. Conversion always begins with ourselves," the cardinal said. It is not simply the turning of others to the sheepfold of the Catholic Church, but of a common growth, he added, because the "closer we come to Christ, the closer we come to one another." 

The Catechism of the Catholic Church

816 "The sole Church of Christ [is that] which our Savior, after his Resurrection, entrusted to Peter's pastoral care, commissioning him and the other apostles to extend and rule it.... This Church, constituted and organized as a society in the present world, subsists in (subsistit in) in) the Catholic Church, which is governed by the successor of Peter and by the bishops in communion with him."267
The Second Vatican Council's Decree on Ecumenism explains: "For it is through Christ's Catholic Church alone, which is the universal help toward salvation, that the fullness of the means of salvation can be obtained. It was to the apostolic college alone, of which Peter is the head, that we believe that our Lord entrusted all the blessings of the New Covenant, in order to establish on earth the one Body of Christ into which all those should be fully incorporated who belong in any way to the People of God."268
267 Lumen Gentium 8 # 2.
268 Unitatis Redintegratio 3 # 5.
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