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Thus the first need of the Christians,
in face of the apathy and the bewilderment about the Church,
is to know and to be able to say plainly what the Church really is.

Michael Ramsey, The Gospel and the Catholic Church, London 1936, 5

To seek and confess the ecclesiological location of one’s community
is an act of discerning and proclaiming the gospel itself.

Geoffrey Wainwright, 7he Ecumenical Moment, Grand Rapids 1983, 190

The entire body of the faithful pours forth instant supplications
to the Mother of God and Mother of men

that she, who aided the beginnings of the Church by her prayers,
may now, exalted as she is above all the angels and saints,
intercede before her Son in the fellowship of all the saints,
until all families of people,

whether they are honored with the title of Christian

or whether they still do not know the Saviour,

may be happily gathered together in peace and harmony

into one people of God,

for the glory of the Most Holy and Undivided Trinity.

Second Vatican Council, Lumen Gentium 69

To my parents
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PREFACE
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University decided to fund the position of a half-time research assistant among
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at our seminary in conversation with the theological faculty of Utrecht
University and with the Old Catholic academic institutions in Berne, Bonn and
Warsaw. I also thank the governors of the Stichting Vereenigde Weezen- en
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research assistant post financially possible, the governors of the United Old
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assistance.
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particularly, I thank Anton Houtepen for letting me benefit from his vast
theological, ecclesiological and ecumenical experience and insight. Jan
Hallebeek has, in addition to his expertise as an Old Catholic canonist and
ecclesiologian, showed me, during the ebb and flow of my research project, the
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I thank my supervisors for allowing me to include the work of my parents
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1 LOOKING AT THE CHURCH
FROM THE ANGLE OF THE LITURGY

Introduction

1.1 VISION AND DISCUSSION

1.1.1 Vision

St Anne & St Mary’s Church, the cathedral of the small Old Catholic diocese of
Haarlem, the Netherlands, during an evening in Holy Week. The bishop has just
blessed the chrism for the anointing of those who are going to be baptised,
confirmed and ordained in the diocese. He has also blessed the oils for the
catechumens and for the sick. Now the eucharist is being celebrated. The nave
of the church is full of representatives of the parishes in the diocese, who are
here to receive the blessed oils for their communities and to strengthen the unity
with their bishop just before the major festival of Easter. Bread and wine are
placed upon the altar, which has a central place in the chancel of the church.
The bishop stands behind it, singing the eucharistic prayer, assisted by a deacon
and surrounded by priests of the diocese.

An icon of the church. All that we are as a church is here. Community—the
gathering of sisters and brothers in Christ. Proclamation of the Word through
which we grow in faith—readings from the Scriptures, explanation and witness
in the sermon, internalisation by the prayers and hymns. Being brought into
communion with God and one another through worship and sacraments—a key
element of the whole gathering, particularly manifested by Christ’s presence in
the eucharist. Pastoral care and responsibility for the community—expressed by
our being together, expressed by the presence of our pastors and above all by
the one who represents the Good Shepherd in a special way: the bishop.
Diaconate and social outreach, ethics and politics—the breaking of bread, the
act of sharing without social or economic, sexual or racial differences, and
personified in the deacon who reminds the community of the relationship
between bread of life and daily bread. Mission—being sent out from this
gathering with renewed strength and enthousiasm.

An icon of the church. The whole diocese is represented, all lay and
ordained ministries are present and fulfill their particular charisms in the context
of the community. All aspects of Christian living are represented. All that we
are as a church is here.
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1.1.2  Discussion

Two Christians talking together. One telling the other about the vision in the
cathedral. The other asking, ‘Do you really think that Jesus has meant all this
liturgy?” A discussion follows. What has the liturgy of today’s churches to do
with Jesus Christ? Did he ask for buildings and ritual? How could you possibly
say that Jesus has meant this eucharist, with this congregation and these
ordained ministers? And how about those who are bored with the service and
stay outside—are they beyond Jesus’s reach and presence?

Questions as these are familiar and seem so obvious. But could it be that
the church has proven to be a form in which Jesus Christ—his person and work,
his life and message—has survived the centuries? Moreover, could it be that the
liturgy of the church is not the worst manifestation of Jesus’s life and work?
The reading and explanation of Moses and the prophets, Jesus and the apostles,
has been preserved—and in our time revived—within the context of the liturgy.
The fundamental pattern of Christ’s life and message—to share, even if it
means being broken—has been preserved in the ritualised but still recognisable
act of the eucharist. The aim of God’s salvation, to unite humanity and all
creation to himself and to one another, has been preserved in the community of
the church, exemplified in the communion of the eucharist. It may not be
impressive, but still it is there—in the church, in the liturgy—to be enjoyed,
shared and lived.

1.1.3  This Study

The present study originates from this dialectic. It originates as much from the
vision as from the discussion. Without the vision there would have been no
book on the relation between the liturgy and the church. It requires no less than
a vision, to recognise the meaning of Jesus Christ’s church in the often helpless
liturgical assembly of Christians on an average Sunday or weekday. It requires a
theological vision to recognise in this congregation the people of God, the body
of Christ and the temple of the Spirit, to recognise in this eucharist an
anticipation of the wedding banquet of the Lamb. No liturgy can be celebrated
with integrity without the vision which recreates this group of sinners into the
communion of saints. On the other hand, without the discussion there would
have been no need for a book. Celebrating the liturgy would have been enough
to confirm those who share the vision. The discussion is able to ‘earth’ the
vision, and enables the vision to be communicated between those who share it
and those who doubt it. The discussion focuses on the presuppositions of the
claim that the liturgy stands for ‘all that we are as a church’. What is the
theology behind—or rather, intrinsic to—the ritual and the music, the
architecture and the poetry? How does the liturgy relate to “all that we are as a
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church’ if one agrees that Christian and ecclesial living reaches beyond the
place and the time of the liturgical celebration?

This introductory chapter refines question and method (1.2), places the
term ‘liturgical ecclesiology’ into perspective by investigating concepts of
liturgical theology (1.3) and ecclesiology (1.4), and gives a preliminary
indication of how this study is situated within those discourses. The largest part
of this book (chapters 2 to 7) is an exposition of various possible ways to
answer the question why the liturgy, particularly the eucharist, should be seen as
the centre of the church, and what this view means for one’s understanding of
the church. The final chapter (8) attempts to construct, though not a complete
ecclesiology, at least a consistent synthesis of major findings from the heuristic
experiment of ‘looking at the church from the angle of the liturgy’.

1.2 QUESTION AND METHOD

1.2.1  Question and Aim

The main question of this study is: how does looking at the church from the
angle of the liturgy affect one’s theology of the church? In other words, how
does it affect one’s ecclesiology, if one takes the liturgical—particularly the
eucharistic—celebration as the central ecclesial event?

The choice to approach ecclesiology from a liturgical point of view wants
to be understood as a heuristic not an exclusive one. The question of this study
is heuristic, because it asks for possible insights into ecclesiology resulting from
the liturgical viewpoint, which are perhaps not acquired if the church is viewed
from another perspective. The question is non-exclusive, because ecclesiologies
with other heuristic focuses may be equally legitimate, as long as they root their
viewpoint theologically, and relate their focus to other elements of intra- and
extra-ecclesial living, as this study attempts to do.

By analysing and comparing not the least of theologians throughout the
main Christian churches who deal with the relationship between the church and
the liturgy, this study first aims at elucidating the amount of congeniality which
exists with respect to basic theological, ecclesiological and liturgical
presuppositions. Second, this study will also point out the existing convergence
and dissensus between these theologians as they (theologically and
ecclesiastically) work out their basic presuppositions. The result of such an
approach is, hopefully, relevant to an increasing ecumenical convergence in
ecclesiology.
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The main question of this study asks for the fundamental ecclesiological
consequences of approaching the church from the heuristic angle of the liturgy.'
This main question can, of course, be specified into various sub-questions. As
the investigation of particular authors in the following chapters will reveal,
particularly relevant sub-questions for a liturgical ecclesiology are the theory
and practice of the ordained ministry,” the dialectic between the local and the
universal church,’ and the intrinsic relationship between the liturgy and daily
life.* This introductory chapter confines itself to the main question.

1.2.2  Method and Structure

This study’s primary methodical orientation is of a systematic-theological
nature. As formulated above, the main question is how the understanding of the
church as liturgical gathering affects one’s theology of the church, that is, one’s
(systematic-theological) ecclesiology. As a systematic-theological investigation
into the relationship between the liturgy and the church, this study is situated
within the disciplines of liturgical theology (see section 1.3) and ecclesiology
(see section 1.4).

The answer to the question, formulated in the previous paragraph, is sought
in the work of selected authors—representing various Christian churches, all of
them from the twentieth century, most of them from Europe—who have
contributed to a theology of the church from a liturgical or eucharistic
perspective. The context is ecumenical: each chapter is devoted to one church
or, as in the case of Protestantism, one group of churches. In view of a liturgical
or eucharistic ecclesiology, it seems natural to start with the Orthodox Church
as the seedbed of this ‘school’ of ecclesiology. The inclusion of the Roman
Catholic Church is self-evident, and even more so when one realises how
important eucharistic ecclesiology has become in Roman Catholic theology
since the Second Vatican Council. The presence of a chapter on the Old
Catholic ecclesiological tradition, insofar as it reflects a liturgical ecclesiology,
originates from my own ecclesial context: as an Old Catholic theologian it
would be illogical to bypass my own tradition, particularly as some of its
leading theologians so thoroughly represent a eucharistic ecclesiology. Not to
subsume Anglicanism under Protestantism is given both by mainstream
Anglican self-understanding and by the fact that, especially in the area of
ecclesiology, Anglican theology and practice have their own distinctive
character. In this study, the term ‘Protestantism’ refers to authors from
Reformed, Lutheran and Methodist Churches. Finally, to complete the

! Cf. my synthesis in sections 8.2 (Koinonia), 8.3 (Christ, the Spirit and the Church) and 8.4
(Baptism, the Eucharist and the Liturgy).

Cf. my synthesis in section 8.5 (Presiders of the Church).

Cf. my synthesis in section 8.6 (Communion of Communions).

Cf. my synthesis in section 8.7 (A Centrifugal Centre).
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ecumenical approach and to underline the ecumenical potential of a liturgical or
eucharistic ecclesiology, a number of relevant ecumenical dialogue texts is
investigated.

Within each chapter, a selection of theologians is discussed. In every
separate chapter, the choice of theologians is not meant to represent ‘the’
theology of that particular church, but to represent ways in which, within the
context of that particular church, versions of liturgical ecclesiology are
developed. I am aware that the choice of authors is far from exhaustive. Every
chapter could be expanded into a book, by adding theologians who contribute
similar or additional thought. Nevertheless, I believe that every chapter includes
most of the main liturgical-ecclesiological insights offered by systematic
theologians from the church in question, and that the balance of some twenty-
five authors throughout this study gives not an exhaustive but a representative
overview of versions of a liturgical ecclesiology.

Something similar applies to the discussion of the separate theologians.
This study is not a monograph on any one of them. Although I hope, of course,
to do justice to every author, my purpose is to present his o—admittedly, only
in two cases—her thought on those aspects relevant to a liturgical ecclesiology.
In other words, each author is both selected and investigated through the lens of
this study’s particular question.’

1.3 LITURGICAL THEOLOGY

This study is about ecclesiology. More specified, this study tries to depict main
issues of the church from the angle of its communal worship, the liturgy. Such
an ecclesiology with a liturgical focus could be called a ‘liturgical ecclesiology’.
This is a rather new phrase. Better known are the terms ‘liturgical theology’ and
‘eucharistic ecclesiology’. This section (1.3) introduces the reader to the field of
‘liturgical theology’ by a brief encounter with some leading liturgical
theologians. The next section (1.4) introduces ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’. The
aim of these sections is to clarify how this study’s concept of ‘liturgical
ecclesiology’ is situated within both ‘liturgical theology’ and ‘eucharistic
ecclesiology’.

1.3.1  Liturgical Theology in the Context of Liturgical Studies
In the nineteenth century, the study of the liturgy shifted from a study of rubrics,

practised in the context of canon law, to a study of the history of the liturgy.
Liturgical books from various ages were critically edited, the genesis of

The study consists of eight chapters (e.g., 1). Each chapter is subdivided into a limited
numbers of sections (e.g., 1.1), which are in turn subdivided into paragraphs (e.g., 1.1.1).
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liturgical rites was unfolded, denominational boundaries were crossed in order
to discover the historical background and meaning of contemporary liturgy. The
history of the liturgy can therefore be seen as the first of three pillars of the
‘Liturgical Movement’, a movement which started in the nineteenth century and
became an international and widely respected movement in the twentieth
century. A second pillar of the Liturgical Movement was the theology of the
liturgy, or liturgical theology, and a third pillar was the practical pastoral-
liturgical action which was taken throughout the twentieth century, and which
can in hindsight be seen as forerunning the revision of the liturgy introduced by
Vatican II (1962-1965), such as the enhancement of active participation of the
people and clarification of the structure of the rite. Recognisable throughout the
twentieth century was the interdependence between a growing liturgical and a
growing ecclesiological awareness.’

Not only the Liturgical Movement, also the discipline of Liturgical Studies
can be characterised by an historical, a theological and a pastoral approach, of
which the historical one used to be dominant. However, through the
‘anthropological turn’ in theology (and humanities in general), the approach
known as ritual studies—originating from anthropology and comparative
religion—entered Liturgical Studies as a fourth pillar in the nineteen sixties.
Through post-modern relativisation of the possibility to acquire univocal
historical knowledge and through the movement away from official texts and
specialist interpretations towards ordinary people’s ‘small narratives’,
prominence in Liturgical Studies is shifting from the history of liturgy to ritual
studies.” This development can be interpreted as the ‘liturgical’ equivalent of
the ‘theological’ shift from Christian theology to religious studies, as it takes
place in many academic institutions. Related to this equivalence is a certain
suspicion against ritual studies in more traditional theological circles. Such
suspicion is, however, unnecessary, since not only liturgical types regarded as
‘modern’, but also liturgical types commonly called ‘traditional’ can be—and
have been—advocated from the point of view of ritual studies.®

Whilst the historical approach (the Liturgical Movement’s first pillar) and
the ritual approach (the fourth pillar) are the dominant ones in the field of
academic Liturgical Studies, the pastoral approach (the third pillar) is the

H.A.J. WEGMAN, Riten en mythen. Liturgie in de geschiedenis van het christendom
(Kampen: Kok, 1991), 349-351. A similar account is given by A. SCHMEMANN, Introduction
to Liturgical Theology (Crestwood NY: SVSP, 1986° [1966']), 9-15. Cf. paragraph 3.1.3
(The Liturgical Movement).

A.JM. VAN TONGEREN, ‘Een gemeenschappelijke oriéntatie. Over de Ritual Studies en
ontwikkelingen binnen het liturgiehistorisch onderzoek’, Jaarboek voor liturgie-onderzoek
22 (2006), 135-151.

P.G.J. Post, ‘Ritual Studies. Einfihrung und Ortsbestimmung im Hinblick auf die
Liturgiewissenschaft’, Archiv fiir Liturgiewissenschaft 45 (2003), 21-45; P.G.J. PosT, ‘Na
de lange jaren zestig. Liturgiewetenschap en Ritual Studies: opkomst, typering en actuele
uitwerking van een relatie’, Jaarboek voor liturgie-onderzoek 22 (2006), 89-111.
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dominant one in the context of the education of ordained ministers. In many
theological institutions, therefore, the study of the liturgy—concentrating either
on the ‘official’ liturgy of a particular church or on ever newly emerging shapes
of liturgy, the ‘liturgia condenda’—is subsumed under ‘pastoral theology’ or
‘practical theology’. Diagnosing this situation, some contemporary liturgical
scholars—in the German-speaking world most notably the Roman Catholic
Reinhard Messner (born 1960)—ask what, then, is left of the second pillar of
the Liturgical Movement, the theological approach to the liturgy. More directly
than the historical, pastoral and ritual approaches, the theological approach
concentrates on the Christian faith, as it is in actu present in the liturgical
celebration of the Christian church. The study of the liturgy ‘cannot have a
different subject than theology as a whole: the faith of the church or the church
as faithful’. In the context of such a systematic theology of the liturgy, the
historical, pastoral and ritual approaches will find their natural place.” This
embedding of Liturgical Studies in a systematic theology of the liturgy means,
for example, that the practical-theological approach to the liturgy, with its
emphasis on the experiences of contemporary people, should not take as its
norm ‘any possible human and Christian experience’, but ‘liturgical
experience’.'” In other words, ‘systematic Liturgical Studies’ gives the study of
the liturgy a particular theological and ecclesial focus.

After its famous beginnings in Germany—Romano Guardini (1885-1968),
Odo Casel (1886-1948)—the systematic-theological aspect of Liturgical Studies

R. MESSNER, Einfiihrung in die Liturgiewissenschaft (Paderborn: Schoningh, 2001), 26
(‘Die Liturgiewissenschaft als eigenstdndiges theologisches Fach kann kein anderes Thema
haben als die Theologie insgesamt: den Glauben der Kirche oder die Kirche als glaubende”),
29. ‘Church’ is meant here in an ecumenical sense. See also G. WINKLER & R. MESSNER,
‘Uberlegungen zu den methodischen und wissenschaftstheoretischen Grundlagen der
Liturgiewissenschaft’, Theologische Quartalschrift 178 (1998), 229-243; H. HOPING,
‘Symbolik und Pragmatik des Glaubens. Die Bedeutung der Liturgie fiir die Theologie’,
Liturgisches Jahrbuch 52 (2002), 3-20.

R. MESSNER, ‘Die vielen gottesdienstlichen Uberlieferungen und die eine liturgische
Tradition. Liturgiewissenschaft zwischen historischer und systematischer Theologie’, in: H.
Hoping & B. Jeggle-Merz (eds.), Liturgische Theologie. Aufgaben systematischer
Liturgiewissenschaft (Paderborn: Schoningh, 2004), 33-56, at 49 (‘Nicht gemeint ist [...],
dass in der Liturgiewissenschaft oder wo immer in der Theologie alle moglichen
menschlichen und christlichen Erfahrungen zum Massstab der Theologie gemacht werden’.
‘Damit ist nicht jegliche, sondern eine ganz bestimmte Erfahrung gemeint, ndmlich—im
Fall der Liturgiewissenschaft—die gottesdienstliche Erfahrung”), emphasis added. A similar
position is taken by K.W. IRWIN, Context and Text: Method in Liturgical Theology
(Collegeville MN: TLP, 1994), when he defines the determining ‘context’ of the liturgy
only in the third instance as ‘the contemporary cultural and theological context of liturgical
celebration’, but in the first instance as ‘the historical evolution of a given liturgical rite in
order to determine its origin, component parts, and variations in history both liturgically and
theologically’ and in the second instance as ‘liturgical acts as a whole’ (as opposed to
interpreting liturgy merely as a text) ‘where words, symbols, and gestures are interpreted
and understood in relation to each other’ (54-55; cf. 44-81).
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is currently mainly developed in the United States under the name of ‘liturgical
theology’ and can be regarded as ‘a sister-discipline of dogmatics’."" Most of
the following two paragraphs is, therefore, devoted to this American approach
to liturgical theology."?

1.3.2  Liturgical Theologians of the Strict Observance

Based on the ancient rule lex orandi lex credendi, liturgical theology is, in the
words of the Russian Orthodox Alexander Schmemann (1921-1983), ‘the
elucidation of the rule of prayer as the rule of faith, it is the theological
interpretation of the rule of prayer’. Whereas historical liturgics is mainly
occupied with the development of the various forms of service and their details,
liturgical theology focuses on ‘the basic structures of worship’, although
sometimes the details, particularly when related to other details with the same
meaning, can have an important theological significance as well. The task of
liturgical theology is to ‘find the Ordo behind the “rubrics™, that is, to detect
the basic theological intuitions which regulate the ritual shape of the liturgy."
For Schemann, then, as for the Roman Catholic Aidan Kavanagh (1929-
20006), the liturgy is a locus theologicus: a place where one can find the teaching
of the church. For Schmemann and Kavanagh, however, it would be too little to
say that the liturgy is one possible locus theologicus among others. They regard
the liturgy as the locus theologicus par excellence: ‘A liturgical act is a
theological act of the most all-encompassing, integral, and foundational kind’."*
Liturgy is ‘the ontological condition of theology’. Liturgy ‘is theologia itself."”
In such an interpretation, liturgical theology becomes an indispensable part
of systematic theology. Because the liturgy is a substantial part of the tradition
of the church, the liturgy is an authoritative means of discovering what the
church has to teach, not by its dogmatic definitions, but by its prayers, hymns,
ceremonies and by the very structure of its rites. ‘Without liturgical theology
our understanding of the Church’s faith and doctrine is bound to be

R. MESSNER, ‘Was ist systematische Liturgiewissenschaft? Ein Entwurf in sieben Thesen’,
Archiv fiir Liturgiewissenschaft 40 (1998), 257-274, at 262 (‘eine Schwesterdisziplin der
Dogmatik’). Cf. A. CATELLA, ‘Theology of the Liturgy’, in: A.J. Chupungco (ed.),
Handbook for Liturgical Studies, vol. 1I: Fundamental Liturgy (Collegeville MN: TLP,
1998), 3-28, who refers to the Americans A. Schmemann, A. Kavanagh, D. Fagerberg and
G. Lathrop, but also to Italians such as C. Vaganini and S. Marsili.

Exceptions are Lukken and Hughes, who are from the Netherlands and Australia
respectively.

SCHMEMANN, [Introduction to Liturgical Theology, 17, 21-23, 39; cf. paragraph 6.5.2 (on
‘ordo’ in Schmemann and Lathrop).

A.J. KAVANAGH, On Liturgical Theology: The Hale Memorial Lectures of Seabury-Western
Theological Seminary, 1981 (Collegeville MN: TLP, 1984), 89.

KAVANAGH, On Liturgical Theology, 75.
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incomplete.”'® This extends to the part of systematic theology that is devoted to
the church:

If liturgical theology stems from an understanding of worship as the public act of
the Church, then its final goal will be to clarify and explain the connection
between this act and the Church, i.e. to explain how the Church expresses and
fulfils herself in this act."’

Such an explanation of the church as it becomes manifest in the liturgy is what
this study calls a ‘liturgical ecclesiology’.

In the tradition of Schmemann and Kavanagh, David Fagerberg (born
1952), a former Protestant converted to Orthodoxy, radicalises the
understanding of liturgical theology by only allowing it to be applied to the
liturgy itself before it is theologically abstracted, that is, to the lex credendi as it
is inherent in the /ex orandi. Consequently, he applies the word ‘liturgists’ not
to the liturgical scholars in the academy but to the celebrating people in church:
the liturgist is ‘the one who commits liturgy’, the baptised one, lay and clergy
alike. Fagerberg regards it the task of the academic theologian to reflect on both
‘liturgical theology’ and ‘liturgical asceticism’—the former is Christian
meaning as it is liturgically enacted, the latter is Christian living as it is
liturgically shaped. Thus, the actual liturgical celebration rehearses Christian
faith and living."®

Fagerberg distinguishes his understanding of liturgy in two ways from a
different, perhaps more frequently applied, view on liturgy. Firstly, he calls it
‘thick liturgy’ as opposed to ‘thin liturgy’. “Thin’ liturgy is liturgy understood
as ‘mere’ ritual. Ultimately, thinks Fagerberg, this means liturgy as a human-
made way to God. ‘Thick’ liturgy, however, is Christian ritual understood as
Christian faith and living in actu, that is, not an expression of ‘how we see God’
but of ‘how God sees us’. Secondly, he explains the same difference by using
the terms ‘liturgy’ and ‘/eitourgia’. In Fagerberg’s language, ‘liturgy’ is ritual
viewed as such, whereas ‘/eifourgia’ is the particularly Christian way of using
ritual, so that it is transformed from general ritual into Christian celebration.
According to Fagerberg, ‘leitourgia’® means that the people of God (/aos)
perform Christ’s work (ergon)."”

SCHMEMANN, Introduction to Liturgical Theology, 18.

SCHMEMANN, Introduction to Liturgical Theology, 17.

D.W. FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima: What Is Liturgical Theology? (Chicago-Mundelein:
Hillenbrand, 2004 [revised and expanded edition of What Is Liturgical Theology? A Study
in Methodology, 1992]), 4-8, 219-235 and passim.

FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima, 7-19, 110-117, 220-227 and passim. What Fagerberg calls
‘thick liturgy’ or ‘leitourgia’ 1 have called an ‘unliturgical’ view on liturgy, that is, a view
not concentrating on what is often regarded as the essence of ‘liturgy’, namely the ritual-as-
such; cf. M. PLOEGER, ‘Het “onliturgische” karakter van de Liturgische Beweging’,
Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 61 (2007), 109-122, at 113, 121.
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This study’s understanding of liturgy is similar to Fagerberg’s. Liturgy will
not be treated as ritual-as-such—although it is, of course, true that liturgy is a
kind of ritual and can, therefore, adequately and helpfully, though not
exhaustively, be investigated from the point of view of ‘ritual studies’**—but
rather as the enactment of Christian faith and living. This study, though, is not
exactly what Fagerberg would characterise as a book on liturgical theology. He
would call most of it ‘theology of worship’ or ‘theology from worship’. The
former is an a priori theological view applied to worship, the latter a theological
view derived from worship. Both approaches presuppose a distinction between
liturgy and theology, whereas Fagerberg’s understanding of liturgy claims to
include theology intrinsically.”

The problem I have with Fagerberg’s insistence that theology should
neither be applied to, nor derived from, but found to be resident in the liturgy, is
that this view—with which I agree in principle—requires quite a lot from the
liturgy about which we are talking.”> The a priori theological decision, denied
entrance by Fagerberg at the front door, slips in through the back door by an a
priori qualification of the kind of liturgy in which liturgical theology is
acknowledged to be resident.” This qualified kind of liturgy is, for Fagerberg,
the traditional eucharistic liturgy of an Orthodox or Catholic shape. Self-made
liturgies, or liturgies not based on or related to the eucharist, are dismissed by
Fagerberg because they do not include the kind of liturgical theology he is
looking for.** That it is a particular kind of liturgy in which Fagerberg finds
liturgical theology to be resident, is confirmed by his statement that it may be

2 Cf MESSNER, ‘Was ist systematische Liturgiewissenschaft?’, 270-271; MESSNER,

Einfiihrung, 30-31. CATELLA, ‘Theology of the Liturgy’, 19-20, explains that the very
principle (also shared by Schmemann, Kavanagh and Fagerberg) that liturgical theology is
not ‘a content placed within a container (= the liturgy)’ but ‘a matter of studying the
concrete liturgical praxis in order to grasp therein “the faith as it is celebrated”: the
mysterium celebrated by the Christian community’, implies a constant interaction between
studying how (general) ritual works and studying how (particular) salvation history,
especially the mysterium Christi, is present in it.

FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima, 39-69.

Cf. M. PLOEGER, ‘Lex orandi lex credendi. Over liturgie als kenbron van geloofsleer’,
Eredienstvaardig. Tijdschrift voor liturgie en kerkmuziek 15 (1999), 192-194.

The website of the North American Academy of Liturgy shows that its 2004 Liturgical
Theology Seminar, where Fagerberg presented a chapter from his book, concluded: ‘The
overriding question, then, is where is thick liturgy found’ (wWww.naal-
liturgy.org/seminars/theology; emphasis added). The same criticism can be found in P.V.
MARSHALL, ‘Reconsidering “Liturgical Theology™: Is there a Lex Orandi for All
Christians?’, Studia Liturgica 25 (1995), 129-150, at 137-138.

Cf. FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima, 97-99, 138 (against liturgy which ‘has plenty of orandi
but not enough /ex’), 143 (‘Leitourgia is ordered, logical, grammatical, canonical,
meaningful, deeply structured, and it functions according to tradition”), 146 (‘To agree that
liturgy is theological, one must admit that liturgical rite is ruled, shaped, traditional’ = 223
nr. 24), 191 (liturgical theology is resident in the full eucharistic liturgy including laity and

clergy).
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expected from the ordinary ‘liturgists’ (the celebrating congregation) that they
know that their liturgy implies

a doctrine of creation that asserts matter was made to be sacrament; [...] an
eschatology that asserts everything is destined for glory; [...] an anthropology that
asserts the image of God can attain the likeness of God (deification); [...] a
christology that asserts the reign of God brings with it obligations to the poor,
imprisoned, and outcast; [...] an ecclesiology that asserts the Church manifests the
potency of the world.”

One can conclude that Fagerberg has quite a distinct theology—probably
not very different from the one proposed in this study—which he claims to be
resident in the liturgy itself, but which of course requires the choice of liturgy to
be limited to those—as he calls them—*traditional’ and ‘canonical’ liturgies in
which this meaning is actually implied.” This study makes a similar choice, but
admits that this is a choice—especially in an ecumenical context amidst a
plurality of liturgical concepts—by not being afraid of acknowledging that there
is also ‘theology of worship’ and ‘theology from worship’ at stake, as long as
they always relate to the ‘liturgical theology’ and the ‘liturgical asceticism’
intrinsic to the celebration itself. Perhaps Fagerberg means the same, when he
allows for a chronological interdependence between liturgy and theology—he
does not want to engage with the ‘chicken-or-the-egg’ question—as long as the
foundational primacy is given to the liturgy. Theology, thus, sometimes
influences liturgy (and vice versa), but theology is always done because of
liturgy (not vice versa).”’

My conclusion is that the maxim lex orandi lex credendi should be
interpreted as pronouncing a deep mutual interaction between liturgy and
theology. Those who appeal to the original phrasing ut legem credendi lex
statuat supplicandi in order to claim that the liturgy is normative for theology
and not vice versa, conceal that their preliminary choice of which liturgy they
regard as normative, already implies a theological decision.”® This study, then,

25
26

FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima, 226 (nr. 42); cf. 141.

KAVANAGH, On Liturgical Theology, 139-142, identifies the following ‘canons’ that
‘assure, insofar as canons may, that the liturgy of Christians does not drift into delusion and
fantasy but remains worship in Spirit and in truth’: the canon of Scripture, the canon of
baptismal faith, the canon of eucharistic faith and the canons that regulate ecclesial and
personal life.

FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima, 117-121.

One has to recognise that even the original patristic reliance on the liturgy as a trustworthy
source for theology rooted in the assumption that the liturgy—its basic intuitions or even its
very form and wording—originated from the apostles. Apostolic tradition was, then, the
background of the principle ut legem credendi lex statuat supplicandi, which is in the end a
theological, not a strictly liturgical argument. Cf. M. FIEDROWICZ, Theologie der
Kirchenvdter. Grundlagen friihchristlicher Glaubensreflexion (Freiburg-Basel-Wien:
Herder, 2007), 246-254.
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is situated not so much within the stricter observance of liturgical theology, as
in the broader interpretation to be introduced in the next paragraph.

1.3.3 A Wider Understanding of Liturgical Theology

When the choice of ‘traditional’, ‘canonical’ liturgies conceals an a priori
theological decision, the same is true, of course, of less traditional liturgical
concepts. As the Roman Catholic Gerard Lukken (born 1933) shows, a concept
of liturgy that does not start with the ‘grand narrative’ of the Christian tradition,
but with the pluriform spirituality of contemporary people and their ‘small
narratives’, is deeply connected to a particular type of theology. Lukken calls
his liturgical concept ‘inductive liturgy’, that is, liturgy which starts with the
particularity of those who celebrate this ritual at this moment, as distinguished
from ‘deductive liturgy’ which starts with the transcendent. Inductive liturgy is
‘trans-ascendent’ (ascending from the human to the divine), whereas deductive
liturgy is ‘trans-descendent’ (descending from the divine to the human). In
practice, the style and contents of inductive liturgy differs considerably—
through such elements as contextual opening talks and self-made prayers,
reflecting contingent situations—from deductive liturgy which is called
‘uniform’ and ‘a-historical’.”” Lukken connects his concept of ‘inductive
liturgy’ to what he calls a ‘Christology from the bottom up’, that is, a
christology which emphasises Jesus’s earthly existence. Adherence to the
‘Christology from above’—the christology ‘of the Nicene Council’ with its
emphasis on the incarnation, the sacramental economy of salvation, and the
liturgy as an epiphany of God—seems, says Lukken, incompatible with ‘our
culture’.® The interesting thing is that the mutual interdependence of liturgy
and theology is not concealed, as in Fagerberg, but made explicit. The
consequence is, of course, that other, no less legitimate theological
presuppositions will lead to different, no less legitimate liturgical concepts.”

% G.M. LUKKEN, Rituals in Abundance: Critical Reflections on the Place, Form and Identity

of Christian Ritual in our Culture (Louvain: Peeters, 2005), 333-358. That ‘uniform’ liturgy
need not be experienced as ‘a-historical’ is indicated by M.J.M. HOONDERT, Om de
parochie. Ritueel-muzikale bewegingen in de marge van de parochie. Gregoriaans—
Taizé—Jongerenkoren (Heeswijk: Abdij van Berne, 2006), 344.

LUKKEN, Rituals in Abundance, 515. Following his own terminology of ‘inductive’ versus
‘deductive’ liturgy, he also calls his christology ‘inductive’. As opposed to some
contemporary christologies in the Netherlands, Lukken does not mean this in what he calls
an ‘objective’ (one could also say, positivist) way. Lukken regards ‘the paradox of the
Easter mystery’—as both an anthropological category and the theological breaking through
our anthropology (suffering and death becoming a way to resurrection)—as the central
notion of Christianity and Christian liturgy (516-524).

LUKKEN, Rituals in Abundance, 502-505, acknowledges the existence of such a different
school of liturgical theology which lays more emphasis on the particularity of Scripture and
salvation history, on the discontinuity between nature and salvation, on eschatological
tension, and on sharing in the fruits of Christ’s death and resurrection.
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Lukken’s awareness of the mutual interaction between liturgy and theology
can be situated in the context of a broader definition of liturgical theology than
given in the previous paragraph. The Roman Catholic Kevin Irwin, for example,
reviews a number of important European and American liturgical theologians,”
and concludes that liturgical theology has to include the following approaches.
First, ‘theology of liturgy’ describes what liturgy ‘is’ and ‘does’. Here belong
the theological understanding of anamnesis and epiclesis, and the
ecclesiological meaning of the liturgy. Second, ‘theology drawn from liturgy’
elucidates the Christian faith directly from the words and symbols of the liturgy.
This approach takes the liturgy as the source for a deeper understanding of God,
Christ, the Spirit, the church and humanity. The liturgy will, Irwin asserts, give
a rich and varied perspective on the Christian faith, not in descriptive (as in
dogmatics) but in symbolic terms which invite to personal appropriation. Third,
‘doxological theology’ is the type of liturgical theology that emphasises the
celebratory character of all Christian life and thought. This approach can, for
example, help systematic theology to rediscover a different mode than just the
cerebral. These three possible understandings of liturgical theology circle
around the /ex orandi and the lex credendi. Additionally, Irwin mentions the lex
agendi or lex vivendi as another theme with which ‘a more adequate method for
liturgical theology’ should engage. Here Irwin includes the study of enacted
ritual using ‘methods from the social sciences’, and pays attention to the
practical ars celebrandi. But he also points beyond the liturgy to spirituality and
daily life as informed by the meaning of the liturgical celebration.”” Compared
to Irwin’s description of the field of liturgical theology, the present study
includes elements of, at least, the first two approaches. It sometimes investigates
the theological meaning of the liturgy, while at other times it elucidates
systematic theology (ecclesiology) from the perspective of the liturgy.

The Methodist Dwight Vogel likewise offers a broad definition of liturgical
theology. He allows the area to be as large as to embrace theological reflection
on ritual in general (‘theology of worship’), the liturgy itself as theologia prima
(‘liturgy as theology’), theological investigation into the meaning of the liturgy
(‘theology of liturgy’), particular treatises of systematic theology informed by
the liturgy (‘theology in liturgy’), systematic theology as a whole conceived as
doxological (‘theology because liturgy’) and reflection on the relationship

32 K.W. IRWIN, Liturgical Theology: A Primer (Collegeville MN: TLP, 1990). Among those
reviewed are Kavanagh, Lukken, Schmemann and Wainwright.

IRWIN, Liturgical Theology, 64-73. These methodical distinctions are further elaborated in
IRWIN, Context and Text, 46-50 (theology of liturgy), 50-52 (theology drawn from the
liturgy), 266-278 (doxological theology), 311-346 (lex vivendi and spirituality). On the
interrelatedness of liturgy, faith and ethics, cf. also T. BERGER, ‘Lex orandi—Iex credendi—
lex agendi. Auf dem Weg zu einer 6kumenisch konsensfihigen Verhiltnisbestimmung von
Liturgie, Theologie und Ethik’, Archiv fiir Liturgiewissenschaft 27 (1985), 425-432.
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between liturgy and life, especially ethics (‘liturgy and life’).** This study will
probably best fit into Vogel’s fourth category: it studies the particular treatise of
systematic theology called ecclesiology from the angle of—informed by—the
liturgy. In the meantime, the awareness expressed by the other approaches will
not be absent.

In addition to Irwin’s and Vogel’s many strands of liturgical theology, the
Presbyterian Graham Hughes (born 1937) interestingly detects liturgical
theology even beyond what is generally labelled as such. He identifies three
approaches of ‘making sense of the signs of worship’, all three of which he
allows to be called ‘liturgical theology’.”” The first school of liturgical theology
is constituted by the writers commonly regarded as liturgical theologians.
Notwithstanding their differences, they operate largely in the same field: the
type of liturgical theology which emerged out of the Liturgical Movement and
(neo-) patristic ressourcement. Most of the authors whose thought will be
presented in this study, as well as my own conclusions in the final chapter, find
themselves at home in this first school of liturgical theology, which Hughes
calls the ‘church theology’ approach.”® A second school of liturgical theology is
‘evangelical’. Although emphatically not clothed in ‘liturgical’ terms, this
approach to Christian worship has, of course, its own particular liturgical
theology.”” Thirdly, Hughes points to ‘mainline Protestants’ as a third group—
otherwise defined as ‘liberal Protestantism’—with its own approach to liturgy
and its meaning.’® Hughes’s own proposal can be read as a corrective to this
third approach. ‘A liturgical theology for late modern times must show how
worship can “make sense” for people shaped within the modern paradigm.’”
Hughes appeals to ‘limit experiences’ in order to point to God as ‘alterity’. Only
in a second move can the fundamentally unknowable be named with names
from religious traditions that always come ‘from below’. Hughes claims that
this way of doing theology, and this way alone, is compatible with the way in
which contemporary people can be religious and liturgical with integrity.*
However one evaluates Hughes’s own position, his typology of schools of
liturgical theology is helpful and indicates, again, the mutual interdependence of
liturgy and theology.

34

D.W. VogEL, ‘Liturgical Theology: A Conceptual Geography’, in: D.W. Vogel (ed.),
Primary Sources of Liturgical Theology: A Reader (Collegeville MN: TLP, 2000), 3-14.

G. HUGHES, Worship as Meaning: A Liturgical Theology for Late Modernity (Cambridge:
CUP, 2003), 254; cf. 222.

HUGHES, Worship as Meaning, 222, 225-233. 1 have reservations concerning Hughes’s
assumption that this school of liturgical theology operates within a first naiveté’ (233, 253,
287-294).

3 HUGHES, Worship as Meaning, 223, 233-244.

3 HUGHES, Worship as Meaning, 223-224, 244-252.

3 HUGHES, Worship as Meaning, 276.

40 HUGHES, Worship as Meaning, 259, 286-291.
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Finally, the wider understanding of liturgical theology may be illustrated
with categories offered by the American Lutheran Gordon Lathrop (born 1939).
Approaching the liturgy as the paramount theological locus presupposes that the
liturgy itself, the very act of the corporate celebration, is Christianity’s primary
theology. Liturgical theology as the systematic-theological reflection upon the
celebration is secondary to the celebration itself and its implicit and explicit
meaning." Therefore, Lathrop distinguishes between ‘primary liturgical
theology’ (the meaningful act of worship itself) and ‘secondary liturgical
theology’ (academic theologising about the meaningful liturgy). He also
identifies a third phase of liturgical theologising, namely the phase when
‘secondary’ liturgical theology becomes critical and practical, with the intention
of reshaping contemporary worship. Lathrop calls this third phase ‘pastoral
liturgical theology’.*” The present book is, as a systematic-theological study, at
best a work of ‘secondary liturgical theology’. It is, nevertheless, important that
Lathrop reminds us that secondary liturgical theology should always be
connected to the actual celebration of the liturgy, from which it starts and to
which it returns (primary liturgical theology), and that it should contribute to the
ongoing renewal of the actual celebration of the liturgy (pastoral liturgical
theology). The task of (secondary) liturgical theology is, according to Lathrop,
‘to articulate the Christian faith as it comes to expression in a communal
gathering, as such faith is the meaning of the meeting’. Lathrop immediately
points to the ecclesiological character of such an enterprise:

From the viewpoint of liturgical theology, the most basic and constitutive sense of
the word ‘church’ refers to the communal gathering around washing, texts, and
meal, as these are interpreted as having to do with Jesus Christ. [...] To be part of
the assembly, then, is to be part of the church. To interpret the meaning of the
assembly is to interpret the meaning of ‘church’ and the church’s faith.*’

Doing ‘liturgical theology’ is, then, interpreting the Christian faith as it occurs
in the liturgical assembly. Doing ‘liturgical ecclesiology’ is interpreting the
meaning of the Christian church as it occurs in—and as—the liturgical
assembly.*

1.3.4 Conclusion

Liturgical theology is, broadly defined, theological reflection in relationship to
the liturgy. The relationship may be very close, as in Messner’s proposal for

4 See also paragraphs 5.6.2 (Williams), 6.4.3 (Wainwright) and 6.5.6 (Lathrop).

“2 G.W. LATHROP, Holy Things: A Liturgical Theology (Minneapolis MN: Fortress, 1993), 4-
7.

LATHROP, Holy Things, 8-9.

Lathrop’s work will be further investigated in paragraph 1.4.3 and especially in section 6.5.
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‘systematic Liturgical Studies’, and as in Schmemann’s, Kavanagh’s and
Fagerberg’s liturgical-theological concepts that regard the lex credendi as
inherent in the /ex orandi. Or the relationship may be somewhat more loose, as
in Hughes’s three ways in which Christians make ‘sense of the signs of
worship’, and as in Lathrop’s ‘secondary’ and ‘pastoral’ liturgical theology.
Moreover, the term ‘liturgical theology’ can, as Irwin and Vogel describe, also
apply to systematic thought on ritual in general, and to systematic theology
‘informed by’ the liturgy. In most liturgical theologies, all these aspects will be
present with different emphases.

Common to these approaches is the awareness that the Christian liturgy is
of major importance for the formation of Christian theology. The authors
disagree on how the opposite truth should be formulated—that Christian liturgy
is also determined by Christian theology. Nevertheless, the above discussion of
liturgical-theological concepts reveals that, however one defines the discipline
and method of liturgical theology, there is always—implicitly or explicitly—a
mutual interaction between theology and liturgy. It seems, therefore, appropriate
to explicitly acknowledge this interaction, as is exemplarily done by Lukken
and Hughes. One’s theological and liturgical concepts, interpretations and
preferences engage with one another in a reciprocal process.

This study can be situated in a broad understanding of liturgical theology.
It is not a theological commentary on particular liturgical rites and texts, and
therefore not liturgical theology in the stricter sense as defined by Messner,
Schmemann, Kavanagh and Fagerberg. It is, however, a systematic-theological
investigation into the concept of ‘church’ as approached from the angle of the
liturgical gathering and the eucharistic celebration. As such, this study may fit
Lathrop’s broad category of ‘secondary’ liturgical theology. It certainly includes
elements of Irwin’s and Vogel’s ‘theology of liturgy’ (investigating the
theological meaning of the liturgy) and ‘theology drawn from liturgy’ or
‘theology in liturgy’ (investigating liturgy as a source for systematic theology).
Finally, in Hughes’s typology, this study belongs to the ‘church theology’
approach in the tradition of the Liturgical Movement.

1.4 LITURGICAL ECCLESIOLOGY

1.4.1 Ecclesiology

This study is about ecclesiology, that is, theological investigation into what the
church essentially is and how its distinctive features are related to this essence.
The Anglican Paul Avis (born 1947) defines ecclesiology as ‘the department of
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Christian theology that takes the Church’s self-understanding as its object. It is
pursued in biblical, historical, systematic and practical modes’."’

In this study, the systematic-theological approach is dominant. This
approach is, of course, deeply related to interpretations of biblical views on
God, Jesus Christ, the Spirit, the church, humanity and the world. Neither can
the systematic approach do without the history of church and dogma, as will
become especially clear in the ‘neo-patristic’ way of thought, which on the one
hand tries to do justice to the patristic era and on the other hand synthesises it
into contemporary concepts.” Finally, the systematic-theological approach
becomes practical when it offers ways of renewal to the church, especially by
letting ecclesiological theory and empirical ecclesial life be mutually corrective.

Thought on the church—its nature, mission and structure—is, of course, as
old as the church itself. In biblical, patristic, early medieval and high medieval
times, however, this thought was not yet synthesised in a treatise of dogmatic
theology. During this period, theological reflection on the church—clothed in
‘symbolic’ rather than ‘abstract’ terms—was to be found in the context of
christology and soteriology and had immediately to do with the liturgical,
sacramental celebration.’” The Eastern and Western liturgies, crystallised from
the fourth to seventh centuries, call the church ecclesia tua, populus tuus, plebs
tua, familia tua and refer by these terms to the actual liturgical gathering. ‘The
ecclesia is people gathered by faith to receive the gift of salvation and to give
glory to God.”*

Ecclesiology as a systematic treatise dates from the Investiture Controversy
around the twelfth century. In systematic-theological and canonist terms, the
realms of spiritual and temporal power were distinguished and defined.”
Subsequently, from the sixteenth century onwards, the treatise de ecclesia
gained new importance through the Reformation and Counter-Reformation
polemic. Originating from these conflictual contexts, the ecclesiological treatise
was, for the larger past of its history, of a predominantly apologetic and, from
the Roman Catholic side, ‘hierarchological’ nature.” This line was continued up
to the First Vatican Council (1869-1870), but the nineteenth century also saw

4 P.D.L. AVIS, The Anglican Understanding of the Church: An Introduction (London: SPCK,
2000), 7. Avis’s thought is further explored in section 5.5.

46 Cf. paragraph 2.1.6. (The Call for a Neo-Patristic Synthesis).

47 JR. LERCH, ‘Ecclesiology’, in: New Catholic Encyclopaedia, vol. V. (New York etc.:

McGraw-Hill, 1967), 34-35, at 34; Y.M.J. CONGAR, L Eglise. De saint Augustin & ['époque

moderne (Paris: Cerf, 1970 [reprint 1997]), 42-45 (patristic), 68-73 (Eastern), 157-176

(early scholastic), 215-219 (high scholastic).

CONGAR, L’Eglise, 39-40 (‘L’ecclesia, ce sont les hommes que la foi assemble pour

recevoir le don du salut et rendre gloire a Dieu’).

49 M. KeHL, ‘Ekklesiologie’, in: Lexikon fiir Theologie und Kirche®, vol. 11T (Freiburg-Basel-

Wien: Herder, 1995), 568-573, at 570. Cf. CONGAR, L 'Eglise, 89-122.

LERCH, ‘Ecclesiology’, 34.

48
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the emergence of a more ‘organic’ ecclesiology as first proposed by the
Tiibinger Schule around Johann Adam Mahler (1796-1838).”!

This nineteenth-century ecclesiological renewal became a dominant current
in the twentieth century through the intertwined biblical, patristic, liturgical and
ecumenical movements.”> Generally, the polemical, apologetical nature of the
treatise de ecclesia gave way to the rediscovery of a different approach, found
in Scripture, the patres and the Middle Ages. This more ‘organic’ embedding of
the church in the larger context of God’s ways with the world, especially in
salvation history and in Jesus Christ, also opened up the possibility to reflect
positively on ‘the world’ in its relation to the church. The Second Vatican
Council (1962-1965) stands for the breakthrough of this ecclesiological
approach.” It is this both ancient and renewed ecclesiology, which forms the
background of the eucharistic and liturgical ecclesiologies now to be
introduced.

1.4.2  Eucharistic Ecclesiology

When we consult our traditional dogmatic handbooks, we will find little, or even
nothing, on the theme that occupies us here, ‘the eucharist—sacrament of unity’.
Everything is concentrated on the words of institution, the real presence and the
sacrificial character. When we open Scripture or read the Fathers of the church and
the great scholastic theologians, a different and much more wide-ranging picture
occurs. [...] Scripture, the Early Church and the tradition of the high Middle Ages
consider the personal communion with Christ in the eucharist always in the larger
context of the communion (communio) of the church.**

With these words, the Roman Catholic Walter Kasper (born 1933) opens a
discussion of the ecclesial character of the eucharist and the eucharistic
character of the church. Awareness of the interdependence of church and
eucharist is, he says, to be found from Paul through Augustine to Aquinas, but

S KeHL, ‘Ekklesiologie’, 571. Cf. CONGAR, L 'Eglise, 417-424.

2 More detailed introductions are given in paragraphs 2.1.6 (The Call for a Neo-Patristic
Synthesis), 3.1.2 (Theological Reassessment), 3.1.3 (The Liturgical Movement), 7.1.3 (The
Ecumenical Movement) and 7.1.4 (Goal and Method of the Ecumenical Movement).

3 LERCH, ‘Ecclesiology’, 34; KEHL, ‘Ekklesiologie’, 572. Cf. CONGAR, L’Eglise, 461-466

(twentieth-century movements), 472-477 (Second Vatican Council).

W. KASPER, Sakrament der Einheit. Eucharistie und Kirche (Freiburg-Basel-Wien: Herder,

2004), 117-118 (‘Wenn wir in unseren traditionellen dogmatischen Schulbiichern

nachschlagen, dann finden wir zu dem Thema, das uns hier beschiftigt, “Eucharistie—

Sakrament der Einheit”, wenig oder gar nichts. Alles ist auf die Wandlungsworte, auf

Realpriasenz und Opfercharakter konzentriert. Wenn wir die Heilige Schrift aufschlagen, bei

den Kirchenvitern und den grossen Theologen der Scholastik nachlesen, dann ergibt sich

ein anderes und viel umfassenderes Bild. [... D]ie personliche Gemeinschaft mit Christus in
der Eucharistie stehen in der Bibel wie in der frithen Kirche und in der hochmittelalterlichen

Tradition immer im grosseren Zusammenhang der Gemeinschaft (communio) der Kirche’).
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was subsequently virtually non-existent, until it was rediscovered in the
nineteenth and particularly in the first half of the twentieth century.”

Kasper sketches how the communal (rather than individualist)
understanding of salvation and the church, with its culmination in the eucharist
where this communal understanding becomes most manifest, was regained
through such ‘romantic’ theologians as the Roman Catholic Johann Adam
Mahler (1796-1838)° and the Russian Orthodox Alexis Khomiakov (1804-
1860)7 and how it especially benefited from the rediscovery of patristic
theology in the twentieth century.”® He also points to documents of the Second
Vatican Council (1962-1965), in which this approach to both the church and the
eucharist is prominent.” The eucharist is not just one sacrament among many,
but the celebration of the church par excellence. The other way round, the
church does not just celebrate the eucharist as one of many activities, but can
fundamentally be considered as the eucharistic community. This is the basic
conviction of a ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’, which Kasper summarises in the
phrase, Ubi eucharistia, ibi ecclesia (Where the eucharist is, there is the
church).”

One could also point to the phrase from the Apostles’ Creed, sanctam
ecclesiam catholicam, sanctorum communionem, in order to describe this focus
of eucharistic ecclesiology. If sanctorum communio is not just interpreted as the
‘communion of saints’ (sancti) but also as the ‘communion with the sacred
things’ (sancta), the church is in this phrase said to be “participation (communio,
koinonia) in the eucharist (the sacred things)’."'

The term ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ was coined by the Russian Orthodox
Nicholas Afanasiev (1893-1966). In the broader context of a rediscovery of the
distinctive characteristics of Orthodox theology,”” Afanasiev placed the
eucharistic community at the heart of his thought about the church. In doing
this, he went so far as to identify ‘the church’ with the local eucharistic
community presided over by the bishop.” The Greek Orthodox John Zizioulas
(born 1931) modified eucharistic ecclesiology into a view on the eucharist
which is both local and universal: it is always the local church which celebrates

KASPER, Sakrament der Einheit, 117-119.

Cf. paragraph 3.1.2 (Theological Reassessment).

Cf. paragraph 2.1.4 (Estrangement from and Rediscovery of the Orthodox Theological
Tradition).

Cf. paragraph 2.1.6 (The Call for a Neo-Patristic Synthesis).

Cf. paragraph 3.1.1 (The Second Vatican Council).

€ KASPER, Sakrament der Einheit, 130-134.

Cf. A.H.C. VAN EUK, Teken van aanwezigheid. Een katholieke ecclesiologie in oecumenisch
perspectief (Zoetermeer: Meinema, 2000), 193-194, 210-214.

Cf. paragraph 2.1.4 (Estrangement from and Rediscovery of the Orthodox Theological
Tradition).

P. PLANK, Die Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche. Zur Entstehung und Entfaltung der
eucharistischen Ekklesiologie Nikolaj Afanas’evs (1893-1966) (Wiirzburg: Augustinus-
Verlag, 1980), 49, 61-62. Afanasiev’s thought is further explored in section 2.2.
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the eucharist, but it is always the eucharist of the whole church which is
celebrated.*

Through the intertwined movements of the (neo-) patristic ressourcement,”
the Liturgical Movement® and the Ecumenical Movement,"” the concept of
eucharistic ecclesiology entered Roman Catholic, Old Catholic, Anglican and
Protestant theology.”® Not least, ecumenical dialogue and the kind of
‘ecumenical theology’ developed in the process, profits from the insights
offered by approaching the church from the focus of the eucharist.” Eucharistic
ecclesiology has, thus, become a respected approach to ecclesiology throughout
the churches.

Much of the thought presented in this book is eucharistic ecclesiology of
one sort or another. The phrase ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ will, therefore, be
present throughout this study. Although I will in the next paragraph define
‘liturgical ecclesiology’ as including ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’, some
ecclesiological concepts are so much concentrated on the eucharist and the
eucharistic communion, rather than on the liturgical gathering as a whole, that I
feel free to use the term ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ in such cases. My own desire
is, however, to see the eucharist as the kernel of the liturgy, but not as a// of it.
The liturgical community is a eucharistic community, but also a community
hearing and proclaiming the Word, praising and beseeching, meeting and
sharing, singing and celebrating. All this is summarised in, but not swallowed
by, the sacrament of the eucharist, although it is of course all included in the
liturgy of the eucharist. This consideration explains why this study uses the
term ‘liturgical ecclesiology’—which will be further explained in the next
paragraph—rather than ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’, although the former is meant
to imply the latter.

1.4.3  Liturgical Ecclesiology

As a sequel to his ‘liturgical theology’ (Holy Things), Lathrop has written a
‘liturgical ecclesiology’ (Holy People). What Lathrop understands by liturgical
ecclesiology is directly derived from his understanding of liturgical theology.”
Liturgical theology points towards liturgical ecclesiology, because ‘to interpret
the meaning of the assembly is to interpret the meaning of “church” and the

8 J.D. Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion: Studies in Personhood and the Church (Crestwood

NY: SVSP, 1985), 23-25. Zizioulas’s thought is further explored in section 2.3.

8 Cf. paragraphs 2.1.6 (The Call for a Neo-Patristic Synthesis) and 3.1.2 (Theological

Reassessment).

Cf. paragraph 3.1.3 (The Liturgical Movement).

87 Cf. paragraphs 7.1.3 (The Ecumenical Movement) and 7.1.4 (Goal and Method of the
Ecumenical Movement).

o8 Cf. chapters 3 (Roman Catholic), 4 (Old Catholic), 5 (Anglican) and 6 (Protestant).

% Cf. chapter 7 (Ecumenical).

0 Cf. paragraph 1.3.3.
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church’s faith>.”" As liturgical theology investigates the Christian faith from the
perspective of the liturgy, liturgical ecclesiology is the specification of this
investigation in view of the church.

For Lathrop, a liturgical ecclesiology has to be ‘consonant with the
Eucharist’.”* In this phrase he understands the eucharist not just as the Lord’s
Supper, but as ‘the whole economy’ of such ‘juxtapositions’ as Sunday and
weekdays, word and meal, baptism and the eucharist, Scripture and preaching,
thanksgiving and beseeching, the assembly and its presiders, being gathered and
being sent out. In other words, Lathrop’s use of the term ‘eucharist’ refers to the
celebration of the eucharist—including the gathering of the people, praying,
singing, Scripture reading, preaching, presiding—rather than to the sacrament
of the eucharist which is just a part of the eucharistic liturgy. In such a broad
understanding, ‘eucharist’ is not the prerogative of some churches, but ‘the
inheritance of all the churches’.”

To describe the exercise practised in this study, I borrow Lathrop’s phrase
‘liturgical ecclesiology’. Like Lathrop, I regard the approach known as
‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ as being included in a ‘liturgical ecclesiology’. The
focal point of a eucharistic ecclesiology is the eucharistic communion of and
with the body of Christ (the eucharistic communion is the church). The focal
point of a liturgical ecclesiology is the liturgical gathering of and as the whole
people of God (the liturgical assembly is the church). The latter includes the
former: the liturgical gathering includes the eucharistic communion, a liturgical
ecclesiology includes a eucharistic ecclesiology.

The value of the phrase ‘liturgical ecclesiology’ is that the attention is not
exclusively focused on the eucharist, but also on the very act of the gathering
(important in view of the ekklesia) and on the juxtapositions of which the
liturgy consists (important in view of the liturgy conveying Christian meaning).
A potential reduction of eucharistic ecclesiology to the ‘sacrament’ and the
‘ministry’ is countered by a more inclusive approach to the liturgy as a
corporate celebration with many aspects. Styling my approach ‘liturgical
ecclesiology’ also allows theologians to be included whose thought is not
specifically eucharistic but more widely liturgical. Finally, choosing the phrase

n G.W. LATHROP, Holy People: A Liturgical Ecclesiology (Minneapolis MN: Fortress, 1999),

8. The term ‘liturgical ecclesiology’ is also used and helpfully explained in N.D. MITCHELL,
‘Liturgy and Ecclesiology’, in: Chupungco (ed.), Handbook, vol. 11, 113-127, esp. at 123-
126. Cf. FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima, 16-17: ‘Liturgical theology is ecclesiological self-
analysis. [...] Church is the noun form of the verb /iturgy’; MESSNER, Einfiihrung, 20-21, 26.
LATHROP, Holy People, 14. Lathrop borrows the phrase ‘consonant with the Eucharist’
(consonans eucharistiae) from Irenaeus (Adversus haereses 4:18:5). The concepts of liturgy
used by other liturgical theologians is also rooted in the eucharist; cf. SCHMEMANN,
Introduction to Liturgical Theology, 24-26; FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima, 83, 88, 233 nr.
88; HUGHES, Worship as Meaning, 166-168.

Cf. LATHROP, Holy People, 14-18. For more about Lathrop’s concept of ‘juxtaposition’, cf.
paragraph 6.5.3.
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‘liturgy”’ rather than ‘eucharist’ (but, still, liturgy including the eucharist) may
also be understood as an opening up of eucharistic ecclesiology towards
Protestant contexts, in which the eucharist exists, but not always as the central
form of liturgy.

Whether termed ‘liturgical’ or ‘eucharistic’ ecclesiology, both phrases are
in danger of being understood as exclusive rather than inclusive, as inward-
looking rather than centrifugal. One of the claims of this study, however, will be
that ‘liturgy’ and ‘eucharist’ bear meanings far beyond themselves. The
eucharist is an icon of the kingdom.”* The liturgy leads into doxological living
and eucharistic ethics.”” The liturgy and the eucharist point beyond the liturgical
moment and beyond the eucharistic circle. The celebration opens perspectives
on church and humanity, society and culture, politics and economics.”® ‘This is
the ecclesiology that the liturgy rehearses and promotes. It offers not only an
ideal icon of who and what the Church should be but a lively sacrament of the
whole world’s future.’”” If the Christian celebration is not that, it is not the
centre of the Christian faith and church.

1.4.4  Conclusion

The term ‘liturgical ecclesiology’ is in this study borrowed from Lathrop. It can
be read as a contraction of ‘liturgical theology’ and ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’.
Regarding its method, liturgical ecclesiology is a specification of liturgical
theology: it investigates the systematic-theological meaning of ‘church’ as it
occurs in and as the liturgical assembly. Regarding its contents, liturgical
ecclesiology is synonymous with eucharistic ecclesiology, if the latter is taken
in a wider sense than just concentrating on the celebration of the sacrament.
Liturgical ecclesiology investigates the ecclesial character of the liturgy which
includes the gathering of the members of the church,’® prayer, song, baptism,
the Word, the eucharist, its implications for daily life in and outside the church,
and all those other ‘juxtapositions’ which make Christian liturgy what it is.

" Cf. paragraph 2.3.7 (Zizioulas).

> Cf. paragraph 6.4.8 (Wainwright). See also 5.7.2 and 5.7.8 (Pickstock). This is what
Fagerberg calls the ‘liturgical asceticism” next to the ‘liturgical theology’, both of which are
intrinsic to the liturgical celebration. Cf. FAGERBERG, Theologia Prima, 5-7, 17-32, 219-
235.

Cf. A.W.J. HOUTEPEN, Geloven in gerechtigheid. Bijdragen tot een oecumenische sociale
ethiek (Zoetermeer: Meinema, 2005), 158-165, 255; M. PLOEGER, ‘De kerk als Maaltijd
vierende gemeenschap’, Eredienstvaardig. Tijdschrift voor liturgie en kerkmuziek 22
(2006), 13-17.

MITCHELL, ‘Liturgy and Ecclesiology’, 122.

In this study, the term ‘members’ (of the church) is used in the sense of members of the
body of Christ through baptism. This study does not engage in the complications of the term
‘member(ship)’ as they occur in canon law, for example regarding heresy, apostacy,
excommunication and one’s own deliberate termination of church membership. Cf. K.
WALEF, Vragen rondom het nieuwe kerkelijk recht (Hilversum: Gooi & Sticht, 1988), 59-62.
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1.5 CONCLUSION

These introductory sections serve a preliminary clarity about the general
liturgical and theological scope of this study. As the discussion of ‘liturgical
theology’ made clear, there is neither one type of liturgy, nor one type of
liturgical theology and, for that matter, liturgical ecclesiology. To do justice to
the many-sided field of liturgy, theology and ecclesiology, this introductory
chapter indicated where this study can approximately be situated within the
general discourse. The following chapters aim at working out and making
plausible such a ‘liturgical ecclesiology’. The final chapter will synthesise the
major findings into building blocks for ecumenical thought on the church from a
liturgical perspective.
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2 THE FORMATION OF A
EUCHARISTIC ECCLESIOLOGY

Orthodox Contributions
to a Liturgical Ecclesiology

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The quest for a liturgical ecclesiology starts with a chapter on Orthodox
ecclesiology. This is not surprising, as the school of ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’
was originally founded by Orthodox theologians. In this chapter, the Russian
Orthodox émigré theologian, Nicholas Afanasiev, will be studied as the father
of eucharistic ecclesiology. Subsequently, the Greek Orthodox theologian, John
Zizioulas, will be treated as an important contemporary thinker who reshaped
and developed Afanasiev’s pioneering ideas.

2.1.1  An Orthodox Theological Approach

The theological context in which Afanasiev’s eucharistic ecclesiology emerged,
was the rediscovery of a particularly Orthodox way of theologising. Although
every distinction between Western and Eastern theology should be put into
perspective by pointing to the common patristic and early medieval history of
both strands of Christianity, and at the varieties within Western and Eastern
theology themselves, nevertheless some general differences can be detected.
These differences should not be regarded as a purely dogmatic matter. Different
dogmatic presuppositions developed together with different traditions of
personal and ecclesial spirituality. Dogma, spirituality, and mysticism are
intertwined.'

For our subject, the most important aspects of a particularly Orthodox
theology are its view on the Holy Spirit within the Trinity, its eschatological
awareness, and its attitude towards the relation between local churches and the
universal church.

! T. WARE, The Orthodox Church (London: Penguin, 1997°), 46, 48; V. LOssKY, The
Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church (Crestwood NY: SVSP, 1998* [1976'; French
original: Paris 1944]), 14, 22.
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2.1.2  Pneumatology and Eschatology

One of the differences between a Western and an Eastern theological approach
is the way they perceive the Trinity. Western thought tends to stress the unity—
the principle of the Godhead—within the Trinity, whereas Eastern thought has a
tendency to emphasise the persons.’

This is one of the reasons behind the Filioque controversy. Orthodox
theology gives priority to the personal relations of the three persons, which
means for the Father that he is the source of the Godhead, from whom the Son
is begotten and the Spirit has proceeded. According to the Orthodox, the
Western view that the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son (Filioque),
does not do justice to both the person of the Father and the person of the Spirit.
To the Father, because he then ceases to be the unique source and principle of
unity within the Trinity. To the Spirit, because he then is reduced to a bond of
union between the Father and the Son, instead of being an active person of the
Trinity of his own.?

Another reason behind the Filiogue controversy, and behind the different
views on the Trinity in general, is the fact that Western theology tends to start
from salvation history (the ‘economy’), wheras Eastern theology always links
history both to its beginnings before creation (the eternal relations within the
Trinity) and to its goal at the end of time (the eschaton). Western thought tends
to see the Trinity as a projection of God’s historical revelation, which easily
leads to the ‘chronological’ schemes Father-Son and Son-Spirit, while
Orthodoxy sees the historical revelation as the appearance in history of the
eternal trinitarian God. The effect is that in Orthodox ecclesiology the
communion of the church is an icon of the internal communion of the Trinity.
More than the West, Orthodoxy regards the church as constituted by Christ and
the Spirit. Moreover, it regards the church not primarily as an historical, but as
an eschatological phenomenon. It is not (only) Christ who once instituted the
church, but it is (also) the Spirit who once constituted and constantly re-
constitutes the church by connecting it to its eschatological goal. That these
Orthodox views on the pneumatological and eschatological nature of the church
are important for a liturgical ecclesiology, will be seen in the course of this
chapter.

J. MEYENDORFF, L Eglise orthodoxe. Hier et aujourd 'hui (Paris: Seuil, 1960), 168.

LossKY, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church, 56-62.

J.D. Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion: Studies in Personhood and the Church (Crestwood
NY: SVSP, 1985), 19-20, 131, 140.



Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology Q7

2.1.3  The Church Local and Universal

Orthodox ecclesiology thinks in terms of ‘local churches’ which are in
communion with their ‘sister churches’. Each local church is headed by a
bishop, and the communion between the churches is manifested by the
communion between the bishops. Every bishop is ordained by a number of
other bishops, and the bishops gathering together in a council form the ultimate
authority of the Orthodox Church. This is not to mean, though, that the
proclamations of a council are automatically revelations of divine truth. Its
teaching has to be received by all Orthodox—the process of reception is
essential.’

Both Western and Eastern ecclesiology started with the concept of the
equality of bishops (e.g. Ignatius of Antioch, around 107), grouped into
provinces presided over by metropolitans (Council of Nicea, 325), and
eventually organised into five patriarchates (Council of Chalcedon, 451): Rome,
Constantinople (the ‘Second Rome’), Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem. The
problem which eventually separated East and West was the interpretation of
this organisation. In the West, the patriarchal primacies—and particularly the
only patriarchate on Western territory, that of Rome—became more and more
regarded as an institution of divine right, while the East never ascribed such a
divine authority to the Pentarchy. In Orthodoxy, the Pentarchy has always
remained a matter of ecclesiastical organisation.’

The Pentarchy arose out of the ideal of a non-uniform church, with respect
for the character of the people, culture and traditions of each region of
Christianity. But in practice the Pentarchy gave rise to competition among the
patriarchs, particularly between those of Rome and Constantinople.” Although
the importance of the year 1054 should not be overestimated—problems
between East and West occurred before that date, and contacts existed and
reunion efforts were made afterwards—it nevertheless marked the formal
rupture between the two parts of Christianity. 1054 was both the result and the
beginning of mutual estrangement.®

During the Middle Ages, the West saw the birth of scholasticism, which
had a major impact on Western ecclesiological thought. The ancient
ecclesiological tradition—common to East and West—thought along the lines
of salvation history and biblical symbolism. But in the Western Middle Ages
this ecclesiological tradition was joined by the new approach of speculative
theology and by those who occupied themselves mainly with the problem of the

5 N. Lossky, ‘The Orthodox Churches’, in: P.D.L. Avis (ed.), The Christian Church: An
Introduction to the Major Traditions (London: SPCK, 2002), 1-17, at 6-7, 9.

MEYENDORFF, L Eglise orthodoxe, 22, 37-39.

K. OUWENS, De theorie van de pentarchie en het primaatschap in de kerk (Amersfoort:
COKB, 1986), 43-44, 47-48, 55.

MEYENDORFF, L Eglise orthodoxe, 41-42.
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day—the relationship between sacerdotium and regnum. This medieval shift in
mainstream Western ecclesiological thought—mainstream, because the
previous emphases were preserved in minority schools of thought—was not
followed in the East, which stuck to the ancient ways of theologising, as a
summary of thirteenth-century Byzantine ecclesiology shows: equality of
apostles and therefore of bishops; collegial Pentarchy; decision-making by
synods and not by bishops alone; no automatic authority of ministry but
dependence on the Holy Spirit; in short: a communal and pneumatological
ecclesiology.’

2.1.4  Estrangement from and Rediscovery of
the Orthodox Theological Tradition

The fall of Constantinople to the Turks (1453) had its effects on Orthodox
theology. From that day, it became difficult to maintain a distinctive Greek
theological tradition. The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries were a period of
Western influence upon Orthodox thought. Orthodox theologians studied in the
West, and at their return brought with them either Roman Catholic or Protestant
influences.'® The most remarkable of those influences can be found in patriarch
Cyril Lukaris of Constantinople, who published a confession of faith (Geneva,
1629) of a strong Calvinist persuasion. That it was condemned by several
Orthodox councils in the same century makes it no less remarkable as an
example of the influence of Protestant thought in official Orthodox circles.
Cyril’s Roman Catholic influenced counterpart was metropolitan Peter Moghila
of Kiev, who wrote ‘the most Latin document’ ever formally accepted by the
Orthodox Church—a confession of faith written in 1640 and accepted by
several Orthodox synods."'

A similar situation occurred in eighteenth-century Russia. At the beginning
of that century, Peter the Great suppressed the Moscow Patriarchate and
installed a ‘Holy Synod’ (1721-1917) to govern the Russian Church. At the end
of the same century, Catherine the Great suppressed half of the number of
monasteries. Like the Greeks, the Russians turned for inspiration to the Western
Catholics and Protestants, which resulted in a decline of Orthodox thought due
to Western influence during this period."

The nineteenth century, however, saw a gradual rediscovery of the
Orthodox tradition. If the Crimean War (1853-1856) is interpreted as ‘the result
of a struggle of two essentially different worlds which opposed each other not
only as political enemies, but as the embodiments of two disparate spiritual

Y.M.J. CONGAR, L 'Eglise. De saint Augustin & [’époque moderne (Paris: Cerf, 1970 [reprint
1997]), 132-141, 264-267.

10 WARE, The Orthodox Church, 92.

MEYENDORFF, L Eglise orthodoxe, 84-86 (‘le document le plus latin”).

"> WARE, The Orthodox Church, 114-115.
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principles or ideologies’, it can be seen as the watershed between two eras in the
Russian attitude towards the West." In opposition to continuing influence of the
Enlightenment, including the development of social and political thought which
would culminate in the Russian Revolution,'* there occurred a ‘Slavophile’
movement, which advocated a renaissance of Russian culture and identity. To
this movement belonged the lay theologian Alexis Khomiakov (1804-1860),
who pointed to the necessity of rediscovering the authentic Orthodox
theological tradition instead of using Western scholastic patterns of thought. As
he said, Catholics and Protestants are not so different from each other as may be
thought; both give answers to Western questions, whereas Orthodoxy has to
rediscover its own questions and answers."”

In addition to this changing theological paradigm, there were also spiritual
and liturgical impulses. The Russian monk Seraphim (1759-1833) of the Sarov
monastery revived the distinctively Orthodox spirituality of Hesychasm as well
as the tradition of spiritual guidance by startsy (‘elders’). Parish life was
reinvigorated by parish priests like John of Kronstadt (1829-1908), who
combined his active pastoral, diaconal and catechetical work in a St Petersburg
suburb with attempts at a more vivid liturgical parish life, by advocating
frequent communion and by lowering the iconostasis in order to make the
service more visible for those who participated in it.'®

2.1.5 Foreshadowing a Eucharistic Ecclesiology?

Peter Plank has studied the relationship between these revivals of Orthodox
spirituality, liturgy and theology in the nineteenth century, and the emergence of
a ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ in the next century. According to Plank, Seraphim
of Sarov and John of Kronstadt considered the eucharist in a rather isolated
way, important as a ‘means of grace’ for the individual believer, but without the
communal and ecclesiological emphasis that marks a eucharistic ecclesiology.
Nevertheless, one could say that their renewed eucharistic awareness paved the

13 A.E. Buss, The Russian-Orthodox Tradition and Modernity (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 120.

R. HOTZ, Sakramente—im Wechselspiel zwischen Ost und West (Ziirich-Ké6ln: Benziger;

Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus Gerd Mohn, 1979), 175. BusS, The Russian-Orthodox

Tradition and Modernity, 127, 171-173, 183-184 explains Leninism rather as a combination

of Western and Russian thought.

" WARE, The Orthodox Church, 1-2, 122-124; Hotz, Sakramente, 173-178; cf. Buss, The
Russian-Orthodox Tradition and Modernity, 120-126.

16 WARE, The Orthodox Church, 118-122; N. KIZENKO, A Prodigal Saint: Father John of
Kronstadt and the Russian People (University Park PA: Pennsylvania State University
Press, 2000), 39-66.
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way for the emergence of an approach of theology and ecclesiology in which
the eucharist had a more central place."’

The relation between Khomiakov and the school of eucharistic
ecclesiology is somewhat more complicated. Eucharistic ecclesiology is
unthinkable without Khomiakov, not because he advocated a eucharistic
ecclesiology himself, but because he was the founder of a reshaped Orthodox
theology of which eucharistic ecclesiology is an exponent. Like others in the
‘Romantic’ era—Johann Adam Mohler (1796-1838), John Henry Newman
(1801-1890), and the German Lutheran liturgical movement—Khomiakov
returned to a view on the church as a living organism, the body of Christ, rather
than as just an institutional, legal corporation.'® He interpreted the catholicity
(sobornost) of the church not only as a quantity (the church throughout all times
and places) but primarily as a quality (the church as an assembly of those who
form a ‘unity of Spirit and life’). Yet Khomiakov developed no eucharistic
ecclesiology. In his ecclesiological thought the eucharist plays only a
subordinate part—it unites the individual believers with Christ, and the local
churches with the universal church, but it does not have the constitutive status it
possesses in a eucharistic ecclesiology. Ironically, Khomiakov’s keyword
sobornost could have been the best description of a eucharistic ecclesiology,
because the Russian expression sobornaja cerkov (Khomiakov’s translation of
katholike ekklesia in the creed) litterally means, °‘the church assembled
together’."”

The nineteenth-century rediscovery of a particularly Orthodox way of
theologising did not include the development of a eucharistic ecclesiology. This
development was left to the twentieth century, with its marked reappropriation
of the patristic tradition, as opposed to denominational and national—including
‘Slavophile’—theologies.” Nevertheless, the nineteenth century paved the way.
It rediscovered the biblical and sacramental principles of Byzantine theology,
including the centrality of the eucharist, the perception of the church as a living
organism, the importance of eschatology, and the role of the Holy Spirit. The
renewed awareness of the centrality of these aspects of Orthodox thought is the
background against which a eucharistic ecclesiology could emerge.”!

P. PLANK, Die Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche. Zur Entstehung und Entfaltung der
eucharistischen Ekklesiologie Nikolaj Afanas’evs (1893-1966) (Wiirzburg: Augustinus-
Verlag, 1980), 68-71.

J. PELIKAN, Christian Doctrine and Modern Culture (since 1700) (Chicago-London:
University of Chicago Press, 1989), 289.

PLANK, Die Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche, 85-94; HOTz, Sakramente, 182-184.

20 R.D. WILLIAMS, ‘Eastern Orthodox Theology’, in: D.F. Ford with R. Muers (eds.), The
Modern Theologians: An Introduction to Christian Theology since 1918, Third Edition
(Oxford: Blackwell, 2005), 572-588, at 574-575. See the next paragraph.

P. EVDOKIMOV, ‘Les principaux courants de ’ecclésiologie orthodoxe au XIX® siecle’, in:
M. Nédoncelle et al., L 'Ecclésiologie au XIX® siécle (Paris: Cerf, 1960), 57-76, at 74-76.

21
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2.1.6  The Call for a Neo-Patristic Synthesis

The school of Orthodox eucharistic ecclesiology which will be introduced in
this chapter and, moreover, the ecumenical approach to the interrelatedness of
the eucharist and the church which will be presented throughout this study, are
inconceivable without the “patristic turn’ which took place in the first half of the
twentieth century, particularly in the nineteen thirties. In the West, this
rediscovery of patristic themes and concerns—known as ressourcement—not
only led to a new theological approach, but also played its part in the emergence
of the liturgical and ecumenical movements.” In Orthodoxy, the patristic turn is
known as the quest for a ‘neo-patristic synthesis’.

The neo-patristic school in Orthodoxy followed the Slavophiles’ interest in
rediscovering the particularly Orthodox tradition rather than remaining
dependent upon Western concepts,” but radicalised this aim by seeking the
proprium of Orthodoxy not in Slavonic identity but in its faithfullness to the
Fathers of the Church, especially the Greek ones.” As its starting-point one
takes generally the two lectures given by the Russian Orthodox émigré
theologian Georges Florovsky (1893-1979), delivered at the first Orthodox
theological congress, held in Athens in 1936, when he was Professor of
Patristics at the Russian Orthodox theological institute Saint-Serge in Paris (he
later taught at St Vladimir’s Seminary in New York, at Harvard Divinity School
and, after his retirement, at Princeton Universi‘ty).26 In his first lecture,
Florovsky programmatically says,

The Western influences in Russian theology must be conquered. [...] This conquest
[...] has for a long time begun in the Russian school [...]. But Orthodox theology
can finally only restore its independence from Western influences through its
spiritual return to the patristic sources and foundations.”’

22
23

Cf. paragraphs 3.1.2 (Theological Reassessment) and 3.1.3 (The Liturgical Movement).
This element of continuity is emphasised by HOTz, Sakramente, 188, 190, and
acknowledged by WILLIAMS, ‘Eastern Orthodox Theology’, 582.

This element of discontinuity is emphasised by S.S. KHORUZHII, ‘Neo-Patristic Synthesis
and Russian Philosophy’, in: W. Helleman (ed.), The Russian Idea: In Search of a New
Identity (Bloomington IN: Slavica, 2004), 165-183, and by WILLIAMS, ‘Eastern Orthodox
Theology’, 574. Williams also hints at the possibility of interpreting the neo-patristic
approach as a means to overcome the Orthodox tendency towards ‘ethnic religiosity’ (581).
G. FLOROVSKY, ‘Westliche Einfliisse in der russischen Theologie’, in: H.S. Alivisatos (ed.),
Procés-verbaux du premier congres de théologie orthodoxe a Athénes 29 Novembre — 6
Décembre 1936 (Athens: Pyrsos, 1939), 212-231; G. FLOROVSKY, ‘Patristics and Modern
Theology’, in: Alivisatos (ed.), Procés-verbaux, 238-242. According to the editor, the
papers were published in the language in which they were delivered.

% Cf. A. BLANE, ‘A Sketch of the Life of Georges Florovsky’, in: A. Blane (ed.), Georges
Florovsky: Russian Intellectual and Orthodox Churchman (Crestwood NY: SVSP, 1993),
11-217.

FLOROVSKY, ‘Westliche Einfliisse’, 231 (‘Die westlichen Einfliisse in der russischen
Theologie miissen iiberwunden werden. [...] Diese Uberwindung [...] hat lingst in der
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Florovsky sees a felicitous tendency towards Orthodox thought, including the
beginning of a return to the Fathers, in the nineteenth century,” but regards it as
too much overshadowed by German idealist philosophy.”’ In opposition to this,
Florovsky claims that the task of theology is

not so much to translate the tradition of the faith into contemporary language, so to
speak to transfer it into the terms of the newest philosophy, but rather to learn to
find in the ancient patristic tradition the invariable principles of the Christian love
for wisdom.™

The Fathers, says Florovsky in his second lecture, ‘have created a new
philosophy’, a ‘Christian Hellenism’. All Christian thinking should understand
itself as a continuation of this particularly Christian philosophy.’’ Although
Florovsky recognises that the Fathers do not represent a uniform corpus of

3

theological thought, he nevertheless claims that their thought reflects ‘a
common mind’. It is this common mind of the Fathers—particularly the post-

Nicene Fathers of the fourth to eighth centuries—for which Florovsky originally

used the term ‘synthesis’.”

But such a patristic turn implies a ‘hermeneutical’ appropriation and
application of patristic ways of thought rather than a ‘naive’, ‘positivist’
‘parrot[ing]’ of patristic ‘slogans’.** The theologians of the neo-patristic school

russischen Schule begonnen [...]. Doch kann endgiiltig die orthodoxe Theologie ihre

Unabhéngigkeit von den westlichen Einfliissen nur durch ihre geistige Riickkehr zu den

véterlichen Quellen und Grundlagen wiederherstellen”); original italics.

FLOROVSKY, ‘Westliche Einfliisse’, 225-226.

FLOROVSKY, ‘Westliche Einfliisse’, 226-228, referring particularly to Khomiakov and

Soloviev. Cf. G.H. WILLIAMS, ‘The Neo-Patristic Synthesis of Georges Florovsky’, in:

Blane (ed.), Georges Florovsky, 287-340, at 293-294, 309-312.

FLOROVSKY, ‘Westliche Einfliisse’, 228 (‘nicht so sehr die Uberlieferung des Glaubens in

die gegenwirtige Sprache zu iibersetzen, sozusagen in die Chiffre der neuesten Philosophie

zu ibertragen, als vielmehr in der alten viterlichen Tradition die unverinderlichen

Grundsdtze christlicher Weisheitsliebe finden lernen’), original italics. The citation

continues: ‘nicht die Dogmatik mit Hilfe der gegenwiértigen Philosophie zu iiberpriifen,

sondern umgekehrt die Philosophie aus der Erfahrung des Glaubens selbst aufzubauen,
sodass die Erfahrung des Glaubens zum Quell und Massstab der philosophischen

Betrachtung wird.’

FLOROVSKY, ‘Patristics and Modern Theology’, 241.

32 WILLIAMS, ‘The Neo-Patristic Synthesis’, 291-292, 329.

3 WiLiams, ‘Eastern Orthodox Theology’, 581-582. The same applies to the Western
pioneers of ressourcement. Scholars like Jean Daniélou and Henri de Lubac did not just
study the Fathers out of historical curiosity, but in order to establish ‘a renewal of
speculative theology in a new mode that would restore its closeness to the exegetical,
mystical, and liturgical reading of revealed signs’; J. MILBANK, ‘Henri de Lubac’, in: Ford
with Muers (eds.), The Modern Theologians, 76-91, at 77.
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‘were and are sophisticated modern theologians’,* who advocate, not merely a

backward tendency, but ‘a return which serves as a precondition of advance’.

s 35

This is already indicated by Florovsky himself when he says in 1936 that a
return to the patristic sources does not erase history or the present. Neither does
it discharge the East from coming to terms with—‘experience and suffer
through’—the real problems with which Western theology and philosophy
struggles.’® As he says in his second lecture:

This call to “‘go back’ to the Fathers can be easily misunderstood. It does nof mean
a return to the letter of old patristic documents. [...] What is really meant and
required is not a blind or servile imitation and repetition, but rather a further
development of this patristic teaching, but homogeneous and congenial. We have
to kindle again the creative fire of the Fathers, to restore in ourselves the patristic
spirit. [...] What is of real importance is not so much an identity of spoken words,
as the real continuity of lifes and mind, and inspiration.”’

Towards the end of his life, in what comes nearest to a theological testament,
Florovsky takes another opportunity to explain

what I am calling now ‘the Neo-Patristic Synthesis’. It should be more than just a
collection of Patristic sayings or statements. It must be a synthesis, a creative
reassessment of those insights which were granted to the Holy Men of old. It must
be Patristic, faithful to the spirit and vision of the Fathers, ad mentem Patrum.
Yet, it must be also Neo-Patristic, since it is to be addressed to the new age, with
its own problems and queries.*®

Practising theology in the tradition of the neo-patristic synthesis includes,
therefore, not only the historical study of the Fathers, but also the continuing

34

P. VALLIERE, Modern Russian Theology: Bukharev, Soloviev, Bulgakov: Orthodox Theology
in a New Key (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 379 (it should be mentioned that Valliere
acknowledges this while criticising the neo-patristic school).

KHORUZHII, ‘Neo-Patristic Synthesis and Russian Philosophy’, 174; cf. A. NICHOLS, Light
From the East: Authors and Themes in Orthodox Theology (London: Sheed & Ward, 1995),
135-136.

FLOROVSKY, ‘Westliche Einfliisse’, 231 (‘Zu den Vitern zuriickkehren heisst jedoch nicht,
aus der Gegenwart oder aus der Geschichte verschwinden, vom Schlachtfelde abtreten. |...]
Auch der orthodoxe Gedanke muss alle westlichen Schwierigkeiten und Anfechtungen
erfilhlen und durchleiden, gegenwirtig kann und darf er sie nicht mehr umgehen oder
totschweigen”’).

FLOROVSKY, ‘Patristics and Modern Theology’, 240 (with the correction of an ‘s’ into a
comma).

BLANE, ‘A Sketch’, 154. Blane transcribed this text from a manuscript he found after
Florovsky’s death.
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task of creating a synthesis which re-interprets their testimony in the context of
contemporary questions and needs.”

Since the nineteen thirties, the neo-patristic approach has become the
dominant Orthodox theological school,” and at approximately the same time a
patristic turn can be found in Western churches as well. Why was a return to the
sources so obviously ‘in the air’? Was it because of the cross-fertilisation, made
possible by the Russian émigré theological institutes in Paris and, later, New
York? Was it because of a common reaction—more or less contemporary in
East and West—against idealist philosophy and liberal Christianity, a reaction
catalysed by the atrocities of the First World War?"!

One can conclude that, throughout the churches, the first decades of the
twentieth century saw a ‘patristic turn’ in reaction to the philosophical,
theological, political and cultural atmosphere of the time. But what was, apart
from the formal return to the sources, the theological contents of this
movement? Firstly, the patristic era saw the emergence of the canon of
Scripture and the ecumenical Creeds, reflecting the Christian faith on the Trinity
and on Jesus Christ. Secondly, the emerging church developed a more or less
consistent way of life. The consistency of this ecclesiality may not be clear from
every New Testament book or every patristic author.”” Yet there is an
unmistakable development towards such elements of ecclesial living as a
believer’s incorporation into the body of Christ by baptism, the centrality of the
eucharistic celebration on the Lord’s Day, the ministry of bishops, presbyters
and deacons in the context of the whole assembly, and the synodical, conciliar
ways in which the communio of churches reached decisions,” in communion
with the church of Rome and its bishop.**

% Cf H. ALFEYEV, ‘The Patristic Heritage and Modernity’, Ecumenical Review 54 (2002), 91-
111.

Cf. VALLIERE, Modern Russian Theology, 373-403. Valliere’s book is an effort to bring
another school, the ‘Russian school’, largely overshadowed by the neo-patristic school,
back onto the theological stage. This ‘Russian school’ was prepared to go ‘beyond the
Fathers’ and could, Valliere claims, therefore be potentially fruitful for a renewal of
Orthodox theology in the twenty-first century.

WILLIAMS, ‘Eastern Orthodox Theology’, 574, likens the ‘polemic’ between the Slavophile
and the neo-patristic tendencies to ‘the rejection of liberal Protestant conventions by the
new theologies of the Word in Germany’ about the same time. The same is done by
VALLIERE, Modern Russian Theology, 375. BLANE, ‘A Sketch’, 139, records that Florovsky
himself said in hindsight, ‘I am more in sympathy with Barth than I am with his opponents’.
“To begin with the world instead of the Word is the wrong method’.

For the ecclesiology of the ‘third generation’, reflected in the later New Testament writings,
cf. J. ROLOFF, Die Kirche im Neuen Testament (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1993). I agree with Roloff that one must let the biblical authors speak for themselves (312),
but not that one, bypassing patristic developments, should jump from the New Testament to
our present ecumenical situation (322).

Cf. G.R. EvaNs, ‘Introduction’, in: G.R. Evans (ed.), The First Christian Theologians: An
Introduction to Theology in the Early Church (Oxford: Blackwell, 2004), 1-11; M.
FIEDROWICZ, Theologie der Kirchenviter. Grundlagen friihchristlicher Glaubensreflexion
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In the context of this study it is important to realise the character which
these aspects had in the patristic era. Most of them—particularly the
ecclesiological and sacramental aspects—were not yet objectified into
systematic-theological treatises, but were elements of ecclesial living."’
Therefore, perhaps the most fundamental feature of the patristic turn in the first
half of the twentieth century was not the rediscovery of the Fathers’ thought as
such, but the rediscovery of an ecclesial way of life as the context of their
thought. The freshness and enthousiasm which the patristic turn—and in its
wake the liturgical and ecumenical movements—brought about, had to do with
the awareness that here the ecclesial, spiritual, existential character of the
Christian faith was being rediscovered.

2.2 NICHOLAS AFANASIEV

2.2.1 Life and Work

Born in Odessa (Ukraine) in 1893, Nicholas Afanasiev became part of the
Russian emigration after the victory of the Bolsheviks in 1920. He studied
theology in Belgrade (Serbia) and became a religious education teacher at
Skopje (Macedonia), while he continued his theological studies and started a
lifelong ministry of advising his bishops on matters of canon law.*

From 1930 he worked at Saint-Serge in Paris, where he was Professor of
Canon Law for a large part of his life, and where he also became interested in
dogmatic and particularly ecclesiological themes. Afanasiev’s first thoughts on
eucharistic ecclesiology date back to this period."’

(Freiburg-Basel-Wien: Herder, 2007), 44-96 (apostolic tradition), 97-187 (Scripture), 188-
236 (creeds), 237-254 (liturgy), 291-322 (conciliarity).

FIEDROWICZ, Theologie der Kirchenvdter, 72-80, 311-314.

Cf. EVANS, ‘Introduction’, 2, 10. It should also be mentioned that exactly these elements of
ecclesial living, which emerged in patristic times, are also the pillars of twentieth-century
ecumenism insofar as it is works along the lines of the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral. Cf.
J.R. WRIGHT, ‘Heritage and Vision: The Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral’, in: J.R. Wright
(ed.), Quadrilateral at One Hundred: Essays on the Centenary of the Chicago-Lambeth
Quadrilateral 1886/88-1986/88 (Cincinnati OH: Forward Movement Publications; London-
Oxford: Mowbray, 1988), 8-46, at 43-45.

M. AFANASSIEFF, ‘La genése de “L’Eglise du Saint-Esprit™, in: N. Afanassieff, L 'Eglise du
Saint-Esprit (Paris: Cerf, 1975 [Russian original: Paris 1971]), 13-23, at 14-16; PLANK, Die
Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche, 19-28.

AFANASSIEFF, ‘La genese’, 17; Plank, Die Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche, 28-32.
Afanasiev presented the idea—although not the term—of eucharistic ecclesiology for the
first time in the Russian article ‘Dve idei vselenskoi Tserkvi’ (Two Conceptions of the
Universal Church), Pur 45 (1934), 16-29; cf. PLANK, Die Eucharistieversammlung als
Kirche, 49; A. NICHOLS, Theology in the Russian Diaspora: Church, Fathers, Eucharist in
Nikolai Afanas’ev (1893-1966) (Cambridge: CUP, 1989), 83-93.
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Priested in 1940, he was driven into another emigration by the outbreak of
the Second World War. Staying with his family in the South of France, and
subsequently serving as a parish priest in Tunisia, he started writing his
principal work, The Church of the Holy Spirit, for the first version of which he
received a doctorate from Saint-Serge (1950) after his return to France (1947).
He revised his dissertation during the years 1950 and 1955, but this revised
version X\gfas not published before 1971 (French translation 1974), after his death
in 1966.

In the nineteen sixties Afanasiev followed the developments of the Second
Vatican Council with interest. In one of the schemes he was explicitly named as
one of the originators of eucharistic ecclesiology, which was presented to the
fathers of the council as a potentially fruitful contribution towards a Roman
Catholic understanding of ecclesiology. Nevertheless, Afanasiev kept a
distance, because he felt the universalist approach of Roman Catholic
ecclesiology was not abandoned.”

2.2.2  Baptismal or Eucharistic Ecclesiology?

We will now turn to Afanasiev’s eucharistic ecclesiology, mainly on the basis
of his principal work, The Church of the Holy Spirit, but referring to some of his
other writings as well. The first interesting feature of The Church of the Holy
Spirit is that it sets out not as a eucharistic, but as a baptismal ecclesiology.
Afanasiev emphatically insists on ‘the royal priesthood’ of the whole people of
God, that is, of all baptised. To the mind of the church in apostolic and post-
apostolic times, every believer is a /aikos—a full member of the /aos (people) of
God.” All “laity’ together are the church, and all are priests.”’ At the same time,
all ‘laity’ (laikoi) are ‘clergy’ (klerikoi), because all are called to be part of
God’s ‘inheritance’ (kleros).>

So, in the apostolic and post-apostolic period, the church did not know of a
separation between clergy and laity. What it did know, was a variety of
ministries. At his or her baptism, the gifts of the Holy Spirit are granted o every
Christian—hence the ontological unity (unité ontologique) within the church,
because all are gifted by the one Spirit. But the Spirit confers his gifts to every
Christian in a particular way, that is, according to the ministry to which this

8 AFANASSIEFF, ‘La genese’, 18-21; PLANK, Die Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche, 33-38,

40.

AFANASSIEFF, ‘La genese’, 21; PLANK, Die Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche, 11-13, 15,
38-39.

For Afanasiev, the word ‘member’ (membre) refers to all who have been baptised (and
chrismated and made partakers of the eucharist) and by that fact together form the church;
cf. N. AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit (Paris: Cerf, 1975 [Russian original: Paris
1971]), 35.

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 36-37.

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 41.
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particular Christian is called—hence the functional variety (différence
Jfonctionelle) of ministries within the church. If there had been no royal
priesthood of all members of the church, the distinction between laity and
clergy would have been ontological. In that case, some (the clergy) would have
had a ministry, while others (the laity) would have had no ministry. Likewise,
some would have received the Spirit, while others would not have received the
Spirit. The laity would have been ‘non-charismatic’ members of the church.
But, according to Afanasiev, the church has no non-charismatic members. All
baptised have received the charism of the Spirit, all have one ministry or
another. You cannot be received into the church gratuitement; you can only
become a member of the church in order to fulfill some kind of ministry, for
example the ministry of being part of the /aos theou (people of God). And as
much as there are no members of the church without some kind of ministry,
there is no area of activity within the church for which no gift of the Spirit is
needed.”

In Afanasiev’s view, things went wrong as soon as ‘foreign influences’,
particularly the influence of Roman law,” led to a separation of ‘consecrated’
and ‘non-consecrated’ people within the church. Originally, all who had been
baptised, chrismated, and made partakers of the eucharist, were regarded as
‘consecrated’ (comsacrés). From the third century onwards, the idea was
introduced that the majority of the consecrated (the laity) had to be regarded as
non-consecrated. The particular (particuliers) ministries of bishop, priest and
deacon became to be seen not as differences of ‘ministry’ (ministére) within a
church full of ministries, but as ontological (ontologique) differences in ‘nature’
(nature) accomplished by ordination.”

Afanasiev is critical of the modern habit of calling baptism (together with
chrismation and first communion) the ‘ordination of the laity’. He opposes this
term, if it is meant to give the laity—as opposed to the clergy—their own little
‘ordination’. Nevertheless, he assents to the use of the term if it is meant as a
really general term, comprising all members of the church, clergy and laity
alike. Whatever particular ministry they may fulfill, all are ordained by baptism
to be members of the people of God. The ancient liturgies confirm the
interpretation of baptism and chrismation as a kind of ‘ordination’. Anointing
turns people into kings and priests; those baptised were crowned as to
emphasise their royal dignity; the tonsure was applied to all baptised as a sign of
absolute dedication to God, and as a witness to the fact that the whole people of

53

AFANASSIEFF, L ’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 43-45, 127.
54

Afanasiev is not very precise about what he means by ‘Roman law’ or its influence. Terms
such as ‘law’ (droit) or ‘legal’ (juridique) appear everywhere in Afanasiev’s works where
he detects a deviation from strictly local and strictly eucharistic lines of thought. In a rather
Romantic way—reflecting the thought of Rudolf Sohm—Afanasiev sees an unbridgeable
gulf between Law and Love as organising principles, the first of secular life, the second of
ecclesiastical life. Cf. AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 349-360.

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 47-48.
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God are ‘clerics’; and even the Orthodox ritual of being led three times around
the altar was originally not reserved for priests, but was applied to all the (albeit
male) baptised.”

The important conclusion which Afanasiev draws from the view on
baptism as an ‘ordination’, is that every baptised has been ordained into a
certain ordo, into a certain position within the church. Someone who is baptised
is established into the ordo of the laikos, with the aim of functioning within the
community of the church. And this answers the question about the relationship
between a baptismal and a eucharistic ecclesiology. Baptism is not an isolated
rite, but an initiation info an activity. One is baptised in order to occupy one’s
position within the community of the church, that is, to take part in the
leitourgia of the people of God, which is first of all the eucharist. Hence the
white robe of the newly baptised, which represents not only the baptismal robe,
but also the wedding garment for those who are worthy to take part both now in
the eucharist and eschatologically in the wedding banquet of the Lamb.”’

The relation between a baptismal and a eucharistic ecclesiology cannot be
shown more clearly than by the ancient way of Christian initiation, still
practised by the Orthodox Churches. The one who is to be initiated—whether
infant or adult—is baptised, chrismated (confirmed) and made partaker of the
eucharist in one act of initiation, or at least in close connection to each other.
Whereas a purely baptismal ecclesiology could have the effect of rendering
baptism—in Afanasiev’s words—gratuitement, a eucharistic ecclesiology both
implies a baptismal ecclesiology and accepts its consequence, namely, that one
is always baptised info something. The ‘establishment of the laity’
(I’établissement des laics) through baptism and chrismation is immediately
followed by their ‘first “concelebration™ (la premiere ‘concélébration’) of the
eucharist, because that is into which they are ordained.”® ‘Living in the church
means living with the church.””

2.2.3  The Charismatic and Organised Character of the Church

One of the main battles fought in The Church and the Holy Spirit is against
what Afanasiev regards as the nineteenth-century invention of the historical
concept of ‘charismatic anarchy’ in the Early Church. According to this
theory—Afanasiev relates it to Adolf von Harnack (1851-1930)—the more
original form of Christianity consisted in an unorganised life, directly guided by
the Spirit, wheras the later form of an institutionalised church reflected the

56 AFANASSIEFF, L ’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 53-55, 60-62.

57 AFANASSIEFE, L ’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 52, 57-60, 62-63, with reference to Galatians 3:27
and Matthew 22:11.

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 65, 67.

AFANASSIEFF, L’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 120 (‘La vie dans I’Eglise signifie la vie avec
I’Eglise’), emphasis added.
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gradual shift from the Spirit’s role in the guidance of the church to the role of
ordained ministers.*”’

Afanasiev detects two mistakes in this theory. Firstly, Spirit and
organisation must not be seen as opposites. ‘“The Spirit is in the church not a
principle of anarchy but of organisation.”®' Both the ministry of the laity and the
particular ministries originate from the Spirit, who confers his charisms upon
those whom he chooses. Secondly, it is always the church in which those
charisms are recognised and exercised.”” And because Afanasiev places the
eucharistic assembly at the heart of the church, the church has always had and
should always have some organisational form. ‘The church, the assembly of the
people of God in Christ, manifests itself empirically in the eucharistic
assembly’.”” The fact that the church is an ordered assembly leads Afanasiev to
the conviction that every church needs its presider, because ‘without the
ministry of the presider, the ecclesial assembly would be nothing but a
shapeless crowd’; ‘no church can live without its presider’.**

This means that in Afanasiev’s thought there is no room for charismatic
phenomena outside the church. All charisms come from the Spirit, and the
church is the realm of the Spirit’s activity.”” On the other hand, the church can
be nothing but charismatic. The whole life of the church is a life in the Spirit.
All members of the church are charismatics, because all have received the
Spirit. The church is the beginning of the new aeon, because in the church the
prophecy has been fulfilled: ‘In the last days it will be, God declares, that I will
pour out my Spirit upon all flesh’.®®

60 AFANASSIEFF, L’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 27-30, 130, 191. Afanasiev refers to Harnack but

without mentioning his publications (130).

AFANASSIEFF, L’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 30 (‘L’Esprit n’est pas dans ’Eglise un principe

d’anarchie, mais d’organisation’).

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 130.

AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 195-196 (‘L’Eglise, assemblée du peuple de Dieu

dans le Christ, se manifeste empiriquement dans I’assemblée eucharistique’).

AFANASSIEFF, L’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 196 (‘Sans le ministére des proéstotés, 1’assemblée

ecclésiale ne serait qu’une masse informe’), 192 (‘aucune église ne pouvait vivre sans son

proéstds’). On Afanasiev’s use of the word ‘proéstos’, cf. paragraph 2.2.4.

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 25 (‘Elle [the church] est le lieu de son [the Spirit’s]

action’), 156 (‘L’Eglise est le lieu ou agit I’Esprit’).

66 AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 27; cf. Acts 2:27; Joel 2:28. The title of Afanasiev’s
main work, The Church of the Holy Spirit, is a quotation from Tertullian, who used it in a
Montanist sense, in order to dissociate himself from the ‘Great Church’ and in order to
claim the Spirit for Montanist prophecy. Afanasiev’s book title can be regarded as a
reclaiming of the Spirit for the (Catholic/Orthodox) tradition of the ‘Great Church’. Cf.
AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 25-27, 193.
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2.2.4  The Relationship between the People
and the Liturgical Presider

The next step in Afanasiev’s line of thought is to clarify the relationship
between the people of God—who are priests and kings, who in baptism and
chrismation are ordained by the Holy Spirit to the ministry of concelebrating the
eucharist—and the bishop or priest who presides at the eucharist.”’ Starting
point is Afanasiev’s principle that every member of the church is equally gifted
by the Holy Spirit, but gifted in different ways, according to the particular
ministry that every member is destined to fulfill within the church. Now
Afanasiev introduces the presupposition that all those ministries are mutually
dependent upon each other. The church consists of all baptised, but there can be
no church without the ministry of a presider, and neither can there be a presider
without the community of the church. All ministries together form the church,
and without one of those ministries the church cannot exist at all.

The effect of this important presupposition is that there can be no
eucharistic celebration without a presider—not because the people of God don’t
possess the priestly dignity (they do), and not because the bishop or priest is the
only celebrant (all are concelebrants, co-liturges), but because there is no Chuch
at all (and therefore also no royal priesthood of believers) without a presider.
The opposite is equally true: according to Afanasiev a bishop or priest cannot
preside without the people of God—simply because without the people there
cannot be a bishop or priest. Both the idea that a minister could celebrate a
sacrament without the people, and the idea that the minister is ordained and the
people are non-ordained, turn the sacrament into magic. Without the people
there is no sacrament.*”®

Afanasiev regrets the gradual introduction of liturgical elements which
underline the growing separation between laity and clergy, such as the
iconostasis which has become higher and more massive than in the Early
Church, but also the rule that the presider is obliged to communicate every time
he presides at the eucharist, whereas the people do not have this obligation. In
the Early Church all received communion, because all were concelebrants. As
soon as the people were no longer seen as concelebrants, they no longer needed
to communicate at every liturgy they attended. The opposite is also true: the
liturgy has retained many indications of the ancient view on the laity as

7 For the presider, Afanasiev uses the Russian word prédstoyatel, which not only means

‘presider’ or ‘president’, but also the shepherd who marches in front of the flock. The
French translation uses the (transliterated) Greek word ‘proéstos’. Cf. ‘Avertissement’, in:
AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 6. In my rendering of Afanasiev I use the word
‘presider’, because it largely coincides with proestos, and because it is an ecumenically
agreed term with the general meaning of someone who takes the lead in a liturgical service
without denying the (con-) celebrating role of all others present.

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 68-72.
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concelebrants, for example the plural form of all prayers, indicating that the
presider prays in the name of and together with all those who are present.

Afanasiev is not only opposed to a celebration of the eucharist without
people, but also without al/ the people. The eucharist should be—as in the Early
Church—the gathering epi fo aufo (in the same place) of the whole
congregation. Ironically—says Afanasiev—the more frequent celebration of the
eucharist (that is, more frequently than the ancient use of Sundays and Feasts
only) has not improved but deteriorated the participation of the whole people of
God. To Afanasiev’s regret, the attitude that the sacrament has to be
administered frequently, even if we are not present, has superseded the ancient
conviction that we celebrate the sacrament, and that there is only a celebration if
we are all gathered together. Afanasiev’s conclusion is, ‘The sacramental
domain is open to the laity, and without their participation no liturgical acts can
be accomplished in the church.”®

2.2.5  The Administrative, Doctrinal and Pastoral Ministries
of the Liturgical Presider

Flowing from his role as presider at the eucharist, the presider—particularly the
bishop—fulfills some other functions within the community. One of these
functions is the ministry of administration (kubernesis). This is a ‘particular
ministry’ (ministére particulier), which means that it is not part of the ministry
of the royal priesthood. Only those who have been established into this ministry,
may exercise the gift of administration or management of the church. This
means that it is only the bishops who are the shepherds of—in the sense of those
who guide—the flock.”

It is part of a eucharistic ecclesiology to deduce these other functions from
the main function of presiding over the eucharistic assembly. As the centre of
the church’s life, the eucharistic assembly is the place for all important acts in
the life of the church, such as the establishment of new members, the ordination
to the particular ministries, and the decision upon important issues. Because it is
the presider who safeguards the structure and order of the eucharistic assembly,
it is also the presider who is the administrator of the community.”'

6 AFANASSIEFF, L ’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 95 (‘le domaine sacramentel est ouvert aux laics et,

sans leur participation, les actions liturgiques ne peuvent pas étre accomplies dans
I’Eglise’); cf. 72, 78-79, 82-86, 91-95. It is remarkable that Afanasiev’s theory and practice
did not match altogether, as Afanasiev used to celebrate the eucharist in a corner of Saint-
Serge’s chapel, only in the company of his family and some other people; cf. NICHOLS,
Theology in the Russian Diaspora, 59. For the same inconsistency in Dix, cf. paragraph
5.2.5.

AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 96-99.

Cf. AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 198.
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But the laity, the royal priesthood, are not completely excluded from the
administration of the church. In the first place, Afanasiev describes the way in
which the people have to imitate their leaders as ‘a personal act, not a blind
obedience’. But moreover, the laity have their own role, which is the task to
weigh and test the episcopal administration. The people of God safeguard that
everything in the church happens according to the will of God, and not
according to the will of human beings such as the bishop or members of the
laity individually. The people of God exercise their ‘ministry of discernment’
not by means of democratic election, but in a continuous process of consensus
and reception. The consensus of the people may well be implicit, or restricted to
agreements on major decisions, because the main point is not a kind of
democratic control of the bishop by the people, but the assurance of the unity of
the people of God (bishops and laity). Afanasiev emphatically denies that the
bishop is a ‘representative’ of the diocese. He thinks of representation as a legal
and not an ecclesiastical term. The people of God do not govern themselves
according to their own will and by means of the bishop as their representative,
but the bishop (as presider and therefore as administrator) and the laity (as the
body where the process of reception takes place) both have their role in
fulfilling the will of God.”

According to Afanasiev, as soon as the juridisation of the church took
place—from Constantine onwards—the bishop gradually became an
ecclesiastical ‘official’ and the laity became passive. In modern times—
Afanasiev is particularly critical of the Council of Moscow (1917-1918)—the
legal concept of delegation entered the church. But, says Afanasiev, a ministry,
being a charism of the Spirit, cannot be delegated. Both the bishop and the laity
have their own indispensable ministry within the process of the government of
the church. As we will see in some more instances below, it is Afanasiev’s
conviction that every particular ministry in the church is given by a special gift
of the Spirit to the person who is to exercise this ministry. In order to underline
this theory, Afanasiev refers to biblical lists of charisms, where indeed
leadership is presented as a charism given to some but not to all.”’ In
Afanasiev’s strict line of thought, this means that such a particular ministry can
only be fulfilled by someone upon whom the Spirit has conferred this particular
charism. This leaves no room for delegation: one cannot delegate a gift of the
Spirit to someone who has not received this gift from the Spirit. According to
Afanasiev, it is not a human person—a bishop for example—who decides who
is to exercise a certain ministry, but it is God—more precisely, the Spirit—who
chooses upon whom He is going to confer his charisms.”

> AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 99-103. This is the people’s ‘don du discernement

et de I’épreuve’ (99), cf. I Thessalonians 5:21. The people of God have the task and the gift
to discern whether an ecclesiastical decision or development is ‘of the Spirit” or not.
 Cf. 1 Corinthians 12: 7-10, 28-30; Ephesians 4:11.
" AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 98, 102-107.
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The same is true of the ministry of instruction (didache). The role of the
teacher (doctor) is also a particular ministry, which can only be exercised by
those who are established into this ministry by a particular charism of the Spirit.
The examples of lay preachers in the Early Church are interpreted by Afanasiev
as exceptions to the rule: very soon preaching became the prerogative of the
bishop and of presbyters whom the bishop had appointed for this task. The
ordination of bishops and priests implies the bestowal of the pneumatic charism
of instruction, and because such a ministry cannot be delegated, Afanasiev
regards it as an impossibility that others than bishops or priests should preach.”

Like the ministry of administration, the ministry of instruction is also
completed or counterbalanced by the laity’s ministry of discernment. The
people of God give judgement and testimony of the doctrine presented to them
by the bishops and priests. Bishops—and the meetings of bishops, the
councils—decide about doctrinal matters, but their decisions need to be
accepted by the whole people of God in the process of reception.”

Unlike the proclamation of doctrine, the development of private opinions
is open to every layperson. Theology is one of the charisms the Spirit can confer
upon laypersons. Theology can be a means by which the ministry of prophecy
finds its way into the church of today. The ultimate test of all theology is in the
end again with the whole people of God, who do or do not accept theological
thought in the process of reception.”’

Afanasiev concludes that the laity are co-liturges, but neither co-
administrateurs nor co-docteurs. It is Christ himself, who governs and teaches
through those who have received these particular ministries. In Afanasiev’s
perception, modern theology has turned this principle upside down: the
celebration of the liturgy has wrongly become a matter of the clergy only, while
the laity has wrongly received a part in the government and teaching of the
church.”®

Another function flowing from the presider’s role in the eucharistic
assembly is his ministry as a shepherd. In interpreting this ministry, Afanasiev
keeps together the two aspects of ‘pastoral care’ (oikodome of the souls) and
‘guidance of the flock’, the latter of which tends to coincide with the ministries
of administration and doctrinal leadership.”
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AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 109-115.

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 116-117.

AFANASSIEFF, L’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 117-119. The East has, more than the West, a
tradition of lay theologians.

8 AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 96-107, 120-121.

" AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 199-200, 231.
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2.2.6  Other Ministries and their Relationship
to the Local Church

Based on such lists as Paul and his followers give in some of their letters,
Afanasiev discusses a variety of ministries within the church. His main object is
to make sure that every ministry is in some way or another linked to the church,
and more precisely, to a concrete local church.

One example is his discussion of the early Christian prophet. Contradicting
those who see the prophet as an independent minister of the universal church,
Afanasiev presents him as someone who is embedded in a certain local church,
where he is a member of the eucharistic community, and by which he is
occasionally sent to other churches with the mission of prophesising.®
Moreover, even the twelve apostles were not unorganised charismatic travellers
without a relationship to one particular local church. They were members of the
local church of Jerusalem, and later perhaps of those churches to which they
dispersed after the Jerusalem church had been built up sufficiently. Their
missionary work originated as a ‘mission’ of the local church of Jerusalem. The
goal of their mission was to establish other local churches, other local
eucharistic assemblies.”'

But how was this relationship of seemingly independent ministers to a
particular local church expressed? Afanasiev warns against adopting a too
limited view on ‘ordination’—as has become usual in the Catholic and
Orthodox traditions—which excludes all ministries from being regarded as
‘ordained’ as soon as their way of ordination does not fit the standard pattern of
the ordination of bishops, priests and deacons. Afanasiev describes three aspects
of ordination, which are necessary in some way, but not in the same form. The
first aspect is the fact that it is God who chooses the minister. As we have seen,
it is Afanasiev’s conviction that grace or charism cannot be transmitted or
delegated, so it is not the bishop who transmits the gift of the Spirit to the
ordinand—as, Afanasiev suspects, both Eastern and Western scholastic
theology allege—but it is the Spirit who ordains. The role of the church is to
recognise this divine appointment, which may take the form of an election. The
second aspect of ordination is what we are accustomed to call the ordination
proper: the laying-on of hands and the prayer to the Holy Spirit. The third
aspect is the confirmation by the church, which can be compared to the above
mentioned role of the whole people of God in ‘discerning’ and ‘receiving’ the
act which has taken place. The reception by the church is the moment the
minister starts to exercise his ministry.*

80 AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 132-137, 184.

81 AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 138, 162, 250, 263.
8 AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 138-145, 177.
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Of course, the ordination of bishops, priests and deacons reflects this
threefold pattern in the most obvious way. Afanasiev explains this by the fact
that the episcopate, the presbyterate and the diaconate are the basic ministries
that every local church needs for its existence. But it should not lead to the
conclusion that the threefold pattern of ordination—divine election, ordination
proper, and ecclesiastical reception—has to be so obvious in each case, before a
certain minister can be regarded as ‘ordained’. Still less should it lead to the
scholastic conviction that the second aspect is the only part of ordination that
really counts. People like Paul, but also the other apostles, evangelists, prophets
and teachers should be regarded as ‘ordained’, because the Spirit has chosen
them, and the church has confirmed their ministry. According to Afanasiev, the
third phase of ordination—the recognition by the church—is the ultimate proof
of any ministry. Otherwise, there would have been a ministry without any
relationship to the local church, and that is in Afanasiev’s concept the same as a
ministry outside the church. Afanasiev concludes that there is no ministry which
is not charismatic (given by the Spirit) and no ministry which is not organised
(established by the church). Moreover, there is no ministry without a
relationship to a particular local church.*

2.2.7  The Development towards ‘the One Bishop’

By means of exegetical investigation into New Testament texts, Afanasiev
sheds light on the emergence of the bishop as the sole presider of the eucharistic
community. The story starts with no more than the ‘presider’, to whom the texts
refer by different words (proestos, hegoumenos, presbyteros, poimen,
episkopos—all synonyms, according to Afanasiev).* Building upon his theory
that there can be no local church without its presider, Afanasiev interprets
Paul’s activities as follows. It is the task of an apostle to establish local
churches. In that sense, the apostle has no successors.*”” But in every local
church he establishes presbyters (presbyteroi) or bishops (episkopoi). These,
says Afanasiev, were the presiders of the local churches. This means that the
later development of the bishop as the sole presider of the local church is
already present in apostolic times in the person of the presider. Thus, the later
bishop has not developed out of the apostles, but out of the ancient évéques-
presbytres who were the presiders of the local eucharistic communities.*

It is unnecessary to mention that Afanasiev dismisses the theory that Paul
was the predecessor of the bishop, by being ‘bishop’ of an enormous ‘diocese’

8 AFANASSIEFF, L’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 132-152, cf. 153-189. Afanasiev regards the

Didache’s ‘universal’ concept of the ministry of the prophet, which does not fit Afanasiev’s
theory, as an aberration (130-133, 179-184, 297).
AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 200-216.
AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 153, 167.
AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 216-220.
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consisting of all local churches established by him. Paul had no authority over
the local churches he had established. To prove this, Afanasiev refers to the way
in which Paul gives exhortation in his letters—never in an authoritarian way as
if he were in the position to decree solutions, but always by means of advice and
appeal. Moreover, the defence of himself as an apostle—a recurring subject in
his letters—would be senseless if Paul had possessed the authority of a bishop
over ‘his’ local churches.”’

How is the relationship between the presbyteroi and/or episkopoi—of
which most local churches had more than one—and the later bishop as the onfy
presider at the eucharist? Afanasiev knows of no signs of disagreement between
presbyters and bishops during the formative decennia of the bishop as the sole
eucharistic presider. If the concept of a ‘sole presider’ would have been a
novelty, quarrels between the college of the former presbyteroi and/or episkopoi
and the new pretender to sole presidency would certainly have occurred.
Because this is not the case, Afanasiev concludes that there has ever been one
presider amidst the college of presbyteroi and/or episkopoi.*®

The group of Jesus and the twelve apostles was formed according to the
Jewish pattern of a ‘circle of friends’ (une ‘amicale’). The meals of such a
chaburah had a liturgical pattern, which included thanksgivings over the cup of
wine and over the bread. The thanksgivings were always said by one and the
same person. In a family this was the pater familias. In the case of Jesus and his
apostles this one and the same person was undoubtedly Jesus.*” Although the
eucharist is not a repetition of the Last Supper,” it takes place according to the
pattern of the Last Supper. Afanasiev repeatedly says that the eucharist—and,
for that matter, the church—was ‘instituted’ (instituée) by Christ at the Last
Supper, but ‘actualised’ (actualisée) by the Spirit at Pentecost, when the meal
became the eucharist and the disciples became apostles.”’ As the eucharist of the
apostles followed the pattern of the Last Supper, including the principle of one
person saying the thanksgivings, it was Pefer who took that role during the first
period of the Jerusalem church. The other apostles were his equals; Peter was no
more and no less than the first or senior among them. From their role at the
eucharist it followed that the apostles were the leaders of the local church of
Jerusalem, again with Peter as the first or senior leader. Afanasiev concludes

8 AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 220-222.

88 AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 240-242, 278.

8 AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 245-246.

% The eucharist is an ecclesiological and pneumatological-eschatological ‘prolongation’ of the
Last Supper; cf. N. AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, in: J. Meyendorff
et al., The Primacy of Peter (Leighton Buzzard: The Faith Press, 1963 [French original:
Neuchatel 1960]), 57-110, at 77.

o' AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 26, 40, 246.
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that the principle of a sole presider of the eucharist has been part of the church’s
essential structure from its very beginning.”

At a certain moment, the apostles handed over their leadership of the local
church of Jerusalem to a group of seven people. Unlike the usual interpretation
of the establishment of ‘the Seven’ (Acts 6) as the institution of the ministry of
the deacon, Afanasiev sees the Seven as the successors of the apostles as
presiders over the local church. The later ministry of the diaconate was still
included in the ministry of the college of presiders. Afanasiev points to Stephen
as the senior member of this college. The fact that Stephen gave speeches and
was executed, confirm his role as leader of the local Christian community.93
After Stephen’s martyrdom, James the Less, ‘the brother of the Lord’, took over
his position of primus inter pares of the Jerusalem college of presiders.”* So,
when Paul and Barnabas instituted presbyteroi or episkopoi in the local
churches they established, they did so according to the pattern of the local
church of Jerusalem, where the Seven were the first college of presbyteroi or
episkopoi in the ancient sense of the word. There was still no ‘particular
ministry’ of the bishop; there was only the ‘particular place’ of one of the
presbyters, the senior one, who presided over the eucharist. The only ‘particular
ministry’ in apostolic times was the ministry of the presiders, who formed a
college of equals, headed by the one who said the thanksgivings, not as bearer
of another ministry, but as the senior of the presiders.”’ Afanasiev relates the
vision of Revelation—one throne surrounded by twenty-four elders on
thrones—to the eucharistic assembly of apostolic times: a college of presbyters,
one of whom, the first or senior presbyter (premier presbytre), occupied the
central place. By the fact that he occupied this central place, and not by any
particular ministry, he presided at the eucharist and was the senior leader of the
community.”

2.2.8 The Bishop

It is Afanasiev’s conviction that the church knows of no developments out of
the blue. So the episcopate as a ministry of its own—as it appears in the
writings of Ignatius of Antioch—must have a consistent history. Without
claiming that the bishop already existed in earlier times, Afanasiev sees the first
or senior presbyter (premier presbytre) as the precursor of the bishop.

%2 AFANASSIEFF, L’Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 248-249. The word ‘presider’ (‘proéstds’) can

become somewhat confusing in the course of Afanasiev’s argument, because although he

uses the term ‘college of presiders’, the only one who actually ‘presides’ is the first or

senior presider.

AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 250-265.

% AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 262, 264, 269-270. The fact that Afanasiev calls
him ‘Jacques le Majeur’ must be a slip of the pen.

% AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 267-268, 288.

% AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 283-284, 296-298.
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The difference between the senior presbyter and the bishop is that the latter
is no longer a member of the presbyterium, but bearer of a ministry of its own
(ministére particulier). In Afanasiev’s reconstruction, the root of this change
was the fact that the priestly function of the senior presbyter started to be
interpreted as an other priesthood than the priesthood of the whole people of
God, including the presbyters. The senior presbyter became regarded as the
‘high priest’. It does not surprise Afanasiev that this development took place. If
the presider at the eucharist is always the same person, it is only natural that
soom;r or later the ministry of this person will be regarded as a ministry of its
own.

It is interesting that Afanasiev points to the development of metropolitans
and patriarchs over against ‘ordinary’ bishops in order to explain the
development from senior presbyter to bishop. If a person exercises his ministry
in a way that differs from the way others exercise the same ministry, the former
person will sooner or later be regarded as the bearer of an other ministry.
Applied to patriarchs and ‘ordinary’ bishops, the common ministry of the
episcopate will sooner or later be regarded as different ministries: the
patriarchate and the episcopate (Afanasiev sees tendencies in this direction
within Orthodoxy). Applied to the senior presbyter and the other presbyters, the
common ministry of the presbyterate has become regarded as different
ministries: the episcopate and the presbyterate. So, one of the functions of the
senior presbyter—his role as sole presider at the eucharist—has developed into
a ministry of its own: the episcopate.”

Afanasiev rejects the distortions which this ‘high priestly’ view on the
bishop has introduced into ecclesiological thought. Afanasiev has no room for a
difference in priesthood between ministers and laypeople, because all are
bearers of the royal priesthood of Christ. Nevertheless, he allows for an
interpretation of the development of the bishop which purely thinks from a
eucharistic point of view. He calls this the ‘topological’ theory, because it is
solely related to the place (fopos) within the eucharistic assembly. His argument
runs as follows. At the Last Supper, Christ occupied the central place, he was
the presider. Now the bishop sits in the place of Christ, the central seat, the
place of the presider. Afanasiev thinks that from this ‘topological’ similarity the
‘high priesthood’ of Christ has been applied to the bishop.”

At the same time this topological theory explains why at a later stage the
bishops were seen as the successors of the apostles. Topologically speaking, in
the first Christian communities the central place of Christ as presider had been
occupied by an apostle, and after the apostle the senior presbyter—who finally
became the bishop—took this place. Although Afanasiev, as we have seen, does
not regard the bishops as the successors of the apostles, he allows for this theory
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AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 301-303, 307.
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on topological grounds. In a limited sense, the bishops are the successors of the
apostles, that is, not as apostles, but as presiders. This ‘topological’ succession
has gradually moved into the direction of a more ‘essential’ succession (the
apostolic succession), that is, the bishops became regarded not only as presiders
but as apostles—and we have seen that Afanasiev rejects this view.'”

Afanasiev sums up a number of consequences of the ‘high priestly’ view
on the senior presbyter, which led to the particular ministry of the bishop.
Because Ignatius’s criteria have been forgotten, the consequences are mainly
negative. Firstly, the ‘high priestly’ ministry of the bishop became detached
from the eucharist, giving way to a line of thought in which the ‘high priestly’
ministry was handed down by Christ to the apostles, by the apostles to the
bishops, and by the bishops to the priests and deacons. A distortion of the royal
priesthood of the whole people of God was the result. Secondly, the primacy of
argument moved from the eucharist to the bishop. No longer the eucharistic
assembly was the point of reference, but the bishop. The bishop was no longer
the bishop because he occupied the central place within the eucharistic
assembly (the topological theory), but, the other way round, he presided over
the eucharist because he was the bishop.'”" There could appear a number of
eucharistic assemblies, led by presbyters, within the jurisdictional area of the
bishop. Afanasiev sees this as the reverse of the original pattern: jurisdiction
became the criterion for the power of a bishop, instead of the eucharistic
assembly which made the bishop by the fact that he sat in the central place.
Finally, the role of the presbyter changed, from being a member of the
presbyterium as the presiding council of the local church, to being leader of a
local eucharistic assembly and member of the presbyterium as the council of the
bishop. Afanasiev concludes that only one half of Ignatius’s idea was taken
over, namely, the bishop as bearer of the senior ministry in the church, and not
the primacy of the one eucharist within the church, thus distorting the balance in
Ignatius’s ecclesiology.'”

2.2.9  Universal and Eucharistic Ecclesiologies

The basis for Afanasiev’s eucharistic ecclesiology is the identity between the
eucharistic bread as the body of Christ and the Christian community as the body
of Christ, both expressed in Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians'”. When a
concrete community celebrates the eucharist, Christ is in their midst because his
body is there in the eucharistic bread and because the community becomes his
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AFANASSIEFF, L 'Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 332-342.

Although it is true that Afanasiev’s thought is centred around ‘the bishop’s Eucharist’
(NICHOLS, Theology in the Russian Diaspora, 188), an inverted formulation like ‘the
Eucharist’s bishop” would reflect Afanasiev’s line of argument more effectively.
AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-Esprit, 321-328.

1951 Corinthians 10: 16-17; 11: 23-24; 12: 12-13, 27.
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body. This means that Christ—and the body of Christ, the church—is fully
present in every community that celebrates the eucharist. And each eucharistic
assembly is not only the church in its fullness, it is also independent, because
there can be nothing above Christ’s own body.'"

This makes Afanasiev’s eucharistic ecclesiology fundamentally an
ecclesiology of the local church. He regards ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ and
‘universal ecclesiology’ as mutually exclusive concepts, of which the latter has
generally taken the initial place of the former, both in Western and Eastern
theology.'”” According to Afanasiev, the Didache is the first Christian
document witnessing the idea of a universal church, while Cyprian of Carthage
(d. 258) was the first patristic writer who spread this idea. Afanasiev regards the
concept of a universal church as an alien element in Christian thought, for
which he blames the influence of Judaism, Gnosticism and Montanism.'*® The
effect of a universal ecclesiology is that local churches can only possess part of
the fullness of the church. It is Afanasiev’s conviction that thinking about the
church from the angle of a universal ecclesiology should sooner or later result in
the concept of universal primacy. For if there is no unity apart from the
universal church, this unity should be safeguarded by a universal primate.'"’

Afanasiev does not dismiss the idea of universality, but he arrives at the
universality of the church from the other side. He does not start with a universal
church, of which the local churches are necessarily only ‘parts’, but he starts
with the local eucharistic assembly, which by the very fact that it celebrates the
eucharist is connected to all other local churches. For in all local churches the
eucharist is the same, just as Christ and his body are the same everywhere.
Everyone who takes part in a local eucharistic assembly is united to all who take
part in eucharistic assemblies anywhere. This is even true throughout different
ecclesiastical denominations, because there is only one eucharist. Afanasiev
calls this an ‘interior universalism’—a universalism based on the wholeness of
the eucharist in every local church, which coincides with the wholeness of the
eucharist in every other local church. He also calls it an ‘intrinsic
universalism’—a universalism based on the intrinsic quality of the eucharist—
over against the ‘extrinsic universalism’ of the concept of a universal church.'®®

104 AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 74-75. In this article, Afanasiev brings

together his thought earlier expressed in his articles ‘Dve idei vselenskoi Tserkvi’ and ‘La
doctrine de la primauté a la lumiere de I’ecclésiologie’, Istina 4 (1957), 401-420. In the first
article the term ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ did not yet appear. In the second, the term
‘priority” was not yet applied as an alternative to ‘primacy’. So ‘The Church which Presides
in Love’ can be seen as a synthesis of Afanasiev’s thought on this issue. Cf. NICHOLS,
Theology in the Russian Diaspora, 127.

105 AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 73, 102, 107.

106 AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 106.

107 AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 58-65.

1% AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 76; AFANASSIEFF, L Eglise du Saint-
Esprit, 29. Cf. N. AFANASSIEFF, ‘L’Eucharistie, principal lien entre les Catholiques et les
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Because every local church is the church in its fullness, every local church must
be related to all other local churches, which also are the church in its fullness.
This bond of ‘love and concord’ between the churches implies that everything
that happens in one local church, also happens in—or should at least be
accepted by—all other local churches. This is the process of reception, which
we have seen earlier as, in Afanasiev’s thought, the main task of the people of
God. The reception by the people of God witnesses to the truth of anything that
happens in the church.'”

It is precisely this idea of ‘witnessing’ which leads Afanasiev to allow for a
hierarchy among the local churches. The witness (in the process of reception) of
every local church has the same ‘value’ but not always the same ‘authority’.
The church that presents the fullness of the church in the most vivid way and in
the way most serving the other churches, has the highest authority. But because
this is an authority of witnessing to the truth of what happens anywhere in the
churches—in other words, a service amidst the churches—it cannot be an
authority of power, but only an authority of love. Such a church that takes the
first place among the churches cannot impose anything on any other church,
because every local church has to ratify every decision first. In Afanasiev’s
vocabulary, this means that the church-in-priority has no power or rights based
on law, it only has the task of serving unity by love and concord, based on
grace. This concept of ‘priority’ exists on several levels. A group of local
churches accept one of them as their church-in-priority (a metropolitan or
patriarchal church), and all local churches in the world accept one local church
as their common church-in-priority.""

Afanasiev is determined that the priority of one local church, accepted by
the other local churches on the basis of freedom and love, is completely
different from the primacy of one bishop over the universal church. In his view,
primacy implies a primacy of power, while priority implies, as we just saw, a
priority of reception. Priority is given to a local church, and through that church
to its bishop. Primacy is exercised by a bishop, as if he were the sole bishop of
the universal church. As we have seen, Afanasiev regards the latter as a
distortion of the ancient relations between the local churches, and he relates this
distortion to the influence of concepts such as power and legalism.'"'

Orthodoxes’, Irénikon 38 (1965), 337-339, at 339. Afanasiev calls the division of churches

a canonical matter (on the basis of doctrinal disagreements), which is not able to disturb the

fundamental ‘eucharistic unity’ between the churches, even if the doctrinal disagreements

are related to the theology of the eucharist itself.

AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 78.

10 AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 78-81, 108.

""" AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 81-82, 102, 108. LossKy, ‘The
Orthodox Churches’, 11, doubts whether Afanasiev is right in relating primacy to legalism
only, particularly in view of John Paul II’s utterances on rethinking Roman primacy in his
encyclical Ut unum sint.
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Afanasiev finds proof for his theory of priority in the Early Church, prior to
Cyprian of Carthage. Paul’s letters and the book of Acts witness to the priority
of the local church of Jerusalem in the formative years of Christianity.
Jerusalem did not exercise power over other churches, but served as a reference
point for consensus, that is, as the church with the greatest authority in
witnessing to the truth.'"

At the end of the first century the priority was taken over by Rome. This
did not happen by an official act, because priority is something which emerges
and has to become accepted by all local churches. We only know that Rome did
become the church-in-priority.'"® The expression Afanasiev likes best is given
by Ignatius of Antioch in his letter to the church of Rome. In this letter he calls
the church of Rome the church ‘which presides (prokathemene) in love
(agape)’, and agape means to Ignatius ‘the local church in its eucharistic
aspect’. So each church is agape, but the bond of churches is also agape.'™
Afanasiev concludes that according to Ignatius the church of Rome, figuratively
speaking, sits in the chair amidst the other churches, using the ‘topological’
imagery of the bishop who presides over the eucharistic assembly, sitting
literally in the chair amidst the presbyters and all the people. There is no
mention of power, only of love. Neither is any reason mentioned why the
church of Rome should occupy the central place, it is simply regarded as a
consensus among the churches.''> Another patristic author on whom Afanasiev
relies is Irenaeus. His phrase, potentior principalitas, used to describe the
character of the church of Rome, is interpreted by Afanasiev as ‘the greatest
authority’, which he regards as a synonym of his own ‘priority’ and of

. . . . 116
Ignatius’s “‘which presides in love’.

2.2.10 Conclusion

What kind of interest is served by the particular angle of Afanasiev’s eucharistic
ecclesiology? Firstly, it serves as an alternative for a universal ecclesiology. It is
Afanasiev himself, who defines ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ as the early Christian
alternative for the later predominant “universal ecclesiology’.'"” Afanasiev does
not forget the bond between the churches—which, as we saw, is effected by the
fact that the eucharist of one local church is the same as the eucharist of the

12 AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 86-87.

AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 90.

We already saw that for Afanasiev the bond between the local churches is the eucharist, or
more precisely the fact that the body of Christ (Christ, bread and people) in this particular
local eucharist is the same as the body of Christ (again Christ, bread and people) in the
eucharist of another local church.

AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 93-94.

AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 101. Tillard translates differently; cf.
paragraph 3.5.6.

""" AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which Presides in Love’, 73, 102, 107.
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other local churches''*—but the relationship between the churches is not his
point of departure. His point of departure is the local church: the local
eucharistic community, presided over by the bishop.'"” From this point of
departure, there is room for thought about the worldwide church, but this
thought will always start from the local church and not from the worldwide
church as a concept of its own.'*

For Afanasiev, the local eucharistic gathering is the source of all
ecclesiological thought. This should not be understood in the sense that
Afanasiev advocates a particularly ‘sacramental’ ecclesiology.'”' It is not the
sacrament of the eucharist which is central to Afanasiev’s thought, not the
eucharist as ‘one of the sacraments’, but the eucharistic gathering, the eucharist
as an act, as a celebration of the whole people of God in one place (epi fo
auto).'” 1t is the ecclesial aspect of the eucharist which makes the eucharist
central to Afanasiev’s thought. This nuance should be kept in mind not only in
relation to Afanasiev, but to all eucharistic or liturgical ecclesiologies
investigated in this study.

Secondly, Afanasiev advocates an approach of the church which is fully
determined by theological arguments and not by what he sees as legal
arguments. Afanasiev’s own experiences with the overlapping jurisdictions of
the Orthodox Churches in Europe, which devided Orthodoxy and alienated its
members from each other, could have been an underlying reason for
Afanasiev’s fierce opposition towards everything which he regards as legal

"8 In section 2.3 we will see that this idea is worked out by Zizioulas, but it is already present

in Afanasiev’s thought. Cf. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 25.

The problem of local eucharistic communities presided by priests is mentioned but not
solved by Afanasiev. The fragmentarisation of the one eucharistic community presided by
the bishop into eucharistic communities presided by priests is seen by Afanasiev as one of
the reasons why the eucharist ceased to be regarded as the sacrament of the church and
became one of the sacraments within the church. Cf. N. AFANASSIEFF, ‘Le sacrement de
I’assemblée’, IKZ 46 (1956), 200-213, at 206-207. In section 2.3 we will encounter
Zizoulas’s practical proposal to cope with this situation.

In virtually all literature on the subject, Afanasiev is both acclaimed as the genius behind
the rediscovery of eucharistic ecclesiology and criticised for having neglected the universal
(or at least supra-local) dimension of the church. Again in virtually all literature, Zizioulas
is mentioned as the one who took up Afanasiev’s thought and corrected it in this respect.
This generally received view can be accepted, but not without emphasising that Afanasiev
himself was aware of the supra-local dimension, although without being sufficiently able to
integrate it fundamentally into his thought.

So Zizioulas’s criticism that eucharistic ecclesiology is often interpreted as ‘a
sacramentalization of theology’ does not hold in Afanasiev’s case; cf. ZIZIOULAS, Being as
Communion, 23.

According to Afanasiev and his followers, the phrase epi to auto has become a terminus
technicus for the eucharistic gathering, both in Paul’s letters and in early patristic writings
such as Ignatius of Antioch’s. The term epi to auto for the eucharistic gathering indicates
the ecclesial character as the most important aspect of the eucharist. Cf. AFANASSIEFF, ‘Le
sacrement de 1’assemblée’, 200-201, 207-208, 212-213; ZI1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion,
148, 231, 256; NICHOLS, Theology in the Russian Diaspora, 113-117.
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influence.'” Moreover, Afanasiev’s conviction that the local church—and in
particular the local church celebrating the eucharist—should be the source of all
ecclesiology, implies that at least some legal categories—for example when
they start thinking from the concept of a universal church—are alien to
Afanasiev’s pattern of thought. It should be remarked, however, that
Afanasiev’s absolute watershed between Love and Law, or between charismatic
and legal organisation, makes a somewhat forced impression. Why, for
example, should ‘priority’ be a non-legal concept, and ‘primacy’ a legal one?
And why should Afanasiev be so afraid of canon law, if he himself builds quite
an ecclesiologial structure upon his eucharistic starting point? Parallel to his
own affirmation that the role of the Holy Spirit in the church need not (or
indeed does not) lead to anarchy but to organisation, one could say that the use
of canon law, or legal concepts, can but need not lead away from the basis
presuppositions of ecclesiology. It is more a question of how to apply canon
law, than of whether canon law should be used."*

These two interests, served by Afanasiev’s ecclesiology, are mainly
negatively formulated—over against a universal ecclesiology and over against a
juridicised view on the church. But what Afanasiev positively did, was to create
an ecclesiology that not only starts but also remains at the core of the church’s
life: the celebrating community. No matter what ecclesiological theme is under
discussion—such as the ministry of a bishop, or the priority of a patriarch—the
centre of the church’s empirical life is never lost out of sight: the eucharistic
gathering of the local Christian community. This gives to Afanasiev’s
ecclesiology a sensation of concreteness and cohesion. Concreteness, because
everything of which the theologian can think in relation to the church, is not
allowed to disappear into theological abstraction, but has to be linked in some
way or another to the gathering of the whole people of God in this place on this
Sunday. Cohesion, because this ecclesiology has no more than one
presupposition, to which all ecclesiological details are related: the centrality of
the eucharistic gathering.

Afanasiev is the founding father of eucharistic ecclesiology, an approach of
ecclesiology which has become important in modern Orthodox theology.
Moreover, some of its aspects have been adopted by the Second Vatican
Council, as will be seen in the next chapter. But first attention is drawn to an
Orthodox scholar, John Zizioulas, who has taken up and modified Afanasiev’s
thought. It is mainly through Zizioulas, that Afanasiev’s heritage has become
respected as an important contribution to contemporary ecumenical theology.

Plank draws this conclusion from no less than five episodes of Afanasiev’s life; cf. PLANK,
Die Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche, 23, 25, 29, 31, 35.

This was also the position that Afanasiev adopted in practice. He was, after all, Professor of
Canon Law at Saint-Serge. Cf. NICHOLS, Theology in the Russian Diaspora, 75-83.
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2.3 JOHN Z1ZIOULAS

2.3.1 Life and Work

John D. Zizioulas was born in Greece in 1931. He studied theology, and
particularly patristics, in Athens and Harvard, and received a doctorate from
Athens University with the thesis The Unity of the Church in the Divine
Eucharist and the Bishop during the First Three Centuries (1965).'” After
having been a staff member of the Faith and Order Commission of the World
Council of Churches in Geneva, he became a Professor of Systematic Theology
in Glasgow, London and Thessaloniki respectively. Zizioulas’s deep
involvement into ecumenical relationships as a lay theologian was deepened by
his 1986 ordination as (titular) Metropolitan of Pergamon, when he became the
Patriarch of Constantinople’s representative at ecumenical commissions and
dialogues. Particularly his book, Being as Communion (1985),'* has introduced
an international and ecumenical readership into the coherent vision of a
eucharistic  ecclesiology, including christology, pneumatology and
anthropology. In 2006, this book was followed by another volume of articles,
Communion and Otherness."”’

2.3.2  Zizioulas’s Corrections of Afanasiev

Zizioulas sees his own work explicitly as an elaboration and correction of
Afanasiev’s work.'” As the latter bears all the marks of the rediscovery of an
important truth—its frequent repetition of arguments, its limitation of subjects,
its catena-like presentation of biblical and patristic ‘proof texts’—the former
has a more systematic character. Whereas Afanasiev’s name will always be
connected to the re-establishment of the eucharistic approach into
ecclesiological thought, Zizioulas can be regarded as the one who gave
eucharistic ecclesiology a mature place in theological thought by enriching it
from philosophical, anthropological and ecumenical points of view.

In this context the emphasis will be on those aspects of Zizioulas’s thought
which are either meant by himself or regarded by others as corrections of or
additions to Afanasiev’s concept of a eucharistic ecclesiology. These are the
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In Greek, Athens 1965. Now available in English as J.D. ZIZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop,
Church: The Unity of the Church in the Divine Eucharist and the Bishop during the First
Three Centuries (Brookline MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2001).

J.D. Z1z10ULAS, Being as Communion: Studies in Personhood and the Church (Crestwood
NY: SVSP, 1985). This work was preceded by the largely overlapping French volume J.D.
ZI1ZIOULAS, L 'étre ecclésial (Genéve: Labor et fides, 1981).

1.D. ZiziouLASs, Communion and Otherness: Further Studies in Personhood and the
Church, edited by P. McPartlan (London-New York: T&T Clark, 2006).

Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 17, 256-262; Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 23.
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synthesis between history and eschatology, christology and pneumatology,
related to Zizioulas’s anthropology, and his view on the relation between the
local and the universal church. The choice of these aspects of Zizioulas’s
thought implies that the following sketch has not the intention to be an
exhaustive account of Zizioulas’s theology. It rather wants to highlight what is
generally regarded as Zizioulas’s main contribution to a general understanding
of eucharistic ecclesiology in contemporary Orthodox—and, with variations,
ecumenical—thought.'”’

2.3.3  The Eucharist: Ecclesial and Eschatological

In the introduction to his book, Being as Communion, Zizioulas points to two
presuppositions that are of primary importance to a eucharistic ecclesiology, at
least in its Orthodox fashion. These presuppositions are also at the root of
Afanasiev’s thought, but it is Zizioulas who advances them most clearly.

The first principle is that the eucharist should not be seen as one sacrament
among many, as an objectified means of grace which can be administred by the
church or its ministers. On the contrary, it should be seen as the sacrament of
the church, as a gathering of the whole people of God, as an act which calls the
church into being."*" This principle is important in two respects. On the one
hand, this view on the eucharist is the only one that enables the eucharist to
become the centre of the church, or at least the centre of ecclesiological thought.
If the eucharist were just one of many sacraments, there would be no reason
why it should play such a dominant role in ecclesiology. On the other hand, this
view on the eucharist means that upholding a eucharistic ecclesiology is
something else than making eucharistic sacramentality or liturgical devotion the
centre of ecclesial life and ecclesiological thought. When eucharistic
ecclesiology bases itself upon the eucharist, it does not so in the sense that it
gives normative value to a certain sacramental theology or a certain liturgical
style. As in Afanasiev, it is rather the celebration of the eucharist tout court
which matters than the exact theological or liturgical form in which it
appears, ' although of course some forms and theologies are more apt to the
ecclesial interpretation of the eucharist than others.

The second presupposition is that the eucharist should be seen as an
eschatological phenomenon. In the eucharist the historical and the
eschatological are interwoven. The eucharist is both an affirmation of history—

129 Cf. J. MEYENDORFF, Catholicity and the Church (Crestwood NY: SVSP, 1983), 27, 53, 134-
135; Lossky, ‘The Orthodox Churches’, 4-5; C. RupDY, The Local Church: Tillard and the
Future of Catholic Ecclesiology (New York: Crossroad, 2006), 15-30.

Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 14; Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 20-21, 145;
cf. above, paragraph 2.2.10.

AFANASSIEFF, ‘L’Eucharistie, principal lien entre les Catholiques et les Orthodoxes’, 339;
cf. above, paragraph 2.2.10.
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it is a remembrance of the historical events of the oikonomia, among which
Christ’s life, death and resurrection are paramount—and a manifestation of the
eschata. 1t is the Holy Spirit who accomplishes this simultaneity of history and
eschatology, or rather, this eschatologisation of history. In every eucharist the
Spirit constitutes the church by taking up history into eschatology.'*> Moreover,
in the next two paragraphs, this interaction between history and eschatology will
be related to Zizioulas’s synthesis between christology and pneumatology.

2.3.4  Christology and Pneumatology

As we have seen at the beginning of this chapter, the role of the Holy Spirit has
received more emphasis in Eastern than in Western ecclesiology.'” Zizioulas
acknowledges this fact, but he is critical of the lack of synthesis between the
two. It is not enough simply to add some Eastern pneumatology to Western
christology. There is need for a rethinking of both christology and
pneumatology in relation to each other.'**

For this relation, Zizioulas turns to the interdependence of history and
eschatology. Everything Jesus Christ has done, and moreover, everything which
has taken place in the oikonomia—including, for example, the event of
Pentecost—belongs to history. And it must belong to history, not reluctantly,
but because this is the way in which God enters the world: it is the particular
task of the Son to become history. In turn, it is the particular task of the Spirit to
transcend history. If there had been no Spirit, Christ would have been nothing
else than an historical figure. It is the Spirit who raised Christ from the dead, it
is the Spirit who makes that Christ is not only an historical, but also an
eschatological figure. By the Spirit, anamnesis is no longer a memorial of the
past, but a celebration of presence—both of the past and of the future.”’ As
long as christology and pneumatology are seen separately, there will be a
dichotomy between history and eschatology. But a synthesis of christology and
pneumatology will show that ‘history is a real bearer of the ultimate’, because
Christ—as an eschatological figure—has become flesh. The Spirit brings into
history already ‘a real presence of the eschatological’. It is the eucharist that
most evidently reflects this synthesis of history (paradosis) and eschatology
(anamnesis). The eucharist brings together the past and the future in the present.
Not by denying the tension between the iam (‘already’) and the nondum (‘not
yet’), but epicletically, or in Western terminology, sacramentally."*®

B2 Z1z10ULAS, Being as Communion, 20-22.

Cf. paragraph 2.1.2.

Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 123-126.

Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 130, 180.

Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 186-187, 206; see also the end of the next paragraph.
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2.3.5 The Concept of Personhood

Apart from the relationship between history and eschatology, there is another
way in which Zizioulas regards christology and pneumatology as mutually
related. The Spirit does not only turn the historical Christ into the eschatological
Christ—rather, there is no historical Christ at all, who has not from the outset
been transfigured by the Spirit. This assertion is rooted in Zizioulas’s
anthropology, which is in turn rooted in Zizioulas’s trinitarian theology.

Zizioulas’s thought is derived from his reading of the Fathers of the
Church, especially the Cappadocians—the fourth-century bishops and
theologians Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus and Gregory of Nyssa.
The greatest contribution of these Fathers to philosophical and theological
thought is, according to Zizioulas, the invention of the concept of the person.
The Fathers could not simply borrow this concept from the Greek thought of
their time, because in ancient Greek philosophy the concept of the person
(prosopon) had no ontological meaning. Originating from theatrical vocabulary,
the prosopon was no more than the mask used by an actor to assume the identity
of his dramatic character. The relationship between the mask and the actor was
that the mask (prosopon) was added to his being or substance (aypostasis). The
ancient Roman concept of the persona did not essentially differ from the Greek
concept of the prosopon. The persona was the ‘role’ one played in social life,
and was therefore not ontologically knit together with one’s essential identity.
This essential identity, the human essence or substance (hypostasis), was seen
as something different from the person (prosopon). In Platonic thought, the
human essence is the soul, which can be incarnated into more than one
individual, thus making a ‘person’ no more than a temporary—and certainly not
an ontological—phenomenon. In Aristotelian philosophy a rather opposite way
of thought leads to the same conclusion: the individual only exists until death,
death being its definitive end, so that in Aristotelism a ‘person’ is a concept as
temporary and as far from ontological as in Platonism."’

The philosophical ‘revolution’ accomplished by the Church Fathers was
the identification of prosopon and hypostasis. This means that the person (mask
or role) and the substance or being (essence) were no longer seen as two
different phenomena, only temporarily linked together, but as one and the same,
thus creating the concept of the person as we know it since. The importance of
this invention is that there is no longer an abstract essence which precedes the
identity of the person. On the contrary: it is the personal identity which
constitutes the human being."®
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138

Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 16, 28, 33-35.
ZI1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 36, 39. Zizioulas remarks that, in spite of the modern
humanist use of the concept of the person, this concept is a Christian creation (27).
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This patristic concept of the person is, still according to Zizioulas, deeply
rooted in trinitarian theology. The trinitarian definition—one substance (ousia),
three persons (prosopa)—must not be interpreted in the sense that there is first
one divine substance, out of which three persons flow. Rather, the personal
identity (prosopon) determines the divine being (ousia). It is God as person—
that is, as the Father—who makes God the God he is. And this God is a God in
communion. Not because the divine essence flows into three persons, but
because the divine person, the Father, has the will to beget the Son and to bring
forth the Spirit. The will of the Father determines God as the triune God, the
God-in-communion.”® This trinitarian basis of the concept of personhood is,
then, at once personal and communal. Personhood means difference but not
division.'""" Being is—as the book titles indicate—both communion and
otherness.""!

But a human being is not automatically a person in the fullest sense of the
word. Seen from the ‘biological’ point of view, human beings tend to be
individuals. In Zizioulas’s thought, individualism is a barrier to true
personhood. Only a human being who has by baptism become an ‘ecclesial’
person, is able to become an ‘authentic’ person. In the church there is not
individualism but communion. Baptism is the incorporation into the community
and therefore the passing from individualised being to personal—that is
communal—being.'*’

This is the point at which some of Zizioulas’s critics reproach him for
working with ‘existentialist’ categories.'”’ Zizioulas admits that he has used
‘existentialist personalism [...] extensively in [his] writings, for without that
theology would remain irrelevant to the human condition’."** Indeed, Zizioulas
concurs with twentieth-century philosophers in his description of ‘the tragedy of
the human being’.'*® He is convinced that such an approach will ‘help us to
appreciate the limitations, the antinomies and the tragic experience of
personhood’—but only the personhood of fallen (‘biological’) humanity.'*® It is,
according to Zizioulas, precisely the contribution of Christian thought, that
humanity as we know and experience it, is not true humanity. The existentialist
condition is not frue personhood. True personhood is conceived, not when a

139 ZI1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 41, 44.

Z1710ULAS, Communion and Otherness, 3.

The title Being as Communion reflects that being, if grounded in the triune God, is always
determined by communion. The title Communion and Otherness reflects that such
communion is not the enemy of personal difference, but its guarantee.

Z1ZI0ULAS, Being as Communion, 56, 58, 64, 113.

Cf. A. BROWN, ‘On the Criticism of Being as Communion in Anglophone Orthodox
Theology’, in: D.H. Knight (ed.), The Theology of John Zizioulas: Personhood and the
Church (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007), 35-78, at 43-45.

Z1710ULAS, Communion and Otherness, 141.

Cf. Z1z1IoULAS, Communion and Otherness, 43-62.

Z1710ULAS, Communion and Otherness, 140-141; BROWN, ‘On the Criticism’, 60-62.

140
141

142
143

144
145
146



6(0  Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology

‘fallen’ anthropology is left on its own, or when the ‘biological’ human
condition is projected into the Trinity, but when, the other way round, divine
personhood is applied to humanity—created as it is, and recreated as it will be,
in the image of God."” Then it becomes clear that true personhood is
simultaneously marked by ‘communion’ and ‘otherness’. The personhood of the
Father, the Son and the Spirit implies, on the one hand, the otherness of every
divine person (‘unconfused’). Their personhood is, on the other hand,
intrinsically determined by loving koinonia with one another (‘undivided’).
Zizioulas concludes, ‘The Person is otherness in communion and communion in
otherness’."** “Biological’, ‘fallen’ personhood cannot be restored from
categories intrinsic to its own condition, but can be restored when it is taken up
into divine personhood (theosis):

The highest form of capacity for man is to be found in the notion of imago Dei. |...
Wihat it in fact means is not that man can become God in his ‘nature’, but can be
in communion with God. The word Dei in this expression implies not a Deistic
view of God but a Trinitarian one: man can himself live the event of communion
which is realized in divine life and he can do this with and for the entire creation;
he is in fact made as imago Trinitatis, and this is possible for him only because of
his ability to be a person."*’

It is Jesus Christ who pre-eminently demonstrates personhood in its non-
individualist, communal (‘ecclesial’) sense. But this is only so, because from the
very beginning of the incarnation—the annunciation, but also his baptism—it is
the Spirit who constitutes Christ as Christ. In Zizioulas’s view, christology and
pneumatology are ontologically interwoven, because it is only by the Spirit that
Christ exists at all. Because Christ is constituted by the Spirit of communion
(koinonia), Christ is not an individual, but a person, a relational being. This
means that Christ cannot be seen apart from his body, the church. Christ is
always a ‘corporate personality’. The church is the body of Christ, not in a
symbolic, but in an ontological way. The church and all its members have
become Christ. Christ is the One who is at the same time many, and the many
are simultaneously united into the One. This is only possible because the Spirit
transcends history and individualism, recreating it into eschatology and
communion."

147
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Z1710ULAS, Communion and Otherness, 171-177, 206.

Z1710ULAS, Communion and Otherness, 5, 9.

Z1Z10ULAS, Communion and Otherness, 249. Cf. 206: ‘I use the word “man” [...] in the
sense of anthropos or human being, which includes both male and female’.

Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 16, 118, 199, 248, 252; ZIZIOULAS, Being as
Communion, 58, 110-112, 130, 145, 182, 188, 211, 226.
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2.3.6  The Church and the Eucharist

What is the impact of this anthropology and christology of personhood on the
eucharist, particularly in relation to ecclesiology? Firstly, Zizioulas’s theory of
personhood defines Christ as a corporate personality. Christ does—so to
speak—not have to be related to the church, he rather already is the church.
Christ cannot be thought without his body. He is not an ‘individual’. As
Christ—that is, as constituted by the Holy Spirit—he includes his body, the
church. Secondly, the same applies to all members of the church. Every
Christian has become a person, and in Zizioulas’s definition a person is an
‘ecclesial’ person, ontologically destined to communion. By being a person,
every member of the church is the church and is Christ,"””' because personhood
implies communion.

But this close relationship—amounting to an identity—between Christ, the
church and every member of the church, is an eschatological relationship. The
tension between the ‘biological’ and the ‘ecclesial’ person in every member of
the church is identical with the tension we earlier encountered between iam and
nondum. Being an ecclesial person, being in the church and in Christ, is being
what we shall be. In other words, it is an eschatological way of being, and for
Zizioulas it is always the Spirit who brings the eschatological into the present.
This manifestation of the eschatological is realised most vividly in the
eucharist. There, Christ is most clearly ‘One’ and ‘many’ simultaneously.
There, Christ and the church are most clearly one and the same body. There,
every member of the church is related most closely to Christ and to the
church.'”” The eucharist, then, is the incorporation of the many into the One.'”

Zizioulas’s anthropology of the person, and the way he combines
christology and pneumatology, make it necessary to have a conception of the
church in which the temporal and the eschatological are interwoven, and it is
Zizioulas’s conviction that the eucharist is the only occasion where these two
realities fully coincide. So, for Zizioulas the centrality of the eucharist is an
absolute condition for ecclesiology. Without an occasion where the Spirit unites
all constitutive elements of the church—Christ, the people, their gathering, their
transformation—there can be no church.

The centrality of the eucharist in Zizioulas’s anthropology, christology and
ecclesiology does not, however, amount to a view in which there is no
personhood, no Christ and no church outside the very moment of the eucharistic

51 z1zi0ULAS, Being as Communion, 58; cf. Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 31-32, 72,

74.

Z1ZI0ULAS, Being as Communion, 59-61.

Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 53-56, 118. Cf. Z1ziouLAs, Communion and
Otherness, 286-306, where Zizioulas calls the corporate, sacramental reality of the church
and the eucharist the real Christian ‘mysticism’ (union with God and one another), as
opposed to an understanding of mysticism as an individual, spiritual experience.
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celebration.'™ If that would be the case, it would be justified to suppose that

Zizioulas’s ecclesiology requires a ‘permanent’ celebration of the eucharist and
to ask why, outside the act of the eucharistic celebration, the church should be
called ‘church’ at all."”® Such an interpretation of Zizioulas—an absorption of
everything into the few moments in which the eucharist is actually celebrated—
neglects Zizioulas’s emphasis on baptism as the birth of the ecclesial person,'*
and on the faith, hope and love of the Christian life, that makes the world
‘eucharistic’ in an ‘ethical’ sense."”’ It seems, therefore, more fitting to
summarise Zizioulas’s view as follows. Outside the eucharistic celebration, the
church and its members find themselves in the dialectic between their
membership of the eschatological communion and their membership of this
world (iam and nondum). During the eucharistic celebration they are lifted up
into the eschatological communion, not because this is the only moment in
which they are church, but because this is the moment in which they are church
par excellence."®

For the sake of clarity—not only in view of Zizioulas’s theology but in
view of all ‘liturgical’ and ‘eucharistic’ ecclesiology to be presented throughout
this study—the criticism must be refuted that a eucharistic ecclesiology would
be ‘simply “eucharistic”” and that the maxim ‘the eucharist makes the church’
would be a ‘simplistic notion’."” Such verdicts betray, first, a seriously
deficient view on the eucharist (as an isolated sacrament rather than as the
celebration of the ecclesial Christ in which all Christian faith and life becomes
epiphanic) and, second, a superficial misreading of eucharistic ecclesiology. In
Zizioulas—as in any serious exponent of eucharistic ecclesiology—the
eucharist is central precisely because it is interpreted in a multi-layered sense. If
there is one who teaches that the meaning of the eucharist includes the
trinitarian, the christological, the pneumatological, the eschatological, the

134 Paul McPartlan’s insistence that, for Zizioulas, the earthly church is the body of Christ only

in the eucharist seems to enhance such a view. Cf. P. MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the
Church: Henri de Lubac and John Zizioulas in Dialogue (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1993),
280-288.

As is done by M. VOLF, Trinitit und Gemeinschaft. Eine okumenische Ekklesiologie
(Mainz: Matthias-Griinewald-Verlag; Neukirchen-VIuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1996), 98-
99, 112 n. 232.

Cf. Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 199; Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 53, 56,
113; Z1z10ULAS, Communion and Otherness, 80.

Cf. Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 17, 112, 257; Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion,
114, 119-120; Z1ziouLAS, Communion and Otherness, 88-98. Because of its rooting in the
concept of personhood, the ethical aspect has, for Zizioulas, ontological meaning. Cf.
paragraph 2.3.9.

Cf. Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 59, 114.

As exemplarily put forward by P. COLLINS, ‘Authority and Ecumenism’, in: Knight (ed.),
The Theology of John Zizioulas, 147-158, at 150-152.
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ecclesial, the personal, the ethical, it is Zizioulas. ‘We can therefore describe the

church, fundamentally, as a eucharistic way of being’ '

2.3.7  The Church Local and Universal

Afanasiev’s eucharistic ecclesiology is generally criticised for its
‘congregationalist’ tendency. As mentioned above, he defines his ‘eucharistic
ecclesiology’ as the opposite of a ‘universal ecclesiology’.'®' Afanasiev thus
uses the term ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’ as a synonym for ‘ecclesiology of the
local church’. The risk of such an ecclesiology is that the church becomes so
identified with the local church, that there is no substantial role for the supra-
local communion between the local churches. Zizioulas wants to remedy this
weakness in Afanasiev’s thought without compromising the fundamentally
eucharistic character of his ecclesiology. It is the eucharist itself, which
Zizioulas uses to open up eucharistic ecclesiology to the awareness of the
universal church.'®

First of all, the local eucharistic community is the whole church, the whole
body of Christ, and therefore the catholic church. Moreover, every local
eucharistic gathering foreshadows the eschatological unity of all. This means
that there can be no superstructure above the level of the local church, because
the necessity of such a superstructure would deny the sufficiency of the
catholicity of each local eucharistic assembly. At the same time, however, a
local eucharistic assembly cannot be catholic if it is not in communion with all
other local communities in which the whole Christ is present. However, this
communion between the local churches is not established by a supra-local
structure, but by the fact that the whole Christ is present in all local churches.
Zizioulas calls this a ‘unity in identity’.'® Sometimes, Zizioulas differs from
Afanasiev by refusing to give priority to the local church. In those cases he
rather speaks of a simultaneity of the local and the universal. The eucharist
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Z1710ULAS, Communion and Otherness, 79.

AFANASSIEFF, ‘The Church which presides in love’, 58, 73; cf. above, paragraph 2.2.9.
Zizioulas regards the antithesis between ‘local’ and ‘universal’ as foreign to the thought of
the Early Church, and as a product of cosmopolitanism and of the dispute between
Protestantism and Roman Catholicism. Cf. ZIZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 12-13,
46, 69, 108, 110-111, 252-253, 260.

It should be mentioned, however, that it was Afanasiev himself who first introduced this
idea in order to fill the gap between his ‘local’ eucharistic ecclesiology and the existence of
the universal church; cf. paragraphs 2.2.9 and 2.2.10.

163 Z1z10ULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 33, 155, 161, 192 n. 334, 260; ZI1ZIOULAS, Being as
Communion, 158; cf. 148, 153-157. Not a unity of ‘parts’ added to each other (Z1ZIOULAS,
Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 33, 251-252, 255, 260, 262), but a unity because every local
church is theologically ‘identical’ with the others. We saw that Afanasiev called this an
‘interior’ or ‘intrinsic’ universalism, over against the ‘extrinsic’ universalism of a universal
superstructure; cf. paragraph 2.2.9.
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points to a universal as well as to a local dimension.'® On other occasions,
Zizioulas affirms that a local concept of the church must always have priority
over a universal concept.'®

The practical expression of universality is conciliarity. Because the heads
of the local eucharistic communities—the bishops—form the council, a council
is not to be seen as a superstructure above the local churches, but as the
expression of the communion of the local churches. The Orthodox rule that only
diocesan bishops may vote in council reflects the fact that it is their being head
of the local church—and not, for example, their ordination as such, or their
ordination as incorporation into a universal episcopal college—which makes
them members of the council. Another indication of the importance of the local
church within the concept of conciliarity is that councils do not have authority
of themselves, but only as far as their decisions have been received by the local
churches. ‘All structures aiming at facilitating the universality of the church
create a network of communion of Churches, not a new form of Church.’ If it is
asked what actually has to be called ‘church’, it is always the local eucharistic
community that gets priority. The universal church only exists in the concrete
forms of local churches, because the church has always to be incarnated into
particular local cultures and contexts. There is not one universal Christian
culture. Therefore the universal church cannot be anything else than a
communion of incarnated local churches.'*

This is not to be interpreted in a ‘democratic’ way or in the sense of late
medieval Conciliarism. Zizioulas’s theory of the ‘one’ and the ‘many’ also
applies to this level of ecclesiology—the question of primacy. As the ‘one’ and
the ‘many’ are simultaneously present in Christ, in the eucharist, and in the
local church, the same is true of the leadership of the communion of churches.
Every province—and may we say, the totality of churches on a universal
level?'"—has its prime bishop (protos). The many—that is, the bishops of this
province—cannot work without the one, and the one can do nothing without
(the consent of) the many. So Zizioulas makes room for a concept of primacy,
as long as it is based on an ‘ontology of communion’ and not on pyramidal
structures.'*®

164 7Z1z10ULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 259-262; Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 133.

165 Z1Z10ULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 45, 47, 66, 113-114, 117-118, 125, 153, 248, 256;
Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 237.

Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 157, 193, 261; ZI1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion,
133, 157, 241, 258-259.

167 MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the Church, 203-211, uses published and unpublished
material by Zizioulas to show that this is actually the case. Based on the ‘the one and the
many’ dialectic, Zizioulas affirms the bishop of Rome (not as the bearer of the Petrine
ministry, because Zizoulas follows Cyprian in regarding each bishop to occupy the
Cathedra Petri in his local church, but) as the protos on a universal level. Such a role is, for
Zizioulas, ‘not simply a primacy of honour’.

Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 133-134, 141-142.
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2.3.8 The Problem of the Parish in a Eucharistic Ecclesiology

An important conceptual problem for a eucharistic ecclesiology is the
phenomenon of the parish. In Orthodox—as well as in Roman Catholic, Old
Catholic and Anglican—ecclesiological theory, the ‘local church’ is the
episcopal church, the diocese, and the ‘local eucharistic assembly’ is headed by
the diocesan bishop. A problem arises as soon as the ‘local eucharistic
assembly’ is no longer identified with the cathedral church and the bishop, but
with the parish church and a priest. Given the fact that the ecclesiology of
Afanasiev and Zizioulas is mainly built upon (a synthesis of) patristic material
from the first three centuries, the focus on the bishop is not surprising—because
at that time the bishop was still the main presider of a eucharistic gathering—
but at the same time the contemporary problem is nearly irresolvable. How
could we speak of the local eucharistic gathering as the constitutive element of
ecclesiology, if most local eucharistic gatherings do not match the requirement
of being the one eucharist under the presidency of the one bishop?

Zizioulas’s dissertation is largely devoted to showing that the formative
centuries of the church presupposed the local church to be one eucharistic
community presided over by one bishop. According to Zizioulas, the Christian
community—the church—in one place celebrated the eucharist in no more than
one house (‘Church in the household’) at the same time, under the leadership of
one ‘presiding presbyter’.'” As Christianity spread to the countryside, villagers
participated in the one town or city eucharist. Where this became practically
impossible, Zizioulas shows that rural areas were turned into separate
eucharistic communities, not as a ‘parish’ under a ‘priest’, but as a new local
church under its own ‘rural bishop’ (chorepiscopus). The phenomenon of the
chorepiscopi perished when the increasing honour and standing of the office of
bishop rendered the existence of village bishops inappropriate' *—an argument
not held in high esteem by Zizioulas."”

Zizioulas recounts that from the middle of the third century the principle of
the one eucharist, over which the one bishop presided, gradually gave way to
many eucharists presided over by presbyters. This gradual and, in Zizioulas’s
eyes, natural development was prepared by the ancient ‘concelebrating’ position
of the presbyterium around the bishop and, moreover, by the already existing
possibility that, in the absence of the bishop, the presidency over the one
eucharist of the local church was assigned by the bishop to a presbyter.
Nevertheless, the splitting up of the one eucharist into many eucharists, and the

19 zizi0ULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 49-53, 89-93, 163 n. 8. In Afanasiev’s thought we
already encountered the emergence of the bishop out of the presiding presbyter; cf.
paragraphs 2.2.7 and 2.2.8.

0 7Z1z10ULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 95-98, 104, 167 n. 51, 168 n. 58, 168 n. 62, 169 n.
65,216.

7 ZiziouLas, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 169 n. 63.
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development of the bishop’s incidental appointment of a presbyter as eucharistic
presider into eucharistic presidency as a proper presbyterial function, was a
possible threat to the unity of the local church—a unity which was rooted in the
one eucharist and the one bishop. And it endangered the bishop to become an
administrator rather than the central liturgical presider.'”

Zizioulas describes how the Early Church accepted the emergence of the
parish but refused to interpret it as a splitting up of the local church into
autonomous eucharistic congregations. In a number of ways it underlined the
unity of the many presbyterial eucharists with the one episcopal eucharist, that
is, the unity of the many parishes within the one diocese.'”” As Zizioulas
describes it in a way not dissimilar to Afanasiev’s ‘topological’ theology of
ministry,'”* the development of the one episcopal eucharist into many
presbyterial eucharists has to be seen as ‘the spatial distribution of the
Presbyters’ synthronon, while the one and only center of eucharistic unity was
still the episcopal throne, from which every parish Eucharist drew its
substance’.'” The image Zizioulas uses here, is that of the apse, in which the
central throne of the bishop is surrounded on either side by the synthronon of
the presbyterium. Rather than allowing a conceptual change from the one
episcopal eucharist into many presbyterial eucharists, Zizioulas’s image serves
to sketch the continuation of the ome eucharist only spatially distributed
throughout the diocese, as well as the continuation of the episcopal eucharist
‘concelebrated’ by the presbyterium, the presbyters no longer being visually
together with the bishop, but—notwithstanding their ‘spatial distribution’—
essentially still one with the bishop in their ‘concelebration’ of the eucharist.'”

Building upon this groundwork, Zizioulas states in Being as Communion
that the parish and the presbyterial eucharist cannot be seen as ecclesiological
entities in their own right. The increasing centrality of the parish, Zizioulas

2 Z1z10ULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 23, 40 n. 72, 197-217. In this context, Zizioulas

remarks that before the fourth century only the bishop was called “priest’; from the fourth
century onwards this title is given to the presbyters as well, consistent with—as Zizioulas
says—their having become regular eucharistic presiders.

Examples include the fermentum: a piece of consecrated bread from the cathedral eucharist
brought into the parish eucharist, because such a eucharist ‘needed the Bishop’s presence
within it in some way (...) so that in reality [‘reality’ used here, as often by Zizioulas, in the
sense of ‘ontological’ or ‘essential’, MP] there was not more than one Eucharist in the same
Church® (221-222); the fact that all ancient liturgies bear the name of a bishop rather than a
presbyter (222); ‘the commemoration of the Bishop’s name, and that indeed at the supreme
moment of the Anaphora [... as] an absolutely indispensable element in the Presbyter’s
liturgy’ (222); the celebration at an episcopally consecrated altar with an episcopally
blessed and signed antimension (corporal) (223-224); the reluctance to admit a proliferation
of eucharists, as is shown by canonical restrictions (224-225). The page numbers in brackets
refer to Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church.

Ministry described by the (literal) “place’ one occupies at the eucharistic celebration; cf.
paragraph 2.2.8.

Z1ZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 225.

176 Z1z10ULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church, 218-227, 254-255,259.
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says, has made both the bishop and the deacon redundant, and in the end the
private Mass has even made the laity redundant. For a local eucharistic
assembly to be called ‘church’ it should consist of all Christians of that place,
and of all ministries, including the bishop."”” ‘In practical terms the only proper
solution would be the creation of small episcopal dioceses.” This would restore
the bishop to his place as perhaps not the sole, but at least the primary
eucharistic presider; it would restore the presbyterium to its collegial character;
it would make the ‘scandalously uncanonical institution of the assistant bishop’
unnecessary.'”

The fact that Zizioulas wants the whole local church and all its ministries
to be present at the eucharistic celebration is to be understood as a theological
principle. In practice—probably according to the principle of oikonomia—there
are various stages in which this ideal is reflected in higher or lower degrees.
Zizioulas calls a liturgy which reflects the theological principle to a lesser extent
a less ‘perfect “icon of the Kingdom™."”

Some critics maintain that Zizioulas’s theological convictions are, at the
end of the day, ‘substantially defences of traditional polity, and lend weight to
the contemporary expression of this polity and exercise of authority’.'®
Zizioulas’s endorsement of ‘institutional ecclesiology’ would neglect the
charismatic aspect of the church, especially as it occurs among the laity. This
would be particularly due to his tendency to ‘over-emphasize the bishop’.'™’
Such criticisms seem, however, to overlook Zizioulas’s thorough relecture of
the bishop, the ordained ministry in general and the whole church. For all its
(ecclesiological) importance, the episcopate is (empirically) certainly not
aggrandised, rather simplified, by Zizioulas. Moreover, the fundamental
embedding of ministry—and the whole church—in a local and a liturgical
context points to an ecclesial way of life that is rather different from what is
generally understood by institutionalism. Eventually, of course, the
implementation of ecclesiological lines of thought remains a matter of
mentality. To what extent are clergy and laity prepared to ‘re-read’ their own
ecclesial existence in the light of the eucharistic centre?'™

77" Note that in this ecclesiology the episcopate is (conceptually) not a supra-local but a local

ministry (although it is, together with the eucharist itself, the link between the local and the
universal church).

Z1ZI0ULAS, Being as Communion, 250-252.

MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the Church, 135 (cf. 178, 199), referring to a personal
conversation with Zizioulas.

COLLINS, ‘Authority and Ecumenism’, 153.

D. BATHRELLOS, ‘Church, Eucharist, Bishop: The Early Church in the Ecclesiology of John
Zizioulas’, in: Knight (ed.), The Theology of John Zizioulas, 133-145, at 139, 142.

Cf. paragraph 8.5.6 (Scale and Mentality of the Diocese). See also Z1ZIOULAS, Communion
and Otherness, 145-149.
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2.3.9  Societal and Ecological Catholicity

One of the consequences of Zizioulas’s communal ecclesiology is his emphasis
on the transcendence of ethnic, social, sexual and other differences between
people. In order to be worthy of the name of ‘church’, a community should be
really ‘catholic’, all-embracing. Unlike other theologians, who probably would
base this ecclesiological requirement on ethics, Zizioulas bases it on his
ontology. As we have seen, Zizioulas regards baptism as the birth of a new
ontological person, the ‘ecclesial’ person. This ecclesial person is not an
individual, but a person who longs for, and is placed into relationships of,
communion. Within the church one becomes ‘a catholic person’, that is,
someone who has left behind every form of exclusiveness. Because the
eucharist brings together the present and the future, it is in the eucharist that
people become fully what they have become ontologically in baptism: a new,
ecclesial, catholic person. The implication is that the eucharist should be an
expression of this transcendence of divisions. The actual form of the eucharist
has to be an image of the kingdom. That is, there should be no eucharist if the
whole local church is not represented. Gatherings of subgroups according to
age, cultural preference, profession or sex can be useful within a church but
should not be confused with the eucharist, which can only be the eucharist of
the whole church.'®

The eucharist should transcend other divisions as well, such as the
dichotomy between body and soul, the material and the spiritual, the secular and
the sacred. The eucharist teaches ‘a “catholic” view of existence’, a way of life
characterised by harmony not dichotomy. Moreover, the whole cosmos is
involved in this transcendence. The eucharist should lead humans to make the
world ‘a eucharistic reality’, by not enslaving nature and by living in harmony
with all creation.'™ Here Zizioulas’s ontology, anthropology and ecclesiology
overflow into his strong ecological interest.'®

2.3.10 Conclusion

Probably the most important of Zizioulas’s contributions to the school of
eucharistic ecclesiology is the fact that he gave this ecclesiology a theological-
philosophical foundation. Compared to Afanasiev, Zizioulas covers a larger
field by relating the eucharist, the local church, the bishop and the universal
church not only to each other, but also to main theological concepts such as
christology, pneumatology and anthropology.

Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 57-58, 121, 255. But see the end of the previous
paragraph.

Z1ZIOULAS, Being as Communion, 119-120, 162.

Cf. Z1z1IoULAS, Communion and Otherness, 92-96.
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Particularly important is Zizioulas’s synthesis of christology and
pneumatology, based on the fact that Christ himself is constituted by the Spirit.
Equally important is the insight that it is the task of the Spirit to bring about a
simultaneity of the historical and the eschatological, and that this simultaneity is
most clearly manifested in the eucharist. Zizioulas’s anthropology, with its
‘biological individual’ and its ‘ecclesial person’, links his pneuma-christology
to the church and its members by asserting that Christ as a person is always
‘one’ and ‘many’ simultaneously, so that he can never be seen apart from his
body, the church. Like Christ, the church is characterised by the same
simultaneity of ‘one’ and ‘many’, so that it is local and universal at the same
time, not by the addition of ‘parts’, but by a ‘unity in identity’. Finally,
Zizioulas contributes to a liturgical ecclesiology an in-depth consideration about
the relationship between the bishop and the presbyterium, between cathedral
eucharist and parish eucharist.

2.4 CONCLUSION

2.4.1 The Local Assembly

The ecclesiological implications of the Orthodox school of ‘eucharistic
ecclesiology’, as founded by Afanasiev and developed by Zizioulas, can be
summarised as follows. Firstly, in a eucharistic ecclesiology the local
eucharistic assembly is the centre of ecclesiological thought. This emphasis on
the local church makes eucharistic ecclesiology concrete and direct, which is the
attractive side of this form of ecclesiology. It is an ecclesiology which, although
it is deeply informed by theology, does not start with theological abstractions,
but with the tangible celebrating community, so that it appeals to the experience
of every member of the church.

2.4.2  The Universal Communion

Notwithstanding this fundamentally ‘local’ starting point, a eucharistic
ecclesiology has room for the universal church and even for a kind of primacy
or priority of (the bishop of) one local church within the communion of all other
local churches.

In a eucharistic ecclesiology the eucharist itself is the basis of any concept
of the universal church. By celebrating the eucharist, the sacrament of the whole
Christ, the local church is united with all other local churches which celebrate
the same eucharist where the whole Christ is present in the same way. The
universal church is the communion of local churches, and is made manifest in
the assembly of the heads of all local churches—the bishops in council.
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It is not foreign to a eucharistic ecclesiology to allow for some kind of
‘primacy’ or ‘priority’ of one bishop in a region or even in the worldwide
church. But this should always be a concept of primacy that respects the
episcopal diocese as the formative entity of ecclesiology. It should be a priority
of ‘reception’ (Afanasiev) or a primacy which acts as the ‘one’ with—and never
without—the ‘many’ (Zizioulas).

2.4.3  The Whole People of God

Eucharistic ecclesiology is fundamentally an ecclesiology of the whole people
of God. The eucharist is seen as the centre of ecclesial life, and it is always the
whole people of God who are the actors in this central celebration. Eucharistic
ecclesiology regards the laity not as non-ordained, but as ordained (by baptism
and chrismation/confirmation) into the ministry of those who celebrate the
eucharist, together with the bishop, the presbyterium, the deacons and all other
ministries. In this ecclesiology, the eucharist is not regarded as just one of the
sacraments, but as the gathering of those who become church by the very fact of
being gathered together into the eucharistic community.

2.4.4  The Bishop

In a eucharistic ecclesiology, the bishop exercises a pivotal ministry. Eucharistic
ecclesiology’s paradigm is not the parochial eucharist presided over by a priest,
but the gathering of a local church presided over by the bishop and celebrated
by all ‘orders’ (including the ordo of the laity). This means that a convincing
implementation of the concept of a eucharistic ecclesiology needs small
dioceses where the bishop is regarded as the main presider, pastor, teacher and
administrator of the church, where the priests are able to act together as a
presbyterium, and where the whole people of God—with all their racial, social,
sexual and age differences—have the opportunity to gather together in the one
eucharistic celebration. The importance of the bishop outside the local church is
his relationship with the other bishops in provincial and universal councils.

2.4.5  All Aspects of the Church’s Life

One of the implications of a eucharistic ecclesiology is that all aspects of the
church’s life are in some way or another regarded as related to the eucharist.
This means that everything that happens in the church bears a communal
character. Within the boundaries of the church nothing takes place—be it of a
diaconal, ethical, catechetical, pastoral or organisational character—which has
no relationship to the central gathering of the whole people of God in the
eucharist.
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This places phenomena such as—for example—Ileadership and dogma in a
particular light. Leadership derives its status not primarily from ordination or
jurisdiction, but is seen as an extrapolation of liturgical leadership. Dogma
appears not primarily as a rule of faith in an abstract sense, but as an aid to
worship, as an expression of doxology. In other words, eucharistic ecclesiology
implies that everything which deserves a place in the life of the church should
have some relationship to, and should derive its place in the church’s life from,
the eucharistic gathering.
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3 ‘THE EUCHARIST MAKES THE CHURCH’

Roman Catholic Contributions
to a Liturgical Ecclesiology

3.1 INTRODUCTION

3.1.1 The Second Vatican Council

The church lives and grows by the celebration of the eucharist under the
leadership of the bishop or his deputy. In every eucharistic community the
church becomes present. The participation of the body and blood of Christ
brings about our transformation into that which we eat and drink.

In these terms, the Second Vatican Council’s Dogmatic Constitution on the
Church, Lumen Gentium (1964), expresses the meaning of the church." Words
which remind us of the eucharistic ecclesiology we encountered in the previous
chapter. Moreover, previous to the council, a preparatory scheme explicitly
mentioned the Orthodox school of eucharistic ecclesiology, connected with
Afanasiev’s name, as of importance for Roman Catholic ecclesiological self-
understanding.’

Thus, the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) shows traces of a
eucharistic approach in its ecclesiological statements. The same is true if we
look at the matter the other way round: the council’s view on liturgy is
remarkably ecclesial in its orientation. According to the Constitution on the
Liturgy, Sacrosanctum Concilium (1963), the liturgy accomplishes the work of
redemption (2). Christianity is not only a religion of preaching and believing,

Lumen Gentium 26. The Eucharist is source and summit of the Christian life (11); in the
Eucharist all aspects of daily Christian life are offered to God (34); the Eucharist unites the
earthly pilgrim Church with the heavenly Church into one celebrating Church (50). Traces
of eucharistic ecclesiology are also to be found in, for example, Unitatis Redintegratio 15;
Christus Dominus 11, 15, 30; Apostolicam Actuositatem 3, 4, Ad Gentes Divinitus 15;
Presbyterorum Ordinis 5, 6.

The same comment is made of ‘High Church’ Anglicanism and Protestantism. Cf. Acta
Synodalia Sacrosancti Concilii Oecumenici Vaticani II, vol. 1. Periodus prima, pars 1V:
Congregationes generales XXXI-XXXVI (Rome: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1971), 87. The
context is the part of the scheme which later would become the decree on ecumenism. See
also P. PLANK, Die Eucharistieversammlung als Kirche. Zur Entstehung und Entfaltung der
eucharistischen Ekklesiologie Nikolaj Afanas’evs (1893-1966) (Wiirzburg: Augustinus-
Verlag, 1980), 11, 38-39.
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but also of celebrating the paschal mystery through baptism and the eucharist
(6). The liturgy is celebrated by Christ (the head) and the church (his body).
Christ is nowhere nearer to his church than in the celebration of the liturgy (7).
Although the church has many tasks, the celebration of the liturgy—and
particularly of the eucharist—is its main task. The eucharist is both the church’s
source and the church’s summit (10). The liturgy is the act in which all faithful
exercise their royal priesthood. Therefore, all have to partipate fully,
consciously and actively (14). The liturgy manifests the church. Liturgical acts
are always acts of the whole people of God, presided over by bishops (26). The
church becomes most manifest in the eucharist celebrated by the whole people
of God under the presidency of the bishop with his priests and deacons around
the one altar, particularly in the cathedral (41). The parish should be brought to
awareness of its being a liturgical community in relation to its bishop (42). The
sacraments have the purpose of sanctifying the people, building up the body of
Christ and giving worship to God (59).

This pre-eminent conciliar document represents a remarkable shift of
emphasis regarding the theology and spirituality of the liturgy. The liturgy, in
particular the eucharist, is no longer primarily seen from the point of view of
neo-scholastic sacramentology, but rather from the point of view of
ecclesiology, or perhaps one could better say, ecclesiality. Liturgy is no longer
reduced to the administration of ‘a means of grace’ to an individual, but is
perceived as the corporate act of the church. Liturgy is no longer something
done by the clergy for the laity, but it is the church celebrating, it is the whole
people of God exercising their royal priesthood. Liturgy is no longer some
ecclesiastical activity among others, but it is the culmination of everything the
church does and is.

3.1.2  Theological Reassessment

How was this shift of emphasis prepared? The ideas which found official
recognition at the Second Vatican Council originated in the theological and
liturgical movements of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

The German Tiibinger Schule of, among others, Johann Sebastian Drey
(1777-1853) and Johann Adam Mohler (1796-1838) laid the foundation for this
renewal. As a reaction to an ecclesiological and liturgical atmosphere which—
through the Counter-Reformation and the Enlightenment—was based on
jurisdiction and authority, structure and rubric, the Tiibinger re-emphasised the
role of the Spirit in the church, the church as the body of Christ and the church
as the communion of all faithful. More generally, this school tried to exceed the
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methodological limits of neo-scholasticism through a recourse to biblical and
patristic ways of thinking and reasoning.’

The leading neo-scholastic ‘Roman School’ had little appreciation either
for this organic, communal, liturgical and mystical approach to the church, or
for John Henry Newman’s (1801-1890) non-scholastic, historical and
philosophical theology. Newman used analogy, metaphor and parable instead of
their syllogisms and preferred ‘probability’ to their logic.' Even less, of course,
did they appreciate the attempts at a synthesis between Catholicism and
contemporary historical and scientific thought as presented by the different
theologians whom they classified and rejected as ‘modernists’.’

In spite of the suspicion of leading neo-scholasticism, movements of
renewal during the semicentury before the Second Vatican Council have
succeeded in changing the shape of Roman Catholic theology. Two approaches
proved fruitful. The first was a more ‘popular’ way of doing theology outside
the boundaries of ‘theology’ as it was then understood, namely, neo-scholastic
systematic theology. By not claiming to do systematic theology, personalities
with great spiritual and liturgical influence like Romano Guardini (1885-1968)
were able to introduce—to theologians and non-theologians alike—concepts of
faith, church and liturgy as living realities within, and related to, the modern
world.°

The second approach came from within systematic theology itself.
Dominicans from Le Saulchoir (Paris) like Marie-Dominique Chenu (1895-
1990) and Yves Congar (1904-1995) and Jesuits from Fourviere (Lyon) like
Henri de Lubac (1896-1991) reinterpreted systematic theology from its roots in
Scripture and the patres, but no less from its roots in medieval theology—they
read the scholastics themselves in order to correct neo-scholasticism.’

This way of doing theology met with fierce opposition from theologians
who wanted to remain within the neo-scholastic tradition. The best-known

w

T.M. SCHOOF, Aggiornamento. De doorbraak van een nieuwe katholieke theologie (Baarn:
Het Wereldvenster, 1968), 30-38, 172-177; Y.M.J. CONGAR, L ’Eglise. De saint Augustin a
l’époque moderne (Paris: Cerf, 1970 [reprint 1997]), 416-423; C. RupDY, The Local
Church: Tillard and the Future of Catholic Ecclesiology (New York: Crossroad, 2006), 32-
38. See also paragraph 2.1.6 (The Call for a Neo-Patristic Synthesis).

4 W.O. CHADWICK, From Bossuet to Newman (Cambridge: CUP, 1987% [1957']), 164-184;
SCHOOF, Aggiornamento, 48-50, 178-182.

SCHOOF, Aggiornamento, 53-80, 189-197; CONGAR, L 'Eglise. De saint Augustin a |’'époque
moderne, 459-461.

SCHOOF, Aggiornamento, 87-98, 201-202.

SCHOOF, Aggiornamento, 105-131, 203-220; A.W.J. HOUTEPEN, Theologen op zoek naar
God. Twintig portretten van katholieke theologen uit de tweede helft van de 20° eeuw
(Zoetermeer: Meinema, 2001), 13-15, 22, 46-63, 233; cf. P. MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist
Makes the Church: Henri de Lubac and John Zizioulas in Dialogue (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1993), 30-42; P. MCPARTLAN, Sacrament of Salvation: An Introduction to
Eucharistic Ecclesiology (London / New York: T&T Clark, reprint 2003 [1995']), 47-53.
For an example, see paragraph 3.2.8 (On de Lubac’s Theological Method).
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opponent was the Dominican Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange (1877-1964),
himself a leading neo-thomist theologian.® He took up the (pejorative) term
nova theologia, used by Pope Pius XII in a 1946 address (and perhaps inspired
by Garrigou-Lagrange himself), in order to repudiate recent French theology as
nouvelle théologie. According to critics like Garrigou-Lagrange, the theologians
in question returned to Modernism.” Subsequently, Pius XII’s encyclica Humani
Generis (1950) was generally interpreted as a condemnation of the ‘new’
theological approach.'’

Nevertheless, these theologians were able to transform Roman Catholic
theology from the inside. After having been distrusted and opposed by the
theological and ecclesiastical authorities, and sometimes deprived from their
professorial chairs up to the end of the nineteen fifties, they were rehabilitated
in the sixties by being made periti of the Second Vatican Council or by being
created cardinals.

The fate of this theological approach after the Council is ambivalent. Its
potential for theological reassessment and ecclesial renewal is continued by two
quite different currents in Roman Catholic theology, spirituality and ecclesial
practice. The two currents are often illustrated by reference to the two
international post-conciliar journals, Concilium and Communio, the latter of
which started as a breakaway movement from the former. One of the ways the
dissensus is defined, is to say that those associated with Concilium want to
extend the work of the Council, whereas those associated with Communio want
to continue the theology of the Council. Moreover, the dissensus ‘concerns the
balance to be maintained between the need to renew Catholic faith in the light
of what can be appropriately learned from the world and the need to offer back
a richer understanding than the world can achieve of its own resources’.""

Nevertheless, both approaches regard themselves with some right as the
contemporary continuation of the nouvelle théologie. If the nouvelle théologie is
primarily understood as a ‘movement’—the continuing search for renewal of
theological method and ecclesial practice—the Concilium approach is the
continuation of this movement. If the nouvelle théologie is primarily understood
as a ‘theology’—a distinct theological approach deeply marked by its (neo-)
patristic, ecclesial and liturgical character—the Communio approach is the
continuation of this theological school. De Lubac, himself not the least
representative of the nouvelle théologie, is an advocate of the Ilatter
interpretation. In his memoirs he levels a rather harsh verdict upon a type of

8 Cf. F. KERR, Twentieth-Century Catholic Theologians: From Neoscholasticism to Nuptial

Mysticism (Oxford: Blackwell, 2007), 10-16; see also the characterisation of ‘Suarezianism’
at 124-126.

C. FrEY, Mysterium der Kirche—Offnung zur Welt. Zwei Aspekte der Erneuerung
firanzosischer katholischer Theologie (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1969), 55-74.
9 FREY, Mysterium der Kirche—Offnung zur Welt, 90-104.

P.D. MURRAY, ‘Roman Catholic Theology after Vatican II’, in: Ford with Muers (eds.), The
Modern Theologians, 265-286, at 269.
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post-conciliar theology—identified with ‘the theologians of the Concilium
group’—which he denies the right to claim that it ‘continues’ or ‘carries
forward’ the theology of the Council or that it works in the ‘spirit’ of the
Council.”

There is still another paradoxical fact to be observed. On the one hand—as
just indicated—the patristic turn in the first half of the twentieth century caused
a major methodical shift, which was in that time experienced as renewing and
liberating, and opposed by traditionalists. Those who were attracted to this type
of theology for its theological contents (for example, its ecclesiological and
liturgical thought), remained faithful to this school and are now regarded as
rather ‘traditional’. In the above typology, they form the Communio approach.
On the other hand, however, the approach identified with Concilium is not only
determined by the wish to carry further the theological method (rather than the
theological contents) of the nouvelle théologie—as just indicated—but also by
the continuation of a ‘traditional’ theological and ecclesiological line of thought
which did nof join the methodical shift of the patristic turn, but which has over a
period of a century transformed itself into a ‘modern’ current of Roman
Catholic thought and practice. An example is the paradoxical methodical
continuum between Vatican I’s socio-philosophical approach to the church as
societas perfecta and the post-Vatican Il emphasis on the ‘people of God’ as it
is sociologically understood."” This analysis makes two things understandable.
First, it explains why both groups tend to misunderstand and misrepresent one
another: they argue from different methodical presuppositions. Second, it
explains why both groups can appeal to the Second Vatican Council: the council
took up insights from both theological currents. Perhaps one may identify these
currents as a ressourcement current and an aggiornamento current. At Vatican
11, the renewing forces were a composite of both approaches. In the aftermath of
the Council, however, these currents showed themselves to have rather different
roots and, consequently, different objectives."

H. DE LUBAC, Mémoire sur ['occasion de mes écrits (Namur: Culture et Vérité, 1989), 151-
152 (“prolonge’, ‘dépasse’, ‘esprit’), 369 (‘les théologiens du groupe de “Concilium™); cf.
149-153. I take the fact that ‘some of the great theologians of Vatican II” opposed some of
the post-Conciliar developments as a case in point and not as an instance of the danger ‘that,
as we become elderly, we run the risk of reversing the intellectual journey that we have
gone in the beginning of our adult life’; contra P.-M. Gy, ‘L esprit de la liturgie du cardinal
Ratzinger est-il fidele au Concile, ou en réaction contre?’, La Maison-Dieu 229 (2002/1),
171-178, at 178 (‘que dans les années ou nous devenons vieillards, nous risquons de refaire
en sens inverse le chemin intellectuel que nous avons parcouru au début de notre maturité?
L’un ou I’autre des grands théologiens de Vatican II n’ont pas échappé a ce danger’).

Cf. P. NariwoDzK1, ‘Eine Ekklesiologie im Werden. Mannes Dominikus Koster und sein
Beitrag zum theologischen Verstindnis der Kirche’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University
Freiburg CH, 2005, available at http://ethesis.unifr.ch/theses/#theologie).

" Cf. R. SHORTT, Benedict XVI: Commander of the Faith (London: Hodder & Stoughton,
20067 [2005'), 3.
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In the meantime, such ‘opposition between both aspects of the deepest
meaning of “catholic” is, of course, unprofitable. It must and can be overcome
by a dynamic hermeneutics of the living tradition’.”” In this chapter, the
nouvelle théologie is represented by de Lubac, and the two post-conciliar
currents by Ratzinger and Boff. Perhaps Tillard may be regarded as a
representative of the much-needed ‘dynamic hermeneutics of the living
tradition’ which is, in an ecumenical context, able to reconcile tradition and
renewal.'®

3.1.3  The Liturgical Movement

The origins of the Liturgical Movement are connected with the names of a
number of Benedictines, of whom Dom Prosper Guéranger (1805-1875) of
Solemnes (France), Dom Lambert Beauduin (1873-1960) of Mont-César
(Belgium) and Dom Odo Casel (1886-1948) of Maria Laach (Germany) are
outstanding.'” Guéranger became the opponent of Neo-Gallicanism and
nationalism by advocating the celebration of the uniform Roman liturgy in all
its splendour. In hindsight, the Solesmes tradition has proven more influential in
the area of Gregorian chant than in the area of liturgical-theological renewal.
The development of liturgical theology and ecclesiology is more indebted to the
Maria Laach theologians, who opposed Guéranger’s Tridentine views and
promoted a return to early Christian liturgy and theology, and to Mont-César,
where the practical work on liturgical renewal originated, through such forms as
congresses and accessible publications.'®

The Dutch liturgist Herman Wegman describes the Liturgical Movement as
founded on three pillars. The first was liturgical history. The rediscovery of the
historical genesis of the liturgical rites contributed largely to the restoration of
the rites and their meaning. The second pillar was liturgical theology. Examples
of pioneering liturgical theology are Casel’s Mysterienlehre, but also the
rediscovery of the Jewish roots of Christian worship. Moreover, Wegman
ascribes an important role to the Liturgical Movement in bringing about the
change within the ecclesiological climate—the rediscovery of the notions of
people of God and the royal priesthood of all faithful. Thirdly, the movement

HOUTEPEN, Theologen op zoek naar God, 20 (‘De tegenstelling tussen beide aspecten van
wat “katholiek™ ten diepste betekent is uiteraard onvruchtbaar. Ze moet en kan door een
dynamische hermeneutiek van de levende traditie worden overwonnen’).

On this chapter and these authors see paragraph 3.1.4.

7 A. BUGNINI, The Reform of the Liturgy 1948-1975 (Collegeville MN: TLP, 1990 [trans. of
La riforma liturgica 1948-1975, Rome 1983]), 6.

J. LAMBERTS, ‘Active participation as the gateway towards an ecclesial liturgy’, in: C.
Caspers & M. Schneiders (eds.), Omnes circumadstantes: Contributions towards a history
of the role of the people in the liturgy: Presented to Herman Wegman (Kampen: Kok,
1990), 234-261, at 239-249; K.F. PECKLERS, Worship (London-New York: Continuum,
2003), 87-88, 91-95.
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rested on practical pastoral-liturgical activity, which Wegman connects with the
name of Beauduin."

Far from being just a ‘ritual’ movement, occupied with ‘liturgical’
externals, the Liturgical Movement was indissolubly related to the theological
ressourcement to which the previous paragraph referred. Even more adequately,
one could call the Liturgical Movement the liturgical manifestation of this
theological movement.” This should especially be kept in mind when the
concept of participatio actuosa is at stake.”' If the Liturgical Movement is
primarily interpreted as a ‘ritual’ movement, the participatio actuosa of all who
are present at the liturgy can be considered as one of the principles of this
movement. The term is then translated as ‘active participation’ and relates to
‘ritual’ acts in which all who are present ‘act, sing or pray together’.” If the
Liturgical Movement is, however, primarily interpreted as a movement
generated by liturgical-theological and liturgical-ecclesiological considerations,
the wish to reconstitute the participatio actuosa of all baptised in the liturgical
celebration is rather an effect of its theological and ecclesiological principles.
The term is then more aptly translated as ‘genuine participation’ and relates first
of all to the conscious awareness of being part of and engaged in the communal
celebration—an awareness that, of course, seeks ritual expression.23

The contemporary fate of the Liturgical Movement shows an ambivalence
very similar (and related) to the fate of the nouvelle théologie as briefly
discussed in the previous paragraph. Again, two approaches claim to continue

H.A.J. WEGMAN, Riten en mythen. Liturgie in de geschiedenis van het christendom
(Kampen: Kok, 1991), 351-353. Cf. section 1.3 (Liturgical Theology).

An earlier and a more recent example of an account of the Liturgical Movement which does
justice not just to liturgical renewal but also to liturgical theology (including liturgical
ecclesiology) are L. BOUYER, Liturgical Piety (Notre Dame IN: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1954) and K.F. PECKLERS, The Unread Vision: The Liturgical Movement in the
United States of America: 1926-1955 (Collegeville MN: TLP, 1998). See also M. PLOEGER,
‘Het “onliturgische” karakter van de Liturgische Beweging’, Nederlands Theologisch
Tijdschrift 61 (2007), 109-122.

Cf. S. SCHMIDT-KEISER, Aktive Teilnahme. Kriterium gottesdienstlichen Handelns und
Feierns. Zu den Elementen eines Schliisselbegriffes in Geschichte und Gegenwart des 20.
Jahrhunderts (Bern: Lang, 1985). Although Schmidt-Keiser chooses the ‘active’
interpretation of participatio actuosa and a ‘ritual” approach to the liturgy (already indicated
by the title and the first sub-title), he fully acknowledges the theological and especially the
ecclesiological background of the concept (vol. I, 37-91, 141-146, 171-308, 324-347, 521-
528).

Cf. M.J.M. HOONDERT, Om de parochie. Ritueel-muzikale bewegingen in de marge van de
parochie. Gregoriaans—Taizé—Jongerenkoren (Heeswijk: Abdij van Berne, 2006), 198-
199 (‘meedoen, meezingen, meebidden’).

Cf. A. KAI-YUNG CHAN, ‘Participation in the Liturgy’, in: A.J. Chupungco (ed.), Handbook
for Liturgical Studies, vol. 1I: Fundamental Liturgy (Collegeville MN: TLP, 1998), 145-
159. An interesting recent development is that the ‘ritual’ approach also returns to this
rather ‘interior’ interpretation of participatio actuosa (though not for the theological-
ecclesiological reasons that generated the concept in the first place), including a different
translation of the term; cf. HOONDERT, Om de parochie, 199, 253, 329, 351-353.
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the movement in the present. And again, one of these approaches emphasises
the movement’s potential for renewal, while the other concentrates on its—no
less ground-breaking—theology (including ecclesiology, sacramentology,
‘liturgical theology’ and spirituality). The dissensus is traceable in the
historiography of the Liturgical Movement (a history of liturgical renewal or a
history of liturgical-theological reassessment) and in the methodology of
liturgical studies.” But, of course, the dissensus is most manifest in the
considerably different concepts of what contemporary liturgy should look like
and why it should look like that.

The Liturgical Movement, then, started with theological, spiritual and
ritual-liturgical views which can be summarised as strongly related to the
church and to ecclesiology, deeply reverent of the liturgy as a dwelling-place of
God, dedicated to—primarily patristic—ressourcement, committed to the
enhancement of liturgical knowledge among laity and clergy, devoted to the
eucharist and to the liturgy of the hours, interested in liturgical music and
iconography, inspired by Orthodox theology, spirituality and liturgy, indebted to
biblical studies, and having a monastic anchoring.”” Controversy begins, when
concrete liturgical renewal is evaluated and is interpreted as either a
continuation or a betrayal of the intentions of the liturgical forebears. In the
Roman Catholic context, the particular pitfall to be avoided is that liturgical
views are classified according to ecclesiastical-political positions rather than
according to liturgical-theological views. It is, therefore, important to point to
the ecumenical breadth of the Liturgical Movement. As one reads the writings
of liturgical theologians throughout Orthodoxy, Roman Catholicism, Old
Catholicism, Anglicanism and Protestantism, the resemblance of their basic
biblical-patristic-theological outlook is astonishing, even if they subsequently
take different stances on such highly disputed matters as ecclesiastical polity
and morality.”® In this study, therefore, the Liturgical Movement is understood

2 Historiographically, it seems helpful to divide the Liturgical Movement into four phases: (1)

the nineteenth-century forerunners, (2) the ‘heyday’ in the first half of the twentieth century,
(3) the liturgical renewal period around the Second Vatican Council and (4) the
contemporary phase of ‘Reform of the Reform’ in conflicting directions, which are open to
various evaluations, but which have in common that they reassess the third phase. I owe this
analysis to a lecture by Professor Paul Post, Tilburg, 11 September 2007. Cf. P.G.J. POsT,
‘Na de lange jaren zestig. Liturgiewetenschap en Ritual Studies: opkomst, typering en
actuele uitwerking van een relatie’, Jaarboek voor liturgie-onderzoek 22 (2006), 89-111.

S. KELEHER, ‘Whatever Happened to the Liturgical Movement? A View from the East’, in:
S. Caldecott (ed.), Beyond the Prosaic: Renewing the Liturgical Movement (Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1998), 69-96, at 70-72.

Most of the authors presented in this study can be regarded either as belonging to (Hebert,
Dix, van der Leeuw) or as explicitly (Ratzinger, Williams, Pickstock, von Allmen,
Wainwright, Lathrop) or implicitly indebted to the Liturgical Movement.
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as a liturgical-theological current deeply related to the neo-patristic and
ecumenical movements.”’

3.1.4  This Chapter

A common denominator of these theological and liturgical movements is their
aim to break through the traditional boundaries of theology, ecclesiology and
liturgy. They have in common a wish to go beyond the neo-scholastic
presuppositions in which Roman Catholic theology and practice were caught.
By returning to biblical, patristic and medieval sources, they prepared the way
for the new—or rather, ancient—understandings of the church as the people of
God and of the liturgy as the celebration of the whole church. After initial
suspicion, these new paradigms were ratified in the documents of the Second
Vatican Council.

This chapter will look at four theologians who in very different ways
contributed to the concept of a liturgical or eucharistic ecclesiology within the
Roman Catholic Church. The first is Henri de Lubac, one of the leaders of the
nouvelle théologie. Particularly his book, Corpus Mysticum, has proved to be
seminal in the rediscovery of the relationship between the eucharistic body of
Christ and the ecclesial body of Christ.”® Although an historical study, this book
has inspired many systematic theologians in rediscovering the close connection
between the eucharist and the church.

The next theologian to be discussed in this chapter is Joseph Ratzinger. As
a Professor of Dogmatics, Ratzinger contributed to the conciliar theological
developments, and as the prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith, he contributed to the post-conciliar development of—and controversy
within—Roman Catholic ecclesiology. Although Ratzinger is now best known
as Pope Benedict X VI, this chapter is not primarily interested in his pontificate,
but in the distinct way in which he, as a theologian, interprets a liturgical or
eucharistic ecclesiology.

Thirdly, something of the worldwide perspective of the Roman Catholic
Church, and of the variety of approaches within Roman Catholic theology, will
be encountered in the work of Leonardo Boff. Boff’s liberation theology is
based on a trinitarian communion ecclesiology and on an understanding of the
church ‘as a sacrament’. This will provide the opportunity to investigate the
relationship between a eucharistic ecclesiology and a church-as-sacrament
ecclesiology. Moreover, Boff’s theology will prove to be open to a liturgical,

2 Cf. paragraphs 2.1.6 (The Call for a Neo-Patristic Synthesis), 3.1.2 (Theological
Reassessment), 5.1.4 (The Anglican Catholic Context), 7.1.1 (Common Ground) and 7.1.2
(The Ecumenical Movement).
The majority of authors discussed in the several chapters of this study refer once or more to
de Lubac’s Corpus Mysticum.
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eucharistic approach of the church, but not without putting such an approach to
the test by asking some fundamental questions.

Finally, Jean-Marie Tillard will be studied as an important contributor to
‘communion ecclesiology’. In addition to his thorough theological approach of
God, humanity and the church, Tillard offers a particularly helpful insight by
writing in an ecumenical context. The link between the eucharistic circle and
the other baptised and non-baptised, as well as the role of the bishop of Rome in
the context of a communion ecclesiology, will prove important contributions to
an ecumenical liturgical ecclesiology.

As in all chapters, the limits of this study dictate that a restricted number of
authors has to be selected out of many theologians who in their own ways
contribute to a liturgical ecclesiology. Particularly in the Roman Catholic world,
the field of communion ecclesiologies and eucharistic ecclesiologies is vast.
Nevertheless, the choice of a founding father (de Lubac), a ‘classical’
representative (Ratzinger), a more critical contributor (Boff) and a
representative deeply involved in the ecumenical movement (Tillard), gives the
reader a limited but balanced introduction to the various possibilities within
Roman Catholic liturgical ecclesiology.

3.2 HENRI DE LUBAC

3.2.1 Life and Work

The French Jesuit Henri de Lubac (1896-1991) studied theology at Jesuit
institutions in England and at Lyon-Fourviére. He became a Professor of
Dogmatics, Fundamental Theology and History of Religion at Fourviére.
During the Second World War he started, with Jean Danié¢lou (1905-1974), the
series Sources Chrétiennes, which continues to be one of the leading publication
series of patristic texts. In 1950 de Lubac was compelled to suspend his
professorship because of Roman suspicions of heresy in his work. It took ten
years before he was fully rehabilitated. During the 1960s he served as an adviser
to the Second Vatican Council and to the Vatican Secretariat for Non-Christian
Religions. In 1983 Pope John Paul Il made him a Cardinal.”

For many theologians who will be discussed throughout this study, de
Lubac’s writings have been seminal in gaining an understanding of the church
in which the trinitarian God, Christ, the church, the eucharist and humanity play
interrelated parts. Particularly the awareness that the ecclesial community and
the eucharistic communion are closely related, or even the same, was aroused in
many minds by reading de Lubac’s Catholicisme (1938)*° and Corpus Mysticum
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HOUTEPEN, Theologen op zoek naar God, 46-48, 53; cf. also DE LUBAC, Mémoire.
H. DE LUBAC, Catholicisme. Les aspects sociaux du dogme (Paris: Cerf, 1938).
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(1944).' Therefore, this chapter—and also, together with the previous chapter
on Afanasiev and Zizioulas, this entire study—should begin with a presentation
of these two seminal books, together with the related publication, Méditation
sur I'Eglise (1953).*

With Hans Urs von Balthasar® one could say that all de Lubac’s later
studies are detail commentaries on aspects of the united, nearly holistic vision
as presented in Catholicisme. Therefore, the following presentation of de
Lubac’s theology of church and eucharist will be arranged according to the
themes of Catholicisme, inserting the additional insights from Corpus Mysticum
and Méditation sur [’Eglise at the appropriate places.

3.2.2  The Social Character of Christianity

In this, as in other chapters of this study, the nineteen thirties are the starting
point of a renewed appreciation of the church, of the liturgy and—through
these—of the Christian faith in general. As de Lubac advocates, it is possible to
overcome boundaries and dichotomies in order to retrieve a more ancient unity
of thought. This unity of thought—learned from Scripture and the Fathers®—is
what de Lubac lapidarily calls ‘Catholicism’.

In the word ‘Catholicism’, de Lubac summarises the essence of the
Christian faith. He does not use it in a confessional, but in a broadly theological
sense. Catholic, he says, does not primarily mean ‘geographically wide-spread’,
but ‘all-embracing’, and this exactly reflects, in de Lubac’s view, the meaning
of Christianity. The meaning of Christianity is to embrace all and everything.
The Christian faith believes that God and creation, God and the whole human
race, and all people among each other, will ultimately be one, as God has meant
them to be one and as God himselfis one.”

H. DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum. L’ Eucharistie et I'Eglise au Moyen Age. Etude historique,
Deuxiéme édition, revue et augmentée (Paris: Aubier, 1949 [1944']).

H. DEl LuBAc, Meéditation sur [’Eglise, Troisieme édition revue (Paris: Aubier, 1954
[19537]).

H.U. VvON BALTHASAR, Henri de Lubac. Sein organisches Lebenswerk (Einsiedeln:
Johannes, 1976), 20, 24-25, 50, 62, 76, 86.

S.K. Woob, Spiritual Exegesis and the Church in the Theology of Henri de Lubac (Grand
Rapids MI: Eerdmans; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998) importantly points out how de
Lubac’s eucharistic-ecclesiological vision is rooted in the patristic way of reading Scripture.
‘The spiritual senses of Scripture provide a theology of history from the perspective of its
Christological center that reaches into the past and illumines it in reference to Christ at the
same time that it strains toward the future fulfillment and union of letter and spirit, which is
to say, the union of humanity and divinity into the “whole Christ”. The real symbolism
inherent in this form of exegesis can properly be called sacramental as well as mystical’
6.

35 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 23-24, 27, 215, 228, 244. MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the
Church, 30, 49, 59, 73, 291, draws attention to the fact that de Lubac wants to aim at all
creation, the whole cosmos, but seems unable to effectively transcend a human perspective.
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Therefore, de Lubac is as much able to start with God as he is able to start
with humanity. The human race is essentially one, because everyone is shaped
in the image of the one God. Before there is talk about salvation, or talk about
the church, there is the unity of God and the unity of the whole human race,
created in the image of God.* Moreover, the ‘social’ character of humanity is
rooted in the ‘social’—trinitarian—character of God. In God is no egotism, but
only giving and sharing. Thus, personhood in the image of God is not
individualism, but being a member of a social community, being part of the
human race. ‘Christian mysticism of unity is trinitarian mysticism.**’

Sin, therefore, is essentially nothing else—nothing less—than a breach
with God which is also the rupture of the unity of humanity. Sin means
separation; sin means individualisation in its worst sense. Sin is not—as de
Lubac thinks is mostly done in contemporary theology—primarily to be sought
in the inner depth of each individual, but in the very fact that human beings
understand themselves as individuals, that is, not as interdependent members of
one communion.”® Consequently, salvation is—for de Lubac—the healing of
separation, the restoration of communion between God and humanity and,
indissolubly, between the members of the human race. As all people are
represented by their ancestor Adam, all are again represented by their redeemer
Jesus Christ. The incarnation is the embodiment of the Word of God in the
human race and, vice versa, the reunion of the human race in Jesus Christ.
Salvation in Christ brings unity and peace. The mystery of Christ is to unite
everything.”

In the ultimate goal of creation—eternal life, the kingdom of God—there
can, says de Lubac, be no exception to this ‘social’ character of Christianity.
The Christian view on the consummation of the world is as ‘social’ as its view
on God and humanity, creation and salvation. The kingdom of God is expressed
in social terms like ‘city’, ‘company of saints’, ‘family’. The resurrection of the
dead will be their congregatio—their being brought together like they were
brought together in the church. The fulfillment of creation will be its ultimate
unity with the trinitarian God, that is, its ultimate unity in communion.*’

Because someone might think that the social, common, corporate character
of Christianity is emphasised at the cost of the personal character of
Christianity, de Lubac adds a chapter in which he professes the interdependence
of the person and the community. He roots personhood in the Trinity: very
different persons though united in the one Deity. Real unity, real communion,
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DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 3, 6-9.

DE LuBAC, Catholicisme, 79 (‘La mystique chrétienne de ['unité est une mystique
trinitaire’); cf. 256, 258-259, 260, 267.

DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 9-11.

3 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 12-13, 17-22, 196.

4 DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 75-76, 78-80, 83, 90, 206-208; cf. DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum,
315-317, 322.
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strives at the fulfillment, not the suppression, of personhood. In a Christian
anthropology, de Lubac says, the person can never be defined as an individual
or a monad. One being needs another being in order to find itself. Both God and
fellow humans are the eyes through which the person can learn to see himself or
herself. This kind of personhood, rooted in the trinitarian God and in the unity
of the human race, is devoid of egotism. Denying this anthropology leads either
to lonely individualism or to a standardised suppression of personhood. The
world view of Christianity envisages a city in which every person can live
freely and in communion with others. ‘Conversion’ is always ‘vocation’: the
personal relationship with God is at the same time the task to turn oneself to
others in love. Finally, according to de Lubac, one becomes only a full person
when one takes part in Christ, who is fulfilled humanity in himself. Participation
in Christ means, therefore, becoming a true person, as well as becoming one
with all others who are in the church, in Christ, in God."'

3.2.3  The Church

The church is the present form of this restored communion. Because the church
is “Christ extended and communicated’, the church on its way through time ‘is’
the salvific process of the reunion of humanity to itself and to God.*” Hence the
church’s name: ‘Catholicism’ is not the name of an organisation, but the
indication of the essence of Christian salvation: to unite everyone. The church
reveals that, in spite of breaches, humanity is essentially, and should be
effectively, one.” The church is in some sense nothing else than ‘the human
race itself, in so far as it is united in Christ and vivified by the Spirit.** Mundus
reconciliatus, Ecclesia (Augustine).”

The fact that salvation happens through the church, is explained by de
Lubac as follows. In both the Old and New Testaments, salvation does not

41 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 253-267.

2 DE LuBAC, Catholicisme, 23 (‘Jésus-Christ répandu et communiqué’; a citation from
Bossuet). The same in: DE LUBAC, Méditation, 39. With the patres, de Lubac calls the
church ‘Christ continued’ and the eucharist a ‘prolongation of the incarnation’: DE LUBAC,
Corpus Mysticum, 34 (‘le Christ continué¢’), 52 (‘Prolongement [...] de I’Incarnation’); cf.
270 (‘Les sacrements [...] continuent I’Incarnation’). He also calls the church ‘the
mysterious extension of the Trinity in time’: DE LUBAC, Méditation, 206 (‘mystérieuse
extension de la Trinité dans le temps’). See also the end of paragraph 3.2.6, where the
identity between Christ and the church is established through the identity of the three forms
of the body of Christ.

“ DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 23-27; DE LUBAC, Méditation, 44-45, 50-54, 85-86, 152-158, 205-

209.

DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 138 (‘I’Eglise n’était point autre que le genre humain lui-méme,

dans toutes les phases de son histoire, en tant qu’il devait aboutir au Christ et étre vivifié par

son Esprit”).

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 158. Cf. AUGUSTINE, Sermones ad populum, sermo 96, 8 (PL 38,

588).
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happen between God and an individual, but between God and the social fabric
(the people of Israel; the Christian church) into which individuals are
incorporated. People are called (kletoiy—not to believe individually, but to take
part in being church (ekklesia). Understood this way, de Lubac is able to say
that the church, understood this way, is not a means towards salvation and
fulfillment, but that the church is itself salvation and fulfillment. Because, as far
as the church is the restored unity of God and humans, and of the human race,
the church is—on its way to the eschatological consummation—the present
form of salvation and fulfillment, namely: unity, communion.*’

The other way round, de Lubac can say that the ultimate fulfillment is
when the body of Christ will be complete. The salvific meaning of the church
will, eschatologically, not be limited to the present boundaries of the visible
church. Nevertheless, de Lubac upholds both the traditional statement that
everyone is called to salvation and the traditional statement that salvation is not
to be found outside the church. If the whole human race is one by its common
creation in the image of the trinitarian God and by its common goal of being
reunited with and in the trinitarian God, then this redeeming reunion—that
happens by Christ through his body, the church—is not perfected until it
embraces the whole human race. Whether one is a member of the visible church
or not, ultimate salvation cannot be anything else than that the whole creation
will be ‘church’, that is, one reunited communion. Totus ergo mundus Ecclesia
est (Augustine)."” Everyone will be saved, because everyone is ‘an essential part
of the human race that must be saved’.”® In other words, the church is a
‘substitute’ representing humanity on its way to salvation.*’

The empirical church does not automatically coincide with this restored
communion (communio sanctorum, corpus Christi), but neither can it be
separated from it. The same is true of the relationship between Christ and the
church. Although one may never abuse the identity between Christ and the
church in order to deny the sins of the church, one cannot talk about the head

4 DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 32-33, 35-36, 40-41, 81. No private Christianity: DE LUBAC,

Méditation, 35-36, 43, 83-84, 153 n. 43, 176, 183-184, 208, 229, 265-266, 271.
47 DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 81-82, 85, 91-92, 159-161, 164, 167-168, 174-176, 211-213.
Citation from Augustine: 213 n. 2; cf. AUGUSTINE, In Joannis evangelium, tractatus 87, 2
(PL 35, 1853). However, by claiming that the mundus perditionis is not a real part of the
one human communion, Augustine—and De Lubac with him—reserve the possibility that
some will perish and avoid the heresy of the apokatastasis panton. That the latter is latent in
de Lubac is also said by J. MILBANK, The Suspended Middle: Henri de Lubac and the
Debate concerning the Supernatural (Grand Rapids MI-Cambridge UK: Eerdmans, 2005),
108.
DE LuBAC, Catholicisme, 173 (‘Bref, ils pourront étre sauvés parce qu’ils font partie
intégrante de ’humanité qui sera sauvée”’).
4 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 173 (‘suppléance”); cf. 173-176, 179.
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(Christ) without implying the body (the church).”® The visible church, although
both holy and sinful, is the visible manifestation of Christ and his salvation in
this world. If Christ can be called the ‘sacrament of God’, the church is for us
the ‘sacrament of Christ’, because the church ‘represents’ Christ in the most
literal sense: the church gives us Christ’s ‘real presence’. The church does not
only continue Christ’s work, but himself.’!

St Mary is the person in whom this ecclesial ideal has already become a
reality. Through her election, her faith, her receptivity for the Word of God, her
faithfulness to Christ and suffering with Christ during his life, passion and
death, her prayerful presence in the midst of the disciples awaiting Pentecost,
and her assumption into heaven, Mary is the ‘archetype’ of the church, the
embodiment of what the church and all its members will become. She bears
already in herself what the church has still to work out.”> Sometimes this takes
the form of analogy or typology. Images that can be applied to the church—
second Eve, Jerusalem, bride, mother—can also be applied to Mary, and vice
versa.” Sometimes the connection becomes more ontological. According to de
Lubac, Mary and the church are connected to one another in a relationship of
‘perichoresis’, of ‘communicatio idiomatum’. Both together form ‘one
mystery’.”* Compared to Christ, Mary stands, of course, on the side of all the
other members of the church. Compared to the other members of the church,
however, Mary is the first of all. As de Lubac emphasises, it is precisely
through the ‘perichoresis’ between Mary and the church, that Mary is not
isolated from the other faithful, but remains one of them. Her singularity
consists in the fact that she exemplifies and embodies what most members of
the church still have to become.”

Finally, because it is the church’s task—and the church’s being—to reunite
humanity, de Lubac regards heresy and schism as grave sins. It is of the

0 DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 38-43, 142-143. McPartlan emphasises, however, the ontological

distinction which de Lubac maintains between the head and the body; MCPARTLAN, The
Eucharist Makes the Church, 60-61, 86, 88-97,281-287.

DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 45 (‘Si le Christ est le Sacrement de Dieu, I’Eglise est pour nous
le Sacrement du Christ, elle le représente, selon toute I’ancienne force du terme: elle nous le
rend présent en vérité. Elle ne poursuit pas seulement son oeuvre, mais elle le continue lui-
méme’); cf. 133. The same meaning of the church as the ‘sacrament of Christ’ in: DE
LUBAC, Méditation, 175-176, 181, 185, 189; cf. 267. De Lubac was a pioneer of the concept
of the church as the sacrament of Christ; cf. MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the Church,
22. ‘“Thus the image of the Church as sacrament is, in [de Lubac’s] thought, another manner
of speaking of the Church as the body of Christ. The category of sacramentality functions as
a healty corrective to the bodily imagery because it limits too close an identification
between Christ and the Church’; WOOD, Spiritual Exegesis, 127. See also paragraph 3.4.4
(The Church as a Sacrament).

> DELuUBAC, Méditation, 278, 296.

3 DELUBAC, Méditation, 275-279.

DE LuUBAC, Meéditation, 275 (‘un seul et unique mystere’), 285 (‘une certaine
“communication des idiomes™’), 291 (‘cette “périchorese™”).

5 DELUBAC, Méditation, 289-290, 304, 321-322.
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church’s very essence that it is one.”® The other side of the same coin is that, for
de Lubac, the church cannot limit itself to one cultural realm. Every form of
human striving for divine-human unity can be taken up into the church. No
political, economic or cultural (Greek, Latin, European) shape is the definite
shape of the Catholic church. The church has not to oppose, but to embrace.’’

3.2.4  The Eucharist

The chapter on the sacraments in Catholicisme, together with its elaboration in
Corpus Mysticum, has for many in and beyond the Roman Catholic Church
marked the start of a new approach to the eucharist and the liturgy. De Lubac
denies nothing of the view that prevailed from the later Middle Ages, through
the Counter-Reformation, to his own days, namely a sacrament as a ‘means of
grace’ and as participation of the believer with and in Christ, but he connects
this individual approach to the sacraments with a corporate, ecclesial approach.
As means of grace, the sacraments are instruments of unity. As they unite
people with Christ, the sacraments unite people with each other in the Christian
community.*®

Baptism is the incorporation into the church as much as personal rebirth.
Reconciliation is the restoration of communion with the church as much as
personal forgiveness of sins. The eucharist is the constitution of the one
(ecclesial) communion, which is the body of Christ, as much as the personal
communion with the (eucharistic) body of Christ.”

Focusing on the eucharist, de Lubac presents a number of (mainly patristic)
descriptions of the eucharist which all point to its social, ecclesial character. The
catena begins with Paul’s phrase, ‘Because there is one bread, we who are
many are one body, for we all partake of the one bread’® and with the comment
in the Acts of the Apostles, that the church was one in communicatione
fractionis panis,” continues with an expression like sacramentum unitatis,”* and
includes the well known words of Augustine, ‘Be what you see, receive what
you are’.” The very word ‘communion’ (koinonialcommunio) points both to the

56 DE LuBac, Catholicisme, 46-48. VON BALTHASAR, Henri de Lubac, 87 n. 10, comments

that de Lubac does not engage with the ecumenical problems arising at moments like this.
Cf. MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the Church, 5.

DE LuBAc, Catholicisme, 225-230. De Lubac assures the reader that he does not mean this
in a naive, or syncretistic, or liberal, but in a ‘Catholic’ way (230-232).

DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 51.

% DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 52-53, 56-59.

% DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 57 (1 Corinthians 10:17).

8! DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 74 (Acts 2:42 in the Vulgate).

62 DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 56 (Summa Sententiarum 6,2)

DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 59. Cf. AUGUSTINE, Sermones ad populum, sermo 272 (PL 38,
1247-1248): ‘Estote quod videtis, et accipite quod estis. Hoc Apostolus de pane dixit’ (with
reference to 1 Corinthians 10:17). WoOD, Spiritual Exegesis, 53-70, points at the patristic
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personal participation of the believer with and in Christ and to the communal,
corporate incorporation into the community.**

According to de Lubac, this understanding of the eucharist as both
communion with the body and blood of Christ and the communion of the
church has been the ‘classical doctrine’ of the church. Paul and the patres taught
it, Scholasticism—certainly Thomas Aquinas—took it up, it still resounded at
the Council of Trent, and it has always been preserved in the liturgical texts.”’
Nevertheless, the doctrine largely disappeared into obscurity, because of an
increasing emphasis on the praesentia realis as a result of internal and external
polemics, but, says de Lubac, most of all because of a changing philosophical
attitude towards reality. To see the spiritual (the universal) through the visible
(the particular) fell out of fashion. So, the eucharist was increasingly regarded to
refer to the ‘historic’ body of Christ rather than to fotus Christus (the whole
Christ, both the earthly and resurrected Christ and the church as part of Christ
himself) or to the corpus triforme (the earthly and resurrected body, the
sacramentally present body, and the ecclesial body).®® It is in this context, that
de Lubac already mentions the reversal of the meaning of corpus verum and
corpus mysticum, which would become the theme of his later work, Corpus
Mysticum.”

De Lubac’s effort was to restore the corporate, ecclesial character of the
eucharist to the prominent place it deserves in theology and spirituality. He did
not mean to do so at the cost of a view on the eucharist as a personal means of
grace and as the sacrament of Christ’s praesentia realis, but in addition to it
and, most of all, as the completion of it. Having communion with Christ and
being incorporated into the communion of the church are two sides of the same
coin. Their connection is the—earthly, resurrected, eucharistic, ecclesial—body
of Christ.

3.2.5 The Body of Christ: Historical, Eucharistic, Ecclesial

In his detailed case study, Corpus Mysticum, de Lubac worked out the
relationship between the eucharistic body of Christ and the ecclesial body of
Christ as introduced in Catholicisme. Paul, the Fathers—with Augustine as ‘the
summit of the patristic era’®—and the early Middle Ages (up to the ninth
century) used the word corpus (without mysticum) to describe both the eucharist
and the church. Eucharist and church were related as cause and effect, as sign

way of reading Scripture as the background of both the Fathers’ and de Lubac’s view on the
eucharist in relation to the church.

DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 60.

DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 63 (‘doctrine classique’); cf. 62-64, 67-72.

% DgLuBAC, Catholicisme, 64-67; cf. 245-247, 312-313.

7 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 66; cf. paragraph 3.2.5.

DE LuBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 262 (‘le sommet de I’age patristique”’).
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and reality.”” The church—the communion of the faithful with Christ and with
one another—was ‘the goal [...] of the sacrament’.”” Christ, present in the
eucharist, together with his church, united in the eucharist, constituted forus
Christus, the fullness of head and body.” If one had to choose, the real corpus,
the real body of Christ—corpus verum—was not so much the eucharist but the
church, because the church was seen as the fullness of the body of Christ.”

In the same patristic times, the words mysterium and mysticus indicated
anything related to the sacraments, particularly the eucharist.” Mysticus had
little to do with our present ‘mysterious’. Rather, it referred to an act in
mysterio, that is, a sacramental act. Thus, when first used in combination,
corpus mysticum referred to the sacramental body of Christ, as distinguished
from his historical body.” This change from corpus to corpus mysticum—
referring to the eucharist—dates from the ninth century. It became a standard
expression, irrespective of the theological school to which an author might
belong. During this period, the term corpus mysticum referred to the eucharist
but not without implying the ecclesial corpus.”

It took until the twelfth century before corpus mysticum no longer referred
to the eucharist but to the church. According to de Lubac, the most notable
contribution to this change was the controversy over the eucharistic doctrine of
Berengar of Tours (c. 1010-1088), which necessitated the development of new
terminology. As de Lubac analyses, Berengar presented himself as a champion
of tradition by wusing patristic (Augustinian and pseudo-Augustinian)
vocabulary, without, however, realising that neither he nor his contemporaries
could understand this vocabulary any longer in the context of patristic ways of
thought. After centuries, the same words had received new meanings, at least
new connotations. Berengar used patristic ‘symbolic’ terminology. But, says de
Lubac, the Fathers understood ‘symbolism’ in a way different from, perhaps
even opposite to, the way Berengar understood and used it. For the Fathers,
‘symbolism’ referred to a reality of faith, whereas for Berengar, ‘symbolism’
had come to receive the non-realist meaning we still use to associate with the
word ‘symbolic’. The patristic understanding of ‘truth’ gave way to the
rationalist concept of ‘reality’; the patristic meaning of ‘symbolism’ gave way
to the fideistic idea of a ‘miracle’. Therefore, in order to say the same, Catholic
orthodoxy had to coin new phrases, while heterodoxy, although using traditional
words, said something new and different. ‘Eternal history of all archaisms!*"®

% DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 23 (‘cause’ and ‘effet’, ‘signe’ and ‘réalité”).

" DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 34 (‘1a fin [...] du mystére’); cf. 211-212, 216.

' DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 34, 83-84, 103-104, 118, 202, 254.

2 DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 89, 94-95, 211-214, 279.

 DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 47-51, 55-64, 243; cf. 258-267.

" DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 42 n. 108, 63-64, 281-282.

* DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 39-44, 67-83.

® " DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 165 (‘Eternelle histoire de tous les archaismes!”). On the role
of the Berengar controversy, cf. 95, 105, 162, 181, 183, 210, 238, 249-250, 252-257, 273-
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To the new vocabulary belonged the terms corpus verum for the eucharist
and corpus mysticum for the church. De Lubac welcomes this development in
so far as it secures Christ’s real presence in the eucharist, in this new era aptly
indicated by the word verum. But he deplores the side-effect which it had on the
doctrine of the church and on the relationship between the eucharist and the
church. This relationship became virtually non-existent and the doctrine of the
church suffered increasing externalisation, among other reasons due to the fact
that mysticum was no longer understood as ‘sacramental’ but as ‘not real’. The
church as the body of Christ came to be regarded as a mere metaphor, rather
than %3 the patristic reality of fotus Christus: Christ and the church, head and
body.

As an illustration of this process, de Lubac follows the changing theology
of the corpus triforme—the ‘threefold body’ which was already encountered in
the previous paragraph—throughout the centuries. Originally used by
Amalarius of Metz (c. 780-850), the term received its current meaning—
especially through a false attribution to Augustine—in the writings of
Paschasius Radbertus (c. 790-860), who used it to distinguish and connect
Christ’s earthly and resurrected body, Christ’s sacramental body and Christ’s
ecclesial body. In the ninth and tenth centuries, the term primarily distinguished
the former from the two latter bodies: Christ’s earthly and resurrected body as
distinguished from the eucharistic and ecclesial bodies, the two latter being
closely connected.”® From the eleventh century onwards, however, the term
came to be used in order to distinguish—on the one hand—the earthly and
resurrected body and the eucharistic body, which were virtually equated,
from—on the other hand—the ecclesial body, which was no longer seen to be
ontologically connected to the two former bodies, but only in a metaphorical
relationship.”

Throughout the book, de Lubac emphasises that the original ecclesial
approach of the eucharist, and the fact that this approach gradually fell into
desuetude, constitute a natural development rather than a discontinuity.
Therefore, Corpus Mysticum can be read as a study in doctrinal development.

274, 291. On patristic symbolism, cf. 151-152, 249-260, 274-277, 284-285, 287
(‘symbolisme ontologique’), 310-312. On truth versus reality, and mystery versus miracle,
cf. 252-258, 267-274, 276.

According to de Lubac, the tradition to call the church corpus mysticum started with

‘Magister Simon’ (c. 1170) and became widespread through William of Auxerre’s Summa

aurea (c. 1225). Albert the Great, Bonaventure and Aquinas used it as a customary

technical term. Cf. DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 18, 114-115, 119, 121-135, 209-210, 274-

277. On mysticum—verum, cf. 123, 185, 210, 213-214, 234, 236, 239, 241, 247, 248, 279-

280. On the metaphoric understanding of the church as the body of Christ, cf. 100-101, 275,

280, 285.

8 DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 32-42, 84-91, 95-96, 112, 142-143, 293. In an appendix, de
Lubac presents a separate case study on the corpus triforme: DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum,
295-339 (esp. 298-299, 301, 303, 338-339).

" DELUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 104-115, 143-145, 184-188, 248, 281, 288.
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De Lubac affirms the gradual development, although he deplores the loss of
some aspects in the process. Particularly in view of heresy, de Lubac
acknowledges that, in the course of time, theologians had to change terminology
in order to express the same truth. In eucharistic doctrine, heresy not seldom
occurred as the use of traditional formulations in a new context, while the
meaning of the traditional sayings had changed by the different context.

Primarily, however, Corpus Mpysticum can be read as a plea for a
rediscovery of the inseparability of the three aspects of the body of Christ.
Christ’s historical body (the earthly and resurrected Christ) is present in the
sacramental body—both verum (real) and mysticum (sacramental)—but no less
in the ecclesial body (totus Christus, head and body). On several pages, de
Lubac intersperses his historical argumentation with pleas for a return to the
ancient understanding of both eucharist and church as the two intertwined ways
in which Christ is present in this world.** This understanding, de Lubac says, is
ecumenically important, particularly in view of Orthodoxy. Moreover, it
enriches ecclesiology on the one hand with its complex systematic-theological
depth and on the other hand with its tangible concreteness.”

3.2.6 The Eucharist Makes the Church—
The Church Makes the Eucharist

It is Henri de Lubac who has coined one of eucharistic ecclesiology’s most
famous phrases, ‘The eucharist makes the church’. Sometimes even mistaken
for a patristic citation,* it first occurred in de Lubac’s Corpus Mysticum and
subsequently in his Méditation sur [’Eglise. In Corpus Mysticum, the phrase
‘The eucharist makes the church’ functions in the context of the strong
relationship between the church and the eucharist as described in the previous
paragraphs.® The same applies to Méditation sur ['Eglise: the church, which

% Not because de Lubac thinks the emphasis on the real eucharistic presence is wrong, but

because it had a reducing effect on the doctrine of the church by eleminating its relationship
to the eucharist. Cf. DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 47, 248 (‘fatal”), 250 (‘L’orthodoxie est
peut-étre sauve, mais la doctrine, en revanche, est sirement appauvrie’), 287 (‘on se prive
délibérément d’une part essentielle de la doctrine eucharistique des anciens’), 291-293.

H. DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum. Kirche und Eucharistie im Mittelalter. Eine historische
Studie, tibertragen von H.U. von Balthasar (Einsiedeln: Johannes, 1969), 9-10 (from de
Lubac’s 1969 introduction to the German translation).

MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the Church, xv. Some patristic phrases approximate de
Lubac’s formula, cf. DE LUBAC, Méditation, 129 (Augustine: ‘sacramenta [...], quibus
Ecclesia fabricatur’; cf. Thomas Aquinas: ‘Per sacramenta [...] dicitur esse fabricata
Ecclesia Christi’).

DE LuBAcC, Corpus Mysticum, 104 (‘A la lettre, donc, I’Eucharistie fait I’Eglise’); cf. 292.
See also paragraphs 3.2.4 and 3.2.5.

81

82

83



Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology Q3

is—really, not metaphorically—the body of Christ, is constituted through its
participation in the eucharistic body of Christ.**

In the Méditation, however, the phrase ‘The eucharist makes the church’ is
joined by its counterpart ‘The church makes the eucharist’. This occurs in the
context of de Lubac’s exposition of the double identity of the church. The
church is both active and passive—both calling and called, both sanctifying and
sanctified, both creating members by baptism and created by baptism, the
sanctorum communio both as the communion with the (sanctifying) holy things
and as the community of the (sanctified) saints.*> Both a Mother and the
recipient of the Mother’s grace.*® Both made by the eucharist and making the
eucharist.®’

With the phrase ‘The church makes the eucharist’, an emphasis on the
ordained ministry enters de Lubac’s writings, which hardly matches his usual
ecclesiological language. If—as we saw so far—the church aims at embracing
all humankind into one communion with God and one another, if the (whole)
church is the body of Christ, and if the (whole) church is totus Christus, it
surprises the reader to learn that, according to de Lubac, the liturgy is not
celebrated by the whole church® and the eucharistic consecration is ‘in no way’
the work of the whole church.¥’ ‘The “hierarchical” church makes the
eucharist.”® This is especially surprising because it is explained by the fact that
the making of the eucharist is ‘the cult of the Lord’, which requires ‘a power
received from Christ’,”" as if the (whole) church—emphatically called totus
Christus and corpus Christi by de Lubac—has not received a power from Christ
and is not able to celebrate, or concelebrate, the cult of the Lord.”> The
clericalist trace here is not the requirement of the presidency of an ordained
minister, but the exclusivity with which the ordained minister is said to ‘make’
the eucharist. Consequently, the liturgical role of the non-ordained part of the

84 DE LuBAC, Méditation, 113 (‘C’est I’Eglise qui fait I’Eucharistie, mais c’est aussi

I’Eucharistie qui fait I’Eglise’), 113 (‘L’Eglise fait I’Eucharistie’), 117 (‘L’Eglise
“hiérarchique” fait I’Eucharistie’—a comment on this phrase follows below), 128 (‘I’instant
sacré ou I’Eglise s’appréte a faire ['Eucharistie—namely, the words of institution
understood as the consecration), 129 (‘a son tour, au sens le plus strict, I’Eucharistie fait
I’Eglise’), 333 (‘L’Eglise fait I’Eucharistie’; ‘L.’Eucharistie fait I’Eglise”).

8 DELUBAC, Méditation, 86-94.

8 DELuUBAC, Méditation, 279, 293.

8 DELuUBAC, Méditation, 113.

8 DE LuBac, Méditation, 117 (‘Mais ce sacerdoce du peuple chrétien ne concerne pas la vie

liturgique de I’Eglise. Il n’a pas de rapport direct a la confection de I’Eucharistie’).

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 121 (‘celle-ci n’est en rien le fait de la communauté”).

®  DE LUBAC, Méditation, 117 (‘L’Eglise “hiérarchique” fait I’Eucharistie’); cf. 126. This

position is critically evaluated in paragraph 8.5.3.

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 120 (‘le culte du Seigneur’, “un pouvoir recu du Christ’).

Of course under the presidency of a bishop or one of his priests, who exercise a ‘service

spécial’; cf. DE LUBAC, Méditation, 119.
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church is—contrary to de Lubac’s usual emphasis on the dignity of the whole
church—reduced to a passive one.”

Nevertheless, de Lubac’s usual inclusive language can also be found in the
Méditation. The (whole) church is ‘a cultic community’.” “The eucharist is the
effective sign of the spiritual sacrifice offered to God by rotus Christus.””
Because ‘church’ means ‘assembly’, the church ‘never deserves its name more
than when the people of God gather at a given place around their shepherd for
the eucharistic celebration’.”® Although each local eucharistic community is just
a “cell of the large body’, the whole body is present in it.”” There is but one
church, which is per mysterium present in all its parts. The unity of the one
church exists through the bishops who are in eucharistic communion with one
another and with the bishop of Rome.” Throughout all the eucharistic

celebrations, the church has but one altar. In celebrations great and small, far

and near, ‘[e]verywhere happens the great assembly’.”’

The eucharist makes the church: the eucharistic communion and the
ecclesial communion, the eucharistic body and the ecclesial body, are
identical.'” According to de Lubac, the Pauline and patristic use of the word
‘body’ for Christ’s historical, eucharistic and ecclesial body is never a
metaphoric play upon words, but indicates the same reality in all three senses.'"'
For de Lubac, ‘body of Christ’ is the central ecclesiological category.'®® It
indicates the incorporation of the whole church into Christ, it indicates to a

% MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the Church, interestingly explains this clericalist trace

by pointing at de Lubac’s ‘narrow understanding of the Eucharist’ (51), being exclusively

focused on bread and wine as consecrated by the priest (88-89, 97, 103-104, 113-114). The

idea that it could be ‘the eucharistic celebration’, in which ‘the gathered community was

itself the eucharistic presence of Christ’ (72), the idea that ‘the Eucharist is the assembled

community’, was emphatically denied by de Lubac in a personal conversation with

McPartlan (73 n. 128).

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 127 (‘communauté cultuelle”), a citation from C. Spicq.

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 130 (‘L’Eucharistie est le signe efficace du sacrifice spirituel offert

a Dieu par le Christ total”).

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 127 (‘Le mot méme d’Eglise [...] veut dire assemblée. [...] Jamais

elle ne mérite mieux son nom que lorsque, dans un lieu donné, le Peuple de Dieu se presse

autour de son Pasteur pour la célébration eucharistique’).

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 127 (‘une cellule du grand corps’).

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 127 (‘in pluribus una, in singulis per mysterium tota’, a citation

from Peter Damian). MCPARTLAN, The Eucharist Makes the Church, 101, 114, remarks that

de Lubac gives here a eucharistic foundation of the structures of the church, of which he

usually claims that it is impossible (cf. paragraph 3.2.9).

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 129 (‘Partout le grand rassemblement s’opere’).

"% DE LuBAc, Méditation, 131, 133.

' DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 33 (‘Car le corps du Christ qu’est I’Eglise n’est point autre
que ce corps et ce sang du mystere. Il n’y a point 13, a proprement parler, de jeu de mots’);
cf. DE LUBAC, Méditation, 109-113, 129-130, 133 n. 117, 181, 308.

192 DE LUBAC, Méditation, 101-106.
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certain extent the identity between Christ and the church,'” but it also indicates
the differentiation—although not the separation—between the head (Christ) and
the body (the church).'” Christ’s ‘real’ presence in the eucharist ‘realises’ his
presence in and as the church.'” Through the eucharist, the groom and the bride
become ‘one flesh’.'® So, de Lubac can summarise, the eucharist is ‘the heart
of the church’.'”’

3.2.7  The Historical Character of Christianity

Complementary to the social character of the Christian faith is, according to de
Lubac, its historical character. Christianity has ‘a social and historical vision of
the world’.'”® Its world view is, then, not circular but linear—from creation,
through history, to fulfillment. The world makes sense, because it has a goal.
Christianity has inherited its historical character from Judaism. It is confirmed
by the incarnation, which implies that the redemption of history takes place in
and through time, not by a docetic escape from it. The world is the good
creation of the good Creator, and proceeds through time towards its redemption
by the Redeemer who is the same as the Creator.'”

Both the social and the historical character of Christianity lead de Lubac to
his affirmation of cultures and religions. If the human race is essentially one,
and if history is the essentially good creation on its way towards consummation,
then all human and historical aims at unity and fulfillment should be taken
seriously. For this reason, says de Lubac, the church has never hesitated to
incorporate ‘pagan’ thought (e.g., philosophy) and practice (e.g., ritual) into its
own world view. Especially the other religions are taken (relatively) seriously
by de Lubac, who regards them as humanity’s longing for the restoration of
divine-human communion, that is, as preparation for the religion of the
incarnation.'"

This view of de Lubac’s is based upon his conviction that unredeemed
human nature is weakened but not wicked. The divine is not completely

1% The best-known biblical reference for this identity is 1 Corinthians 12:12, where Paul says

‘Christ’ where he means the church as the body of Christ. Cf. DE LUBAC, Méditation, 103.
The same is expressed when the church is called the ‘sacrament of Christ’; cf. paragraph
3.2.3.

DE LUBAC, Méditation, 103-104; cf. 195. On de Lubac’s balance between identity and
difference regarding the relationship between Christ and his body the church, cf. WooD,
Spiritual Exegesis, 85-89.

DE LUBAC, Corpus Mysticum, 284 (‘Présence réelle, parce que réalisante’).

1% DE LuBac, Méditation, 135; cf. Ephesians 5:29-32.

97 DELUBAC, Méditation, 107, 137 (‘le coeur de I"Eglise’); cf. 285-286.

1% DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 185 (‘vision sociale et historique du monde”).

199 DE LuBAc, Catholicisme, 95-101, 106, 109-120, 187.

9 DE LuBAc, Catholicisme, 107, 116-117, 215-224.

104

105



06  Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology

banished from its sight. The image of the Creator is veiled, but still present in
the creature.'"’

His openness to religions and cultures, human knowledge and science, does
not mean that de Lubac affirms them unreservedly. Particularly in view of
Marxism, de Lubac is eager to differentiate between materialist forms of
collectivity and his own social Catholicism. Immanent forms of collectivism
lead, suspects de Lubac, to the privilege of some—some individuals, one
people, one generation. Only a transcendent centre liberates humanity from its
self-centredness and grants personhood and communion.'"?

The incarnation—redemption in and through time—implies that historical
reality ‘is’ salvific process. God’s way through history—his covenant
relationship with Israel, his covenant relationship with the church—is the way
salvation takes place. Understanding Christianity is not interpreting a book, but
living a historical reality—the social and historical reality of God and humanity,
Christ and the church.'”

3.2.8 Onde Lubac’s Theological Method

When one looks back at the themes discussed so far, it is not surprising that de
Lubac’s works—not least his first, programmatic work Catholicisme—had the
effect of an eye-opener to many theologians of his generation and the next. Here
was a consistent overall picture of Christianity as a living faith within a living
community. By its fresh insights from biblical, patristic and high medieval
sources, it was received with relief by those who welcomed this transcending of
the fixed patterns of the later Middle Ages, the Counter-Reformation and the
Enlightenment.

De Lubac’s contribution to Roman Catholic and ecumenical theology
surpasses the specific themes to which his detailed studies are devoted, such as
exegesis, ecclesiology, eucharistic doctrine, knowledge of and respect for other
religions.' More general was his influence through his new (or rather,
rediscovered) method—theology not as neo-scholastic reasoning on the basis of
a set of propositions, but as the (time and again reassessed) effort to describe a
living faith (de Lubac’s holistic concept of Catholicism) in a living Lord (God
incarnated in Jesus Christ) within a living community (both the church and the
world in their relationship—their communion—with God). This theology aims

"' DE LuBac, Catholicisme, 216, 288, 291-292; cf. DE LUBAC, Méditation, 166 n. 115. This
line of thought, already present in Catholicisme, was to be elaborated in de Lubac’s
Surnaturel (1946) and, after much controversy, Le mystere du surnaturel (1965). Cf.
paragraph 3.2.8.

"2 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, X, 238-239, 277-278, 280-284.

"3 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 121-123, 129.

' With these studies he influenced the thought of Vatican IT on the corresponding themes; cf.
HOUTEPEN, Theologen op zoek naar God, 54.
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rather at including than at excluding. Most importantly, it does not envisage
God as a supernatural power separated from the created world. Precisely such a
concept of ‘theism’ has naturally given rise to ‘atheism’: faith in the
‘supernatural’ can be ‘respectfully laid aside’ when it is only a ‘storage place of
dead truths’. De Lubac’s theology rather thinks of God as a personal and
incarnated God, living in a relationship with those whom he has created in his
own image.'”” As Susan Wood explains:

The supernatural is not a ‘supernature’ with its own consistency and its own
subsistence, something that would be ‘added’ to human nature. Yet the tension is
continually between union and distinction [... which] resolves itself finally into an
association of intimate union. However, even in the closest union, there is a
distinction. [...] Therefore the alternative to extrinsicism is not immanentism but
transformation, incorporation, adoption.''®

De Lubac, then, challenged leading Thomist theology by questioning the
adequacy of its reading of Aquinas. Is the distinction between the ‘natural’ and
the ‘supernatural’ a divide which leaves room for a completely secular
understanding of ‘pure nature’, so that humanity and the world can, in
themselves, be adequately interpreted ‘with the help of a strictly analytic rather
than intuitive reason’? Or is it—as de Lubac thinks—impossible to have such an
‘unassisted vision’ of the natural, because full creatureliness is only possible
‘under the aegis of grace’?'"” John Milbank explains what this principle means
for de Lubac’s ecclesiology:

[W]hile human social nature in its entirety can only be judged rightly in the light
of the supernatural, the latter is not a sort of additional ‘something’ operating a
theocratic usurpation of natural human debate and action. Nor is the authority of
grace within the Church something extrinsic and invisible, in contrast to visible
church structures that can be justified on merely rational principles (often a post-
Tridentine view). Instead it arrives intrinsically, in the symbolism and liturgy of
the Eucharist which ‘makes’ the Church.'"®

5 ¢[La foy] n’est pas un dépot de vérités mortes qu’on met “respectueusement a part™, de

Lubac as cited in FREY, Mysterium der Kirche—Offnung zur Welt, 75. Cf. HOUTEPEN,

Theologen op zoek naar God, 49-51; MCPARTLAN, Sacrament of Salvation, 50.

WOooD, Spiritual Exegesis, 119.

U7 MILBANK, The Suspended Middle, 17-19. Cf. KRR, Twentieth-Century Catholic
Theologians, 72-75, where, moreover, de Lubac’s theology is related to the context of
French laicism, which banned Catholicism from public space and stimulated its self-
understanding as a rather individualist, spiritual affair. In this sense, paradoxically, ‘the
emergence of Enlightenment modernity was created by a neoscholastic theology, which
forgot that we have by nature a desire for God’ (85).

"8 MILBANK, The Suspended Middle, 60.
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That de Lubac did not expect an easy reception of his work is indicated by
the extremely large amount of references, both in his main text and in his
footnotes, to authorities from Scripture and the Early Church, but also from the
ongoing Catholic tradition throughout the centuries. De Lubac claims not to
present his personal theology, but the theology of the great tradition, to be found
in Catholic writers of various times and places—primarily the Early Church—
and in the Catholic liturgy.'” The corporate and historical character of
Christianity may have been obscured in some periods—and is perceived by de
Lubac as largely forgotten in his own time—but it is nevertheless ‘the constant
teaching of the church’.'®

According to de Lubac, the forces that contributed to the neglect of this
view on faith and church include Aristotelian logic and Roman law. He says
that the Platonism of the Fathers was more apt to describe the Christian mystery
than the analytical method of Aristotelianism. Helpful as the latter can
undoubtedly be for theological clarity, it runs the risk of obscuring the organic
and united reality of the Christian faith. Something similar applies to Roman
law, that has introduced into church and faith a legal atmosphere that is not
congenial to it. Moreover, de Lubac points to the role controversy (both internal
controversies and the controversy with the Reformation) has played in
forgetting the consistent, united overall view of Christianity. Particularly in the
field of ecclesiology and sacramentology, controversy has given rise to a one-
sided view on the matter. De Lubac’s view on Catholicism does not accept the
dichotomies evoked by controversy. Catholicism is not ‘inverted
Protestantism’."”' But most of all, says de Lubac, has the social and historical
character of Christianity been neglected because of ‘a general emergence of
individualism”.'*

The rediscovery of the social and historical character of Christianity has,
according to de Lubac, started with Mohler’s Tiibinger Schule. De Lubac wants
this rediscovery process to go on, by getting to know the Fathers of the church
(with their ‘broad humanism”) better, by restoring the notion of the mystical
body of Christ to its deserved prominence in ecclesiology, and by realising that
Christ cannot be seen otherwise than as the head of both his body the Church
and the whole human race. This rediscovery must not mean a rejection of the

9 DE LuBAC, Catholicisme, X111, 67, 239, 249-251, 287.

20 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 51 (‘Tel est I’enseignement constant de I’Eglise’); cf. 56-57.

12l DE LuBAC, Catholicisme, 236-244 (citation 244: ‘Le catholicisme (...) se réfuse a n’étre
qu’un protestantisme retourné’). De Lubac mentions the fact that the dogmatic treatise on
the church has largely been evoked by two opponents: the secular power (against which the
church upheld its prerogatives) and Protestantism (against which the church upheld the
Papacy). Hence the unbalanced character of the ecclesiological treatise in the centuries
preceding de Lubac’s time (243). The same line of thought applies to the eucharist (245-
247), cf. paragraph 3.2.5.

2 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 238 (‘un développement général de I’individualisme”).
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periods after the Early Church, nor an escape from the present day by hiding in
the past, but the retrieval of the continuous thread throughout the centuries.'”

When de Lubac thus relativises his recourse to the Fathers, this recourse is
nevertheless unmistakably present. Although the Fathers are never played off
against the later theological developments, de Lubac simply gives them priority
because, he says, they were the first to systematically interpret Scripture and the
liturgy. Moreover, de Lubac emphasises that the theology of the early and high
Middle Ages is not to be seen in opposition to the Fathers, but as largely based
upon their teaching.'**

Probably the most important aspect of de Lubac’s approach is its
interrelatedness. De Lubac presents the various themes of the Christian faith—
trinity, christology, soteriology, ecclesiology, sacramentology, eschatology—
not as separate ‘truths’ which belong only coincidentally together, but as
different angles to look at the same matter, the matter being the one truth that
God and humanity are destined to be united into one communion.'”

3.2.9 Conclusion

It is not difficult to see the importance of de Lubac’s writings for a liturgical
ecclesiology. In the first place, because de Lubac presents a eucharistic
ecclesiology himself.'" In the second place, because de Lubac’s overall
approach to Christianity is centred around communion.

Firstly, de Lubac is one of the pioneers of eucharistic ecclesiology. From
the Fathers of the church, but also from the early and high Middle Ages and
from the liturgy, he presents a view on the church which is inseparable from the
eucharist. It is the eucharist by which the church is built up. The church can be
described as ‘no more’ than the effect of the eucharist (‘the eucharist makes the
church’): the eucharistic communion leads the participants into the ecclesial

'3 DELUBAC, Catholicisme, 248-250 (citation 249: ‘le large humanisme des Péres”).

'** " DELUBAC, Catholicisme, x11, 15-16, 59-60, 119, 126-133, 247-250; DE LUBAC, Méditation,
210, 213-214.

' Cf. DE LUBAC, Catholicisme, 23, 244, 280. VON BALTHASAR, Henri de Lubac, 94-95,
describes de Lubac’s °‘Einheit des Glaubens [...] inhaltlich als Glaube an den einen
drieeinigen Gott in seiner Bewegung im Christusereignis auf die Welt zu, formal als
Empfang dieser Bewegung durch die Kirche (in dynamischer Stellvertretung der Welt), die
in sich alle einzelnen Glaubensakte einbirgt. So enthélt das Credo letztlich auch nur ein
einziges ‘Dogma’, dessen Mysterium sich in viele Aspekte auseinanderfalten kann und
muss.’

This can be upheld even when de Lubac himself thinks ‘the term “eucharistic ecclesiology”
is “too short™’, because he claims that not everything in the church can be explained from
the eucharist, particularly not its structure, especially the Papal ministry (MCPARTLAN, The
Eucharist Makes the Church, 98, 114, 119). When we do not follow de Lubac in his
‘narrow understanding of the Eucharist’ (cf. paragraph 3.2.6), de Lubac’s ecclesiology can
appropriately be regarded as eucharistic (even in its relation to the structures of the church;
cf. paragraph 3.2.6).
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communion. The other way round, the eucharist can be described as ‘no more’
than the church in celebratory action (‘the church makes the eucharist’): the
ecclesial communion is manifested by its celebration of the eucharistic
communion.

The Pauline and patristic term ‘body of Christ’ is the key to de Lubac’s
eucharistic ecclesiology. According to de Lubac, Christ’s historical body—that
is, the living person of Christ himself—pervades both the eucharist and the
church in mysterio. This ‘mystical’ way in which the eucharist and the church
are Christ’s body is neither ‘mysterious’ nor ‘not real’, but ‘sacramental’ in the
very ‘realistic’ way in which the Fathers understood sacramental symbolism.
Although Christ remains the head of his body the church, Christ is not an entity
separate from the church. The church is in Christ and Christ is in the church;
head and body together are totus Christus. The reality of Christ’s eucharistic
body realises the same reality in Christ’s ecclesial body.

Secondly, de Lubac’s eucharistic ecclesiology is in no sense an inward-
looking liturgical or ecclesial paradigm. On the contrary, it is a large world
view, which starts with the trinitarian God and the whole human race, and
which has the aim to end again—through Christ, the eucharist and the church—
with the trinitarian God and the whole human race. Its keyword Catholicisme
means all-embracing communion. In de Lubac’s view, a full eucharistic
ecclesiology is only reached when the whole creation will be ‘eucharist’ and
‘church’, that is, when the whole redeemed creation will have returned to
participation in the trinitarian communion.

3.3 JOSEPH RATZINGER

3.3.1 Life and Work

Before 2005, when he became Pope Benedict XVI, Joseph Ratzinger (born
1927) was a leading Roman Catholic theologian. A Professor of Dogmatic
Theology from age 30, he has always since taken part in the international
theological debate. He held professorial chairs in Freising, Bonn, Miinster,
Tiibingen and Regensburg, and was connected to the Second Vatican Council,
first as the archbishop of Cologne’s adviser and later as an official theologian
(peritus). Since those days, some critics distinguish the ‘earlier’ and the ‘later’
Ratzinger, a distinction often connected to his participation in the foundation of,
first, the journal Concilium and, later, the journal Communio.'”” Tn 1977 he
became archbishop of Miinchen-Freising, the metropolitan see of his native land

27 Cf. L. BOEVE, ‘Kerk, theologie en heilswaarheid. De klare visie van Joseph Ratzinger’,

Tijdschrift voor theologie 33 (1993), 139-165, at 139-140. See also paragraph 3.1.2
(Theological Reassessment).
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Bavaria. When Pope John Paul II asked him to become the Prefect of the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Ratzinger agreed on the condition
that he was allowed to remain, next to his office within the curia, a theological
author on his own account. He moved von Munich to Rome in 1982.

Like all other sections in this study, this one will present those thoughts of
the author which are relevant to an ecumenical quest for a liturgical
ecclesiology. This section is, therefore, far from an assessment of Pope
Benedict’s theological position in general. Neither is it a complete overview of
Ratzinger’s ecclesiological thought,'”® or of his sometimes controversial
opinions concerning the liturgy. Ratzinger is discussed in this study for one
important reason—because he upholds a thoroughly eucharistic ecclesiology.
Compared to the usual emphasis on Ratzinger’s opposition to, initially, the
political theologies of the nineteen seventies and eighties and, subsequently, the
liberalism and relativism of Western society after the Wende of 1989,'” a study
of the theological foundations of Ratzinger’s eucharistic ecclesiology may shed
light on another side of Ratzinger’s lifelong theological oeuvre.

During half the century between his dissertation, published in 1954, and his
election as bishop of Rome in 2005, Ratzinger has published no less than fifty
books,"’ most of which refer to ecclesiological themes and many of which
contain contributions to eucharistic ecclesiology. This continuous line
throughout his life is remarkably illustrated by the fact that Ratzinger’s
dissertation can be read as his first ecclesiological publication, in which he laid
the foundation for the biblical, patristic, eucharistic ecclesiology which would
remain characteristic for all his theological work, and that—at the other end of
half a century—he took up the theme of the centrality of the eucharist for the
life of the church in his first address as bishop of Rome, the very morning after
his election. Therefore, the dissertation'’' and the first papal address'*> will
serve as starting point and conclusion of this section.

2 1t should be particularly mentioned that Ratzinger’s views on the relationship between the

local and the universal Church and on the ‘Petrine ministry’ will only be discussed when
they flow directly from the eucharistic principles of his ecclesiology. For Ratzinger’s
ecclesiology at large see M. VOLF, Trinitit und Gemeinschafi. Eine Jkumenische
Ekklesiologie (Mainz: Matthias-Griinewald-Verlag; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener
Verlag, 1996); T. WEILER, Volk Gottes—Leib Christi. Die Ekklesiologie Joseph Ratzingers
und ihr Einfluss auf das Zweite Vatikanische Konzil (Mainz: Matthias-Griinewald-Verlag,
1997); M.H. HEM, Joseph Ratzinger—Kirchliche Existenz und existenzielle Theologie.
Ekklesiologische Grundlinien unter dem Anspruch von Lumen gentium (Frankfurt: Lang,
20052 [2004'7).
On this change in Ratzinger’s polemical interest, cf. J. RATZINGER, Glaube—Wahrheit—
Toleranz. Das Christentum und die Weltreligionen (Freiburg-Basel-Wien: Herder, 2003),
93-111 (= ‘Die in den 1990er Jahren aufgebrochenen neuen Fragestellungen. Zur Lage von
Glaube und Theologie heute’).
30 Cf. the bibliography in HEIM, Joseph Ratzinger, 489-491.
Bl J. RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes in Augustins Lehre von der Kirche (Miinchen: Zink,
1954 [reprint St. Ottilien: EOS-Verlag, 1992]).
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In between, reference will be made to his books explicitly meant to be read
as two volumes of ecclesiological essays—Das neue Volk Gottes (1969)'* and
Kirche, Okumene und Politik (1987)."%" The first assembles articles originally
published between 1956 and 1969, the second is a compilation of articles
published between 1972 and 1986. In order to cover the most recent period, a
third compilation of articles—originally published between 1993 and 2001—
will be added: Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens (2002)."*° Within the limits of
this study, these three books may serve as milestones on the way of Ratzinger’s
eucharistic-ecclesiological development.'*®

In addition to these ecclesiological books, attention will be paid to a
publication specifically devoted to the centrality of the eucharist in the church—
Gott ist uns nah (2001), which is a collection of sermons mainly from
Ratzinger’s years as archbishop of Munich (1977-1982)"*"—and to three books
specifically devoted to liturgical themes. These books containing ‘liturgical
theology’ are Das Fest des Glaubens (1981), containing articles from the
seventies,"”® Ein neues Lied fiir den Herrn (1995), containing articles mainly
from the eighties and nineties,"”® and one of Ratzinger’s few books originally
conceived as a monograph and not as a collection of articles: Der Geist der
Liturgie (2000).""

Although this selection of publications would allow for a chronological
presentation of Ratzinger’s thought, this would be out of context in this study,

132 [J. RATZINGER], ‘First Message of His Holiness Benedict XVI at the End of the Eucharistic

Concelebration with the Members of the College of Cardinals in the Sistine Chapel,
Wednesday, 20 April 2005°, English translation from the Latin original, © Libreria Editrice
Vaticana (source: www.vatican.va). Cf. [J. RATZINGER,| BENEDIKT XVI., ‘Ich vertraue auf
euch’. Die Predigten und Reden zum Beginn des Pontifikats, herausgegeben und eingeleitet
von M. Posselt (Miinchen: LangenMiiller, 2005), 61-80.

J. RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes. Entwiirfe zur Ekklesiologie (Diisseldorf: Patmos,
1969).

J. RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik. Neue Versuche zur Ekklesiologie (Einsiedeln:
Johannes, 1987). See page 9 for the relationship (‘zweiter Band’) to Das neue Volk Gottes.
J. RATZINGER, Weggemeinschafi des Glaubens. Kirche als Communio. Festgabe zum 75.
Geburtstag herausgegeben vom Schiilerkreis. Redaktion: S.O. Horn und V. Pfhiir
(Augsburg: Sankt-Ulrich-Verlag, 2002).

Of the books necessarily left outside this choice, the following deserve particularly to be
mentioned: J.  RATZINGER, Theologische  Prinzipienlehre. ~ Bausteine  zur
Fundamentaltheologie (Miinchen: Wewel, 1982), consisting of articles originally published
between 1967 and 1981; J. RATZINGER, Zur Gemeinschaft gerufen. Kirche heute verstehen
(Freiburg-Basel-Wien: Herder, 1991), consisting of addresses given in 1990.

J. RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah. Eucharistie: Mitte des Lebens. Herausgegeben von S.O.
Horn und V. Pfniir (Augsburg: Sankt-Ulrich-Verlag, 2001).

J. RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens. Versuche zur Theologie des Gottesdienstes
(Einsiedeln: Johannes, 1981).

J. RATZINGER, Ein neues Lied fiir den Herrn. Christusglaube und Liturgie in der Gegenwart
(Freiburg-Basel-Wien: Herder, 1995).

J. RATZINGER, Der Geist der Liturgie. Eine Einfiihrung (Freiburg-Basel-Wien: Herder,
2000).
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which is not a monograph on Ratzinger’s ecclesiology. As in all other sections,
the presentation will be structured thematically. Where the study of Ratzinger’s
works makes it worthwile to distinguish between earlier and later phases of
thought, this will be mentioned. In the general debate on the question whether
or not Ratzinger has ‘changed’ his views—for example, from a ‘progressive’
position before the Second Vatican Council towards a ‘conservative’ one after
the Council—I take the stance that the biblical, patristic and eucharistic basis
of his ecclesiology has not changed in any significant sense. It is this basis
which is primarily under observation in this study.'"'

3.3.2  An Heir of the Nouvelle Théologie
and the Liturgical Movement

Ratzinger regards himself an heir of the theology of the first half of the
twentieth century,'” with its renewed emphasis on Scripture and patres, and
with its historical (in hindsight by Ratzinger evaluated as sometimes
exaggeratedly historistisch) rather than philosophical methodology.'* De
Lubac’s Catholicisme and Corpus Mysticum opened his eyes for this approach
of the Christian faith, marked by a farewell to individualism and moralism and
by a retrieval of the living and social character of faith, church and eucharist.'**
According to Ratzinger, a scholastic, neo-scholastic, or otherwise primarily
philosophical attitude has remained foreign to his way of theologising. The
same, he says, is true for the liberal attitude, which uses the dogma as the
boundary of one’s free thought rather than as its inspiring source. Rather than to

Yl Cf. WEILER, Volk Gottes—Leib Christi, 286, 334-335, and HEIM, Joseph Ratzinger, 178-
197, 453-457, who sees continuity except for a growing centralism in practical matters. The
same is said, in an extremely critical context, by H. HARING, Theologie und Ideologie bei
Joseph Ratzinger (Diisseldorf: Patmos, 2001), 35; cf. 28-29. In other words, both friend and
foe recognise the theological consistency throughout Ratzinger’s life. It is inaccurate and
anachronistic to read ‘liberalism’ in the early Ratzinger, as is done by SHORTT, Benedict
XVI, 3, 14, 23, 24, 25; cf. 44. VOLF, Trinitit und Gemeinschaft, 28 n., remarks: ‘Geandert
hat sich nicht Ratzinger’s Theologie, sondern seine Einstellung und Funktion’. Ratzinger
himself affirms that it is rather the changed context that gives his largely unchanged views a
different meaning; cf. J. RATZINGER, Salz der Erde. Christentum und katholische Kirche im
21. Jahrhundert. Ein Gesprdch mit Peter Seewald (Miinchen: Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt,
1996), 84-85, 123-124.

Cf. paragraphs 3.1.2 (Theological Reassessment) and 3.1.3 (The Liturgical Movement).

J. RATZINGER, Aus meinem Leben. Erinnerungen (1927-1977) (Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags-
Anstalt, 1998), 55, 60, 65.

RATZINGER, Aus meinem Leben, 69. Similar importance had E. MERSCH, Le corps mystique
du Christ. Etudes de théologie historique (Louvain: Museum Lessianum, 1933), which was
written to the same effect as de Lubac’s Corpus Mysticum—to present biblical, patristic and
later material on the relationship between the eucharist and the church. Cf. RATZINGER, Volk
und Haus Gottes, 100 n. 36, 197-198, 234 n. 51.
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these attitudes, Ratzinger pays tribute to the biblical-patristic school in which he
was educated and which he claims to have upheld throughout his life.'*’

It is in this theological school, Ratzinger says, where he also discovered the
centrality of the liturgy within the church, and the importance of the liturgy for
theology."® The relationship between the liturgy and the church is, for
Ratzinger, so close that he can state ‘that the crisis of the church, which we
experience today, is largely based on the decay of the liturgy’. The intentions of
the Liturgical Movement and of the Second Vatican Council, he says, have to
be rediscovered and revived—Iiturgy as manifestation of the community of
faith, manifestation of the worldwide unity and history of the church,
manifestation of the mystery of the living Christ, in short, liturgy as the

manifestation of the ‘church in its spiritual essence’.'"’

3.3.3 A Eucharistic Ecclesiology from the Outset

Already in his doctoral thesis, which he wrote in less than one year at the age of
23 (1950-1951),'** Ratzinger committed himself to the patristic period and to
the subject of ecclesiology, more specifically, to eucharistic ecclesiology.
Describing the notions of domus Dei and populus Dei in the thought of
Augustine, the dissertation may be regarded as the first stage in Ratzinger’s own
ecclesiological formation. Three themes seem to be lasting characteristics of
Ratzinger’s ecclesiology from the outset—the importance of the concrete,
historical, visible church for the Christian faith, the relatedness of the terms
‘people of God’ and ‘body of Christ’, and the fact that the eucharist is central in
his description of the church.

The first theme is a rather general one, but is not without importance. It is
the emphasis on the visible church. It took Augustine some time, says
Ratzinger, to accommodate himself to the fact that Christianity is not only a
religion of the intellect, but also—and foremost—a religion of tangible reality in
a visible community. As an effect of the incarnation, the church makes the
invisible visible. The church means for its contemporaries what Christ meant for
his contemporaries: the presence of the divine in tangible form. Moreover, the
church is the consummation of Christ—as his body, the church is the pneumatic

45 RATZINGER, Aus meinem Leben, 49, 57-58, 131. A reading of Ratzinger with special

reference to the amount in which he differs from neo-scholasticism is offered by KERR,
Twentieth-Century Catholic Theologians, 183-192. (Surprisingly, the second half of the
chapter on Ratzinger, 193-202, is little more than a critique of one specific document from
the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith.)

RATZINGER, Aus meinem Leben, 60.

RATZINGER, Aus meinem Leben, 174 (‘Ich bin iiberzeugt, dass die Kirchenkrise, die wir
heute erleben, weitgehend auf dem Zerfall der Liturgie beruht’, ‘Kirche in ihrem geistlichen
Wesen”).

RATZINGER, Aus meinem Leben, 68-71.
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presence of the living Christ."” This leads Augustine to a growing awareness of

the importance of the church: the church is the historicity of Christianity. There
is no Christianity—faith, salvation—outside the concrete, historical community
of the church." For the philosopher Augustine, it was initially hard to accept
that the Christian faith requires this humiliation, this condescendence. He
nevertheless came to the conclusion that this is necessary, because God has
undergone this humiliation and condescendence in Christ. Christian Aumilitas is
to incorporate oneself into the ‘weak form’ of the historic church."'

The second theme is the interrelatedness of the ecclesiological terms
‘people of God’ and ‘body of Christ’. In later years, Ratzinger criticises an
isolated use of the term ‘people of God’, which he detects in some circles after
the Second Vatican Council. He then says that the definition ‘people of God’
should be balanced by the definition ‘body of Christ’."*? This is, however, not
just a ‘conservative’ position of Ratzinger after the Council; it already appears
in his dissertation. ‘The terms “people of God” and “body of Christ” are [...] not
only closely related, they explain each other.”'” The people of God is the
liturgical community (Ratzinger says that Augustine interprets a people
primarily as a Kultgemeinschaft)'™ and this people is, thus, the community
which shares in, and becomes, the body of Christ. ‘The church is [...] the people
of God which exists as the body of Christ.”"> According to Ratzinger, ‘body of
Christ’ and ‘people of God’ are Augustine’s two basic ecclesiological
categories.'

Thirdly, we come to the theme of most immediate interest for this study.
Ratzinger sketches Augustine’s ecclesiology as a thoroughly eucharistic
ecclesiology. Already for his African forebear Tertullian, the church’s essence
is being a eucharistic community. Being ‘in’ the church, having ‘peace’ with the
church, means taking part in the eucharistic act. Ratzinger points to the fact that
this has not a limited ‘liturgical’ meaning, but that ‘our whole existential
imitatio is part of the sacramental communicatio’."”’ The same is true for

19 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 9, 33, 156.

130 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 17, 155. According to Ratzinger, in Augustine’s

ecclesiology not every member of the church will be actually saved, but everyone who will

be saved, will be saved through the church (144, 145 n. 37, 148), including those who

belonged to the church before the incarnation of Christ, by their faith in the (still to come)

incarnation which made them part of the church (296-298).

RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 151 (‘Schwachheitsgestalt’), 233.

RATZINGER, Aus meinem Leben, 136; cf. paragraph 3.3.5.

'3 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 174 (‘Die Begriffe “Volk Gottes” und “Leib Christi”
sind [...] nicht nur eng benachbart, sondern sie deuten einander’).

134 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 290, 293, 295.

155 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 327 (‘Die Kirche ist [...] das als Leib Christi bestehende
Volk Gottes”).

156 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 253-254.

157 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 60, 62, 84: “Wir diirfen also auch hier den Begrift der
Kirche als Eucharistiegemeinde im umfassendsten Sinn gegeben finden (in jenem Sinn also,
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another African father, Cyprian. Breaking off from the church is ceasing to be
part of the eucharistic community around the bishop. The eucharistic act and the
eucharistic community are inseparable—the church is the body of Christ
inasmuch as it partakes in the sacramental celebration of the body of Christ. The
‘centre’ of the church is ‘its unity in the body of the Redeemer’."® These patres,
Ratzinger says, are not occupied with the eucharist itself (too concrete), neither
have they a ‘spiritual’ understanding of the church (too abstract), but they give
voice to ‘a eucharistic understanding of the church’."® A third African writer,
Optatus, likewise interprets the church as the eucharistic community, and uses
the term ‘peace’ for being a member of the eucharistic circle.'®

Like those who preceded Augustine in the African church,'®’ Augustine
himself upholds the view that the church has its kernel ‘in the sacrament of
participation in Christ, in the eucharistic mystery of the body of Christ’.'® The
community of the church is the eucharistic community; church and eucharist
have the same meaning.'® The church is ‘the Christian cultic community, which
manifests itself visibly in the eucharistic celebration’.'** Although Augustine is,
according to Ratzinger, both the summit of patristic times and the gate to the
Middle Ages, he does not yet know the isolation of the eucharistic species from
the community, which would become characteristic of the medieval (and post-
medieval) understanding of the eucharist ‘from which, through the emphasis on
transubstantiation and real presence, every other [aspect] seems to have
disappeared’.'®® An aspect of this eucharistic-ecclesiological view is the fact
that, for Augustine (in Ratzinger’s interpretation), Christian salvation, being
united with Christ, is never a matter between God or Christ and the individual,
but always a matter of being incorporated into Christ’s body, the church.

in dem unsere ganze existenziale imitatio mit in die sakramentale communicatio einbezogen
ist)’; cf. 213 n. 73, 244.

RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 95 (‘die Mitte des Geheimnisses der Kirche, ihre Einheit
im Leibe des Erlosers’).

RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 95 n. 21 (‘ein eucharistisches Kirchenverstindnis’).
RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 116-117.

In addition to these African fathers, Ratzinger presents the eucharistic-ecclesiological
thought of, among others, John Chrysostom. For him, the church is the body of Christ
because in the eucharist it becomes one with the body of Christ, but also because it shares
and continues the love of Christ. Cf. RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 202-204.
RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 156 (‘im Sakrament der Christusteilhabe, im Leib-
Christi-Mysterium der Eucharistie’).

' RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 158,211,217-218.

164 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 175 (“die christliche Kultgemeinde, wie sie sich in der
Eucharistiefeier sichtbar darstellt’); cf. 183. Again, this is not meant in an isolated
‘liturgical’ sense. For Augustine—according to Ratzinger—cult and ethics are interwoven.
Cf. paragraph 3.3.10.

RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 218 n. 87 (‘denen iiber Transsubstantiation und
Realprésenz alles andere entfallen zu sein scheint’), 322 n. 27.
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Although every single Christian is also a microcosm of Christ and his body, this
is only the case because every single Christian is part of the body.'®

Through this third characteristic we return to the first again. Being a
eucharistic community makes the church also a very tangible, historical,
empirical reality. Therefore, Ratzinger—still interpreting Augustine, but at the
same time forming his own ecclesiological position—does not accept a
contradiction between church and law, or between sacrament and discipline.
The fact that the church is most essentially a eucharistic community implies that
questions of order (membership, discipline, ministry, jurisdiction) belong to the
church and are not foreign or additional to it.'*” Words like ‘peace’ (Tertullian,
Optatus)'® and ‘love’ (Augustine’s caritas)'® are not descriptions of vague
feelings, but refer to the concrete ‘peace’ and ‘love’ of the eucharistic
community, and even function as synonyms for the eucharist. In other words,
the spiritual essence of Christianity coincides with the tangible reality of the
eucharistic celebration.

Having introduced Ratzinger’s thought by referring to his dissertation, I
will now thematically present the most important themes of Ratzinger’s
eucharistic ecclesiology. Initially, four biblical-theological lines of thought will
be explored (paragraphs 3.3.4 to 3.3.7). These will lead into a paragraph on the
centrality of the eucharist (3.3.8). Subsequently, the relationship between the
local and the universal church will be investigated (3.3.9), followed by a
paragraph on Ratzinger’s ‘not just cultic’ view on liturgy (3.3.10). An
impression of Pope Benedict’s first address (3.3.11) and a short summary
(3.3.12) will conclude this section on Ratzinger’s eucharistic-ecclesiological
thought.

3.3.4  The Paschal Origins of Israel and the Church

Ratzinger’s liturgical theology is rooted in a biblical theology centred around
the Jewish and the Christian pascha—the Exodus and Christ’s death and
resurrection. In Ratzinger’s account, Israel came into being as a people (Volk)
by its delivery from Egypt. This liberation did not stand on its own, but
occurred in order to make Israel the people of God, the people of the covenant
(Bund) with God. The ultimate goal of the Exodus was, therefore, the
constitution of the people of God as the community that worships God and lives

19 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 210, 216-217, 245.

167 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 60, 257, 318-320. It seems an inconsequence, that in his
section on Cyprian, Ratzinger himself creates a distinction between Cyprian’s ‘juristische’,
‘hierarchische’ and his ‘sakramentale’ understanding of the church (88, 93, 96), while it
seems to be more justified to consider these aspects as related, just as Ratzinger usually
advocates.

RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 117.

169 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 138, 182, 184, 190 n. 8, 212-213, 218, 289, 318-320.
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accordingly.' Israel is a cultic people (Kultvolk). Its cult is the continuous
reaffirmation of its liberation and, thereby, the continuous reconstitution of
itself as the people of God. The ‘calling together’ (synagoge, ekklesia) of Israel
took place so that cult be possible.'”’

Jesus took up these themes when he deliberately created the new people of
God under the new covenant. For Ratzinger, the vocation of the twelve
apostles—as the ‘tribes’ of the new people—most clearly indicates that Jesus
really wanted a church (Kirche), a people (Volk). Again for Ratzinger, the
institution of the eucharist most clearly indicates that Jesus wanted this people
to be a cultic people (Kultvolk). Like Israel, which came into being as the cultic
people of God by the paschal events of Exodus (liberation) and Sinai
(covenant), the church came into being as the new cultic people of God by the
paschal events of Jesus’s death and resurrection, explained as liberating and
covenanting by himself when he instituted the eucharist. The new covenant is
made by Jesus’s death and resurrection, together with the institution of the
eucharist which interprets them as a cultic act and makes them continuously
accessible. As the Jewish paschal meal is the heart of Israel’s identity, so the
Christian paschal meal—the eucharist—is the heart of the church’s identity, the
bond of unity between the members of the church and between God and the
church. The constitutive character of the Jewish paschal meal (‘in this night we
were liberated’) applies also to the eucharist: because it makes the Christians
partakers of the paschal event, it is constitutive of the church as the body of
Christ and the people of God. As the temple was the cultic centre of Judaism, by
his death and resurrection Christ’s body has become the new temple around
which the Christian cult is centred. ‘The paschal mystery is the enduring form
of the church’s existence in this world.”'”?

It is important to mention that the focus of Ratzinger’s thought on the ‘new
people of God’ is not the relationship between Israel and the church, between
Jews and Christians. The idea that Israel has lost its meaning since there is a

170 Notwithstanding the importance of Volk and Kultvolk as goals of the exodus, it is legitimate

to ask what in Ratzinger’s synthesis is left of liberation as a goal of the exodus. Cf. A.A.

HAUSSLING, ‘Der Geist der Liturgie. Zu Joseph Ratzingers gleichnamiger Publikation’,

Archiv fiir Liturgiewissenschaft 43/44 (2001/2002), 362-395, at 371-372.
7l RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 78-79, 96-97, 107, 224; RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene
und Politik, 236-238, 240-241; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 91-92;
RATZINGER, Ein neues Lied fiir den Herrn, 29-30, 94-95, 97; RATZINGER, Der Geist der
Liturgie, 13-16, 23, 35, 56, 88, 117-118, 128.
RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 162 (‘Das osterliche Geheimnis ist die bleibende Form
der kirchlichen Existenz in dieser Welt’); cf. 77-80, 96-97, 109, 202, 251, 253, 291, 351,
358; RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 36; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des
Glaubens, 60, 64-65, 73, 83, 85,92, 104, 137, 149; RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 28, 31, 37,
42-43, 48, 60-62, 64, 68, 97, 108; RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens, 53-54, 58-59, 117,
130; RATZINGER, Ein neues Lied fiir den Herrn, 33-35, 71, 89, 106-107, 110-112, 121, 133,
157, 206, 213; RATZINGER, Der Geist der Liturgie, 29, 31, 36-37, 40, 49-50, 81-83, 85, 89,
92,114, 118-119, 138.
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‘new’ people of God, cannot be found in Ratzinger’s writings.'” His focus is
rather the internal Christian debate on the identity of the church. Against what
he identifies as a tendency to play off Jesus against the church, Ratzinger argues
that Jesus wanted the church: by stressing the parallels between the paschal
origins of Israel and the church, Ratzinger points out that the church is really a
new covenant people, willed by God. Against a primarily ethical understanding
of Christianity, Ratzinger uses the Old Testament parallels to stress the church’s
cultic character, centred around the eucharist. And against a tendency to talk
about the church as ‘the people of God’ in a rather abstract way, Ratzinger
emphasises the church’s dependence upon Jesus and his pascha. This latter
theme leads to the next paragraph.

3.3.5 The People of God from the Body of Christ

As one of the themes of Ratzinger’s dissertation we encountered the balance
between the ecclesiological terms ‘people of God’ and ‘body of Christ’. The
relationship between these terms had been made a public debate by Mannes
Dominikus Koster (1901-1981), who in 1940 criticised the then leading concept
of the body of Christ on the ground that this was only an ‘image’ (Bild), and—
compared to the concrete institutional church—a rather vague concept, instead
of which he favoured the ‘clear and image-less factual designation’ (deutliche
und bildlose Sachbezeichnung) people of God.'” It was in the context of this
debate, that the supervisor of Ratzinger’s dissertation, Gottlieb Sohngen (1892-
1971), made his students write dissertations on the debate’s main concepts.'”
As we have seen, Ratzinger’s dissertation did not confirm Koster’s view. From
Augustine, Ratzinger showed that ‘body of Christ’ is not a metaphor, but refers
to the concrete, visible church which is transformed into the (ecclesial) body of
Christ by partaking in the (eucharistic) body of Christ. Neither is it a vague
term—if one uses the term mysticum in relation to corpus Christi, one should
realise that mysticum did originally not mean ‘mystical’ but ‘sacramental’.'”

173 Cf. RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 238; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens,

237-238; RATZINGER, Aus meinem Leben, 59.
17 M.D. KOSTER, Ekklesiologie im Werden (Paderborn: Bonifacius, 1940), 145. Apart from the
polemic concerning ‘body of Christ and people of God’, the book treats the dialectic
‘person and community’ and the relationship ‘ecclesiology and theology’; cf. NAPIWODZKI,
‘Eine Ekklesiologie im Werden’. Napiwodzki shows that some regard Koster as a
‘conservative’ defender of Vatican I, while others regard him as a ‘progressive’ forerunner
of the ‘people of God’ line of thought at Vatican II (41 and passim), and offers a nuanced
evaluation. See also paragraph 3.1.2 (Theological Reassessment).
On this context see RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes (edition 1992), XI-XIII; RATZINGER,
Das neue Volk Gottes, 76-77, 84, 95; RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 22-23, 25;
cf. WEILER, Volk Gottes—Leib Christi, 31-35.
176 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 292, 324.
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After the Second Vatican Council, the debate gained new importance. The
term ‘people of God” now became to be used in an, according to Ratzinger,
‘reduced’ (reduziert) way. Disconnected (losgeldst) from the idea of the ‘body
of Christ’, the term ‘people of God’ became rather ‘Old Testament’
(alttestamentlich) and sometimes ‘horizontal’ in its meaning. Since these days,
Ratzinger emphasises that the term ‘people of God’ in itself is an insufficient
description of the New Testament idea of the church.'”” Ratzinger affirms the
term ‘people of God’ in the sense in which—according to himself—the Council
used it: firstly as an ecumenical bridge to those who do not fully share the
sacramental life of the church; secondly as a theological notion that made it
possible to make a critical distinction between Christ and the church, correcting
an ecclesiology in which Christ and the church virtually coincided; thirdly as an
eschatological term, indicating that Israel and the church are still on their
pilgrimage through the ages; and finally as a uniting concept, embracing both
lay and ordained. But he cannot accept other uses of the term ‘people of God’,
particularly not those disconnected from the idea of the church as the body of
Christ. ‘Only the new birth in Christ makes the non-people a people. [...] The
non-people of the Christians can only be the people of God by being
incorporated into Christ’."”®

These two lines remain characteristic for Ratzinger’s view on ‘people of
God’ and ‘body of Christ’ throughout his writings. On the one hand, Ratzinger
emphasises the concreteness of the body of Christ as the eucharistic community,
including the ministerial structures of the church. In other words, against the
alleged vagueness of the term ‘body of Christ’, Ratzinger stresses its tangible
character. On the other hand, Ratzinger makes the term ‘body of Christ’ a
necessary ecclesiological category against those who, in his opinion, relate the
church insufficiently to Jesus Christ, his pascha, and his enduring presence
within the church. The church is only the people of God in so far as it is the
body of Christ by (especially eucharistic) participation in Christ. In Ratzinger’s
favourite expression, the church is the ‘people of God [that originates] from the
body of Christ’” (Volk Gottes vom Leib Christi her).'” Christ’s body, which died
and resurrected, and which is present in the eucharist where it feeds its people,
makes this people Christ’s body and thereby God’s people.

The term ‘body of Christ’ is Ratzinger’s central ecclesiological category.
Important for Ratzinger is that this term helps to overcome the separation

177

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 241; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 114.
178

RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 26 (‘dass erst die neue Geburt in Christus das
Nicht-Volk zum Volk werden ldsst. (...) Das Nicht-Volk der Christen kann Gottes Volk nur
sein durch die Einbeziehung in Christus’); cf. 22-27, 32; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des
Glaubens, 91-92, 110-112, 114, 143; RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 76, 122; RATZINGER, Ein
neues Lied fiir den Herrn, 171.

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 80, 97, 108; RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik,
26; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 89, 92, 143. These references are not
meant to be exhaustive.
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between ‘institutional’ (organisational, hierarchical) and ‘dogmatical’ (biblical,
theological) ecclesiologies. Without its often misunderstood appendix
mysticum,'™ the term corpus Christi describes for Ratzinger in an ideal way
both the innermost (‘dogmatical’) kernel of Christian identity, related to Christ
and his pascha, and the visible, tangible (‘institutional’) reality of the church,
including the ministry and the sacraments. The eucharist unites both
approaches, being both the theological and the visible centre of the church.'®'

The deep relationship between Christ and the church is exemplified and
embodied in Mary. Ratzinger acknowledges that everything that can be said
about Mary is in the first instance developed out of christology and soteriology.
Secondly, however, he states that a coherent mariology could only emerge from
a combination of Christ-related teaching about Mary with the patristic teaching
about the church: ‘everything that later becomes mariology, is first conceived as
ecclesiology’. Because of this place in between christology and ecclesiology,
mariology witnesses to the intimate connection between Christ and the church.
On the one hand, Mary always (even in an ecclesiological context) refers to
Christ, whose mother she is, to whom she points, and on whom all mariology
depends. On the other hand, Mary always (even in a christological context)
refers to the church, which she exemplarily embodies as (for instance) faithful,
mother, bride.'®

Ratzinger affirms the decision of the Second Vatican Council to interpret
mariology in the context of ecclesiology, rather than as an isolated treatise. He
warns, however, for a complete swallowing-up of mariology by ecclesiology. If
mariology is reduced to no more than a chapter of ecclesiology, it becomes a
merely conceptual matter: Mary becomes a typology or allegory rather than a
living person, the mother of the Lord and the first of the saints. Therefore,
Ratzinger says,

mariology can never simply be dissolved in the abstraction of ecclesiology: the
patristic idea of #ypos is fundamentally misunderstood when it reduces Mary to
nothing more than a (therefore exchangeable) exemplification of theological
matters of fact. Rather, the meaning of the #ypos is only safeguarded when the
church becomes recognisably itself in its personal form through the

80 In the wake of de Lubac (cf. paragraph 3.2.5), Ratzinger describes the history of the term

mysticum: sacramental (Early Church), allegorical (Middle Ages) and mystical
(Romanticism); RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 98-99.

181 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 76-77, 94-95.

'8 J. RATZINGER, ‘Erwigungen zur Stellung von Mariologie und Marienfrommigkeit im
Ganzen von Glaube und Theologie’, in: J. Ratzinger & H.U. von Balthasar, Maria. Kirche
im Ursprung (Einsiedeln-Freiburg: Johannes, 1997 [fourth, enlarged edition]), 14-30, at 22
(‘alles, was spdter Mariologie sein wird, ist zundchst als Ekklesiologie vorgedacht
worden’); cf. 22-24.
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inexchangeable personal figure of Mary. In theology, persons are not to be derived
from concepts, but concepts from persons.

In other words, Mary not only exemplifies the church, she also embodies it. The
Marian element enlivens ecclesiology by bringing in the personal and the
feminine. Looking at Mary, the church sees itself as it should be (in faith, in
suffering and joyful commitment) and as it will be (in eschatological
consummation).'®

Mary is identified with the Daughter Sion, with the nuptial people of God.
Everything that is said about the ecclesia in Scripture, applies to her, and vice
versa: by beholding Mary, the church learns concretely what it is and should be.
[...] God does not work with abstractions. He is a person and the church is a
person. The more we, each of us, become a person [...], the more we become one,
the more we are church, the more the church is its very self.'®

For Ratzinger, Christian meaning is never just spiritual, but always also
embodied. Mary embodies the church in its full meaning and in its final
consummation. The next paragraph will show how Ratzinger applies the same
theme of personal embodiment to the fulfillment in Jesus Christ of several lines
of the Old Testament.

3.3.6 Old and New Testaments,
Priestly and Prophetic, Cultic and Non-Cultic

Throughout the Old Testament there is a tension between a cultic and a non-
cultic interpretation of Israel’s faith. The cult of the temple with its priests is
often counterbalanced by the critique of the prophets, crying for righteousness.

'8 RATZINGER, ‘Erwigungen zur Stellung von Mariologie und Marienfrommigkeit’, 17, 21

(‘dann kann die Mariologie niemals einfach ins Sachliche der Ekklesiologie aufgeldst
werden: Der Typus-Gedanke der Viter ist griindlich missverstanden, wenn er Maria zur
blossen und damit austauschbaren Exemplifikation theologischer Sachverhalte reduziert.
Der Sinn des Typus bleibt vielmehr nur gewahrt, wenn die Kirche durch die
unvertauschbare personliche Gestalt Marias in ihrer personlichen Form erkennbar wird.
Nicht die Person ist in der Theologie auf die Sache zuriickzufiihren, sondern die Sache auf
die Person”).

RATZINGER, ‘Erwdgungen zur Stellung von Mariologie und Marienfrommigkeit’, 20, 28.

J. RATZINGER, “Du bist voll der Gnade”. Elemente biblischer Marienfrommigkeit’, in:
Ratzinger & von Balthasar, Maria, 53-70, at 57 (‘Maria ist mit der Tochter Zion, mit dem
brautlichen Gottesvolk identifiziert. Alles, was tiber die ecclesia in der Bibel gesagt wird,
gilt von ihr, und umgekehrt: was die Kirche ist und sein soll, erfihrt sie konkret im
Hinschauen auf Maria. [...] Gott handelt nicht mit Abstrakta. Er ist Person, und die Kirche
ist Person. Je mehr wir, jeder einzeln, Person werden [...], desto mehr werden wir eins, und
desto mehr sind wir Kirche, desto mehr ist die Kirche sie selbst”).
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To describe this line of Old Testament spirituality, Ratzinger refers to Isaiah’s
‘Suffering Servant’ and to the Psalms, like 51:16-17—

you have no delight in sacrifice;
if I were to give a burnt-offering, you would not be pleased.
The sacrifice acceptable to God is a broken spirit.

Of particular importance in Ratzinger’s reasoning is Psalm 40:6-7 as it was
taken up by the Letter to the Hebrews (10:5-7) from the Septuagint version—

Sacrifices and offerings you have not desired,

but a body you have prepared for me;

in burnt-offerings and sin-offerings you have taken no pleasure.
Then I said, ‘See, God, I have come to do your will, O God’

(in the scroll of the book it is written of me).

Ratzinger affirms the New Testament exegesis of these texts, namely that Christ
has lived and died according to this kind of ‘offering’, interpreted as
righteousness. Christ’s body has become the new temple and the new offering.
Christ, says Ratzinger, has fulfilled the prophetic line of the Old Testament.'®

Ratzinger emphasises, however, that this does nor mean that Christianity is
only the continuation of the anti-cultic strand within the Old Testament, so that
in Christianity the cult has lost its place. Rather, Christ is in himself priestly
temple and offering as well as prophetic critique aiming at righteousness. By
instituting the eucharist, Christ has revealed the cultic meaning of his death and
resurrection, to be continually present in the eucharistic cult of the church.
Christ himself, and particularly his body—on the cross as well as in the
eucharist—has become ‘the holy cult for all times’. Precisely through its both
cultic and prophetic character, the New Testament fulfills the Old Testament.
Through Christ (again, through his death and resurrection and through the
eucharist), the church not just continues elements of the synagogue, but also of
the temple.' In one of Ratzinger’s favourite expressions: the New Testament
way of ‘spiritualising’ the Old Testament is by ‘incarnating’ it in Jesus Christ.
Fulfillment is embodiment. The relationship between the Old and New
Testaments is not spiritual in a vague, but ‘spiritual’ in a very real and tangible
sense: the relationship exists through (the body of) Christ.'®®

18 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 249-254; RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 27, 36;

RATZINGER, Ein neues Lied fiir den Herrn, 128, 133, 213.

RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 84-85, 149, cf. 83, 133, 159; RATZINGER, Gott
ist uns nah, 57-58, 61, 103; RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens, 52-53, 93-97; RATZINGER,
Ein neues Lied fiir den Herrn, 30, 91, 114-115, 117-118, 212-213; RATZINGER, Der Geist
der Liturgie, 30-43, 55-56, 78, 82-83, 99, 125.

188 RATZINGER, Ein neues Lied fiir den Herrn, 95-96, 98-99, 112.
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Those who deny the cultic character of Christianity are, according to
Ratzinger, erring on either of the following two sides. The first possibility is
that they move Christianity back into the Old Testament phase, without
realising that both temple and prophecy are fulfilled in the very person—
body—of Jesus Christ. The other possibility is that they move Christianity
forward into the eschatological phase, in which cult will have given way to full
vision. Instead, Ratzinger argues that the church lives no longer in the period of
‘shadow’ (Schatten) and not yet in the situation of ‘reality’ (Wirklichkeit), but in
the intermediate state of ‘image’ (Bild). The reality of redemption has taken
place; this is the distinction over against the Old Testament. Christian liturgy is
therefore no longer a cult of ‘shadows’, but a real ‘image’ of salvation, although
its final ‘realisation’ is still to be awaited. In this intermediate state, the
Christian c%‘[9 is the ‘liturgical mediation’ of the ‘christological concentration of

all history’.

3.3.7 The ‘We-Character’ of God and the Church

A fourth line of thought which starts with biblical theology and ends at the
church and its manifestation in the eucharist, is the trinitarian emphasis
throughout Ratzinger’s writings. Although God is one, he is also a loving ‘we’.
The purpose of God’s revelation in Christ is to unite humans with God by their
participation or incorporation into God’s being, God’s love, God’s ‘we’.
Therefore, the Christian faith has a fundamental ‘we-character’ (Wir-
Charakter)."

The church consists of those who are re-created in the image of God, that
is, restored from isolation to relation.'”' Therefore, the church is a ‘we’ that
unites people—as God himself is a united ‘we’—across social and political
boundaries and even across the boundary between life and death.'”> To become
a Christian, says Ratzinger, is ‘to become communio’ (communio werden), to
become a member of the communion of love—ecclesiologically, eucharistically

189 RATZINGER, Der Geist der Liturgie, 101 (‘Die christologische Konzentration der ganzen

Geschichte ist zugleich liturgische Vermittlung dieser Geschichte’); cf. 43, 47-54, 80, 119,
168; RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 224, 240.
190 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 213-214, 272, 284, 387; RATZINGER, Kiche, Okumene
und Politik, 178; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 66-67, 112; RATZINGER, Das
Fest des Glaubens, 120.
In one of his popular interview books, Ratzinger frequently identifies sin with separation,
isolation, autonomy, self-centredness and egotism. The alternative offered by Christianity is
an anthropology and soteriology of communion, based on a trinitarian theology of
communion. Cf. J. RATZINGER, Gott und die Welt. Glauben und Leben in unserer Zeit. Ein
Gesprdch mit Peter Seewald (Miinchen: Knaur, 2000), passim.
192 RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 15, 36, 38-40, 112, 121, 232-235, 243.
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and ethically.'”” The church is communion with the trinitarian love of God

through communion with the resurrected body of Christ. Eucharistic
communion transforms people into the likeness of Christ, into the relational
people whom God has created in his own image."” It is Ratzinger’s conviction
that church and sacraments, including the centrality of the eucharist, are
ultimately only intelligible when we realise that God—and humans created in
the image of God—are fundamentally characterised by being in—or created
towards—communion.'”’

3.3.8  ‘The Church is Eucharist’

The previous four paragraphs already indicated the centrality of the eucharist
within Ratzinger’s thought. Firstly, the paschal origins of both Israel and the
church point to the paschal meal as constitutive for their identity. Secondly,
Ratzinger’s ecclesiological keyword ‘body of Christ’ points to the inseparability
of church and eucharist. Thirdly, the fulfillment of both temple and prophecy in
the very body of Jesus Christ makes this body—in Jesus’s incarnation, life,
death and resurrection as well as in the eucharist—the new temple and the
centre of the new cult. And fourthly, the church as participation in the trinitarian
communion of God himself is most clearly manifested by participation in the
eucharistic communion. All these biblical, historical and theological lines of
thought lead with unmistakable consistency towards the centrality of the
eucharist within the church.

Ratzinger grants the institution of the eucharist an indispensable role in the
constitutive events of the Christian faith and church. Not just Jesus’s death and
resurrection have made Christianity what it is, but Jesus’s death and resurrection
as interpreted by the eucharistic words of institution, which declare his death
and resurrection a cultic, redeeming act that will, in the sacrament, be
perpetually present and available for participation. Ratzinger can also say—the
other way round—that the eucharist is Jesus’s church founding act, the reality
of its meaning being confirmed by Jesus’s death and resurrection. Ratzinger
does not deny that in some sense the church already begun when Jesus called
his followers, particularly the apostles with Peter in their midst. But this church
did not receive its real meaning until Jesus gave the church its specific contents
by his dying and rising again and by enabling the church to participate in his
death and resurrection through the eucharist. By doing so, Jesus made himself

19 RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 37, 46; RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens,

28.

RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 66, 69, 88, 114; RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah,
92, 130.

RATZINGER, Weggemeinschafi des Glaubens, 143; RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens, 15-
16.
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(his ‘body’) the centre of the church, and the eucharist the ‘self-realisation’
(Selbstverwirklichung) of the church.'

In relating church and eucharist, Ratzinger’s main line of thought is the
‘body of Christ’ language as used by Paul and the Early Church, particularly
Augustine. This became already clear in view of Ratzinger’s dissertation, but
Ratzinger has remained faithful to this theme ever since. For Ratzinger,
koinonialcommunio, corpus Christi and ecclesia are to a large extent
interchangeable terms.'”” They do not just refer to inward, invisible spiritual
ideas, but to the visible, tangible eucharistic community/communion which is
the church.'”® People are Christians, members of the church, because and in so
far as they are united to Christ. This happens once in baptism: baptism makes a
person a member of the church. But being a member of the church means being
part of the eucharistic community. Participation in the eucharistic body of Christ
time and again (re-) constitutes the church as the ecclesial body of Christ.'”
God, says Ratzinger, continues the incarnation by drawing people
eucharistically into totus Christus, which is Christ as head and body. ‘Christ
exists only in his body, never just as an idea.”*”’

Through this way of reasoning, Ratzinger erases every sense of the
eucharist as ‘additional’ to the central salvific facts of Christianity. For him, the
eucharist itself belongs to these central salvific facts and, therefore, the reality
of Christian salvation cannot be conceived without reference to the eucharist.
This is reflected in Ratzinger’s choice of words, for example where he defines
Christ’s pascha as consisting in his death, his resurrection and the institution of
the eucharist.””' The same we find in a sentence like, ‘A eucharistic doctrine
that is not directed at the community of the church falls short of its essence as

much as an ecclesiology that is not conceived from the eucharistic centre’,*”

19 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 84-85; cf. 78, 97, 163; RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene
und Politik, 17; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 73, 137; RATZINGER, Gott ist
uns nah, 48-49, 78-79; RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens, 127.

7 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 14, 99, 157-160, 217-218, 234-235, 290; RATZINGER,

Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 91; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 53, 57, 78.

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 47, 84, 98, 231; RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und

Politik, 125; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 113-114.

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 82, 98, 102; RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik,

133, 180; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 68-69, 90, 105-106, 126, 216;

RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 42, 59, 83 (with emphasis on the individual believer), 98-100,

114, 121-122, 130, 134; RATZINGER, Der Geist der Liturgie, 75-77, 143.

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 83, RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 15

(“Christus gibt es nur in seinem Leib, nie bloss ideell’); cf. RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft

des Glaubens, 68, 82, 89.

RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 42-43.

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 218 (‘Eucharistielehre, die nicht auf Gemeinschaft der

Kirche hinbezogen ist, verfehlt ebenso ihr Wesen wie Ekklesiologie, die nicht von der

eucharistischen Mitte her konzipiert wird’).
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and finally in the lapidary words, ‘the church exists as liturgy and in liturgy’,”®

‘the church is eucharist’ ***

In comparison to the eucharist as the primary and ordinary gathering and
manifestation of the church, Ratzinger regards the synod or council a secondary
and (especially in case of the council) extraordinary gathering and manifestation
of the church. Rather than regarding the church as a kind of prolongated,
continuous council, and rather than calling ‘conciliarity’ the primary attribute of
the church, Ratzinger considers the council (synodos) as a necessary event ‘in’
the church, after which the church returns to what it essentially ‘is’: a
eucharistic gathering (synaxis). According to Ratzinger, synaxis and communio
are synonymous with ekklesia, while synodos and concilium are not. Although
the council, like the eucharist, serves ecclesial communion, the council ‘has not
the same level of reality as the eucharist’ as a sacramental source and
celebration of unity.””

3.3.9  The Universal Church and the Local Churches

Probably the most controversial aspect of Ratzinger’s ecclesiology is his view
on the relationship between the universal church and the local churches.
Whereas most eucharistic ecclesiologies lead to some kind of emphasis on the
local church (most often understood as the diocese), Ratzinger indefatigably
advocates an emphasis on the universal church, of which the local churches are
the concrete manifestations and representations. Because this aspect of
Ratzinger’s thought is sometimes seen as the only aspect on which he has
changed his mind over the years, this paragraph is structured chronologically.”®

In the dissertation (1954) on Augustine the question is not yet an explicit
issue. Nevertheless we can already trace Ratzinger’s later insistence on, so to
speak, the ‘idea’ of the universal church as prior to its concrete manifestation(s).
This trace can be found in Ratzinger’s account of Augustine’s view on the
church as present through all times, the ecclesia ab Abel. Throughout all times
and places people have, ‘by special divine enlightenment’, belonged to the
church, even when the church did not yet exist visibly in human history. This is,
of course, only possible if there exists such a thing as a universal church apart

203
204

RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 130 (‘Kirche besteht als Liturgie und in Liturgie’).
RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 90 (‘Kirche wird in der Eucharistie aufgebaut,
ja, die Kirche ist Eucharistie’).

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 151-163 (‘[Das Konzil] hat nicht dieselbe Realititsstufe
wie die Eucharistie’); RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 91.

I confine myself to the dissertation and the three ‘ecclesiological’ books introduced in
paragraph 3.3.1. The years of publication are given in parentheses. The ‘liturgical’ books
confirm the overall picture; cf. RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 51-52, 65, 97, 115, 127-128;
RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens, 61, 108, 127-128; RATZINGER, Ein neues Lied fiir den
Herrn, 76-77, 100, 104 n., 114, 119-120, 146-155, 172-173, 178-179, 185, 190, 217;
RATZINGER, Der Geist der Liturgie, 42, 58, 142.
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from its historical manifestation, including its local manifestations.””’ In

Ratzinger’s dissertation we also already encounter his universal, ‘geographical’
understanding of catholicity, which he learned from Augustine and which
remained self-evident for Ratzinger throughout his writings.””

In Das neue Volk Gottes (1969), Ratzinger presents his version of a
eucharistic view on the relationship between the local and the universal church.
Characteristic is his phrasing that the eucharistic community is the ‘realisation’
of the local church, which in its turn is the ‘concrete way of existence’ of the
one church.”” This formulation gives priority to the ‘idea’ of the universal
church, of which the local churches are the concrete manifestations.
Nevertheless, Ratzinger is also able to formulate the other way round: the
universal church ‘consists of’, is “built up out of’, or is ‘composed of” the local
churches.*"

The fact that all the local churches share in the same body of Christ, in the
one bread, unites them into one church. The local church is one by being one
eucharistic communion, but the same applies to the universal church: it is not
the sum of all local churches, but it is in itself already one because it is the one
eucharistic communion of all. In the meantime, Ratzinger has no problem
saying that, as a eucharistic communion, the local church is the church, as long
as it is secured that this local church regards itself as a part of the universal
church. From his knowledge of the Early Church, Ratzinger affirms that the
fullness of the eucharist implies the ecclesial fullness of the local, episcopal,
eucharistic communion, as long as it is embedded into the universal network of
eucharistic communions.”"’

The guarantee of this network is the bishop of Rome. Those who are in
communion with him belong to the true ‘net of communions’.*"* This is not to
say, Ratzinger warns, that all local churches are swallowed by the local church
of Rome. The church of Rome is not the universal church, but a local church.
The universal church consists of local churches in communion with the bishop
of Rome, who is ‘the common bishop of the “sedes apostolica” at Rome’. As the
bishop of Rome, he is “episcopus episcoporum’.*"

207 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 296-309.

208 RATZINGER, Volk und Haus Gottes, 324. This understanding of catholicity is critically

evaluated in paragraph 8.6.1.

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 97 (‘realisiert sich in’; ‘existiert konkret in”); the same

choice of words on pages 108, 205.

210 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 205 (‘besteht aus’), 211, 220 (‘auferbaut aus’), 382
(‘sich zusammensetzt aus’).

' RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 97, 108, 120, 123, 159, 179, 184-185, 194, 220.

212 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 206 (‘Netz der Kommunionen®); cf. 88, 125, 179, 212,

219.

RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 219 (‘des gemeinsamen Bischofs der “sedes apostolica”

zu Rom’), 185; cf. 117, 136, 229.
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In this early work, Ratzinger is also already concerned about those local
churches which regard themselves as self-sufficient. The strictly local,
geographically determined jurisdiction of the diocesan bishop and of the parish
priest should, says Ratzinger, be counterbalanced by the more missionary
ministries of the universal church under the supervision of the bishop of Rome.
This should not lead to the victory of centralism over diocesan administration,
but neither should the counterbalance be opposed by an undue affection for
Early Church and medieval structures. Ratzinger warns for the danger that the
structure of the local (diocesan) church can become rigid and petrified. In these
cases, Ratzinger says, the universality of the church should prevail over local
rights.”"*

In Kirche, Okumene und Politik (1987) these ideas have not changed.
Christ and the church are everywhere where the eucharist is celebrated, as long
as it is celebrated in a communion which is in unity with the other communions.
Unity is ‘not an external addition to eucharistic ecclesiology, but its internal
condition’.?”® The local churches ‘form’ the universal church; the universal
church exists ‘in’ the local Churches.”'® The local church should be respected as
the ‘fundamental Gestalt’ of the church, and the local church, in turn, should
realise that it is not self-sufficient, but open to the ‘catholic’ whole.”'” The
openness of the local churches towards each other is visualised and led by the
bishop of one local church, the bishop of Rome.”'® Therefore, unity with the
bishop of Rome is not an external matter, which adds nothing to the ecclesiality
of the local church, but an ‘internal, formative power’.””” Again, Ratzinger
condemns a strict ecclesiology of the local church as ‘romanticism’ and as
‘repristination of the structure of the Early Church’. ‘Just to return to the Early
Church is not possible, not even theologically.””* In the meantime, Ratzinger
also repeats that the Petrine ministry should not be equated with Romanism.”'

It is in this book, that Ratzinger for the first time introduces a second
‘front’ against which he advocates the universality of the church. The first front
is the originally Orthodox, but nowadays broadly ecumenical version of a
‘communio ecclesiology’, or of a ‘eucharistic ecclesiology’, which emphasises

24 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 53-55, 138. This position is critically evaluated in

paragraph 8.5.5.

RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 19 (‘nicht eine dussere Zutat zur eucharistischen
Ekklesiologie, sondern ihre innere Bedingung’); cf. 17-19, 72, 75, 110.

RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 54; cf. 74: the local church manifests (‘darstellt’)
the universal church.

217 RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 57 (‘Grundgestalt®).

218 RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 58.

219 RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 75, 77 (‘eine von innen her pragende Kraft’).
This view is evaluated in paragraph 8.6.6.

RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 75 (‘Romantizismus der Teilkirche’,
‘Repristinierung der Bauform der alten Kirche’); 76-77 (‘Die blosse Riickkehr zur alten
Kirche ist kein Weg, auch theologisch nicht”).

21 RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 77-78.
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the full ecclesiality of every local church (diocese). Towards this front,
Ratzinger’s focus is on the Petrine ministry—belonging to the universal church,
hold together by (and under) the Petrine ministry, is in his view an intrinsic
aspect of the ecclesiality of every local church. The second front is the modern
tendency to reduce the church to the local congregation (parish or group).
Towards this front, Ratzinger’s focus is on the universality of faith and liturgy.
In his view, the local community is not the ‘creative’ author of liturgical texts
and rites. Rather, each local congregation should realise that it is part of the
wider—and eventually the worldwide—church with its common faith and
common liturgy.”

The most recent ecclesiological book under observation, Weggemeinschaft
des Glaubens (2002), takes up the same themes. The eucharist builds up the
local congregation, but because there is only one Lord in one eucharist, the
eucharistic celebration of the local congregation implies and requires that the
local congregation is in communion with the whole body of Christ. ‘All
eucharistic gatherings are together only one gathering, because the body of
Christ is only one and therefore the people of God can only be one.’*”

It is in this book, that Ratzinger elaborates the theme of the ‘ontological
precedence’ of the universal over the local church, introduced by himself in a
document of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.”** Referring to the
patristic idea of a pre-existent church and to the New Testament ecclesiological
images of body and bride, Ratzinger states that it must be obvious for everyone
that the church as a universal ‘idea’ takes precedence over the church in its
concrete, historical manifestations. But Ratzinger also claims that Aistorically
there was a universal church before there were local churches. The twelve
apostles as tribes of the new universal people, Paul’s universal apostolic
ministry and Luke’s picture of Jerusalem (at Pentecost and immediately after)
not as a local church but as the prototype of the universal church, serve as proof
for this claim.*”

22 RATZINGER, Kirche, Okumene und Politik, 111, 174-175.
23 RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 92 (‘Alle eucharistischen Versammlungen
sind zusammen doch nur eine Versammlung, weil der Leib Christi nur einer ist und das
Volk Gottes daher nur eines sein kann’); cf. 78, 114.
CONGREGATIO DE DOCTRINA FIDEL, Litterae ad catholicae ecclesiae episcopos de aliquibus
aspectibus ecclesiae prout est communio (‘Communionis notio’, 1992): The universal
Church ontologice et temporaliter praecedit the local Churches (9). Cf. the discussion
between the Cardinals Kasper (priority of the local church) and Ratzinger (priority of the
universal church) as analysed in M. KEHL, ‘Der Disput der Kardindle. Zum Verhéltnis von
Universalkirche und Ortskirchen’, Stimmen der Zeit 221 (2003), 219-232 and in P.
MCPARTLAN, ‘The Local and the Universal Church: Zizioulas and the Ratzinger—Kasper
Debate’, in: D.H. Knight (ed.), The Theology of John Zizioulas: Personhood and the
Church (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007), 171-182. See also Tillard’s concept of the simultaneity
of locality and universality in paragraph 3.5.4.
25 RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 55-56, 61-62, 116-119, 160-161. This view of
Ratzinger’s can be traced back to Das neue Volk Gottes, where the twelve, Paul, and
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In Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, as much as in Das neue Volk Gottes,
Ratzinger emphasises that the universal church should not be equated with the
church of Rome or with the Roman Curia. Only if one makes this mistake,
Ratzinger can understand the opposition against his thesis about the precedence
of the universal over the local church. But in Ratzinger’s thought, the universal
church is not Rome, neither is it a theological rationale to give the local church
of Rome and its bishop as many prerogatives as one likes. In Ratzinger’s
thought, the universal church is an entity of faith, that is, an entity of an
‘ontological’, ‘theological’ or ‘internal’ nature. This entity of faith—the
universal church—is described by Scripture and tradition in such images as
body, bride, family, temple, city, mother, and becomes tangible in baptism, the
Word, the eucharist and the ministry. Wherever one has been baptised, one is at
home in the church anywhere in the world. Wherever the Word of God is
proclaimed, it builds the same community of the church anywhere in the world.
Wherever one celebrates the eucharist, it is the same eucharist within the same
church anywhere in the world. Wherever a bishop or a priest is, is the
communion with the worldwide church. The church is—still according to
Ratzinger—not built up in or by the local church, but by Christ himself, who
comes to the particular church from the whole church, to the particular part of
the body of Christ from the whole body of Christ.”®

In Das neue Volk Gottes we encountered Ratzinger’s tendency to suspect
the local church to be static and passive, while he grants the universal church a
more missionary and dynamic character. The same he expresses in
Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens. From post-apostolic times onwards, the local,
episcopal church tends—says Ratzinger—to be self-centred and to lack
missionary vigour.”’ Early monasticism and medieval mendicants were the
much needed counterbalance. In our times, this missionary dynamic can be
found in the modern international movements within the Roman Catholic
Church. The ‘ecclesial backing’ of these universal movements is the Papacy.
Here, says Ratzinger, we see ‘perhaps the deepest sense and the truest essence
of the Petrine ministry [...]: the bishop of Rome is not just the bishop of a local
church; his ministry is always related to the universal church’. He is ‘bishop for
the whole Church and in the whole Church’. He does not exercise this ministry

Jerusalem have already this universal meaning. It is, thus, not a recent idea in Ratzinger’s
thought, although it has not been elaborated this much before, perhaps because it has not
been contested this much before. Cf. RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 113-114, 123-124,
128-129, 379. It should be mentioned that we have earlier seen how Afanasiev argues the
other way round: for him, Jerusalem was a local church and Paul a missionary sent out by
the local church of Jerusalem or Antioch. According to Ratzinger, the local church is rather
static and the missionary comes from the universal church; according to Afanasiev there is
no universal church otherwise than as manifested in the local churches, which can very well
be missionary in character (cf. paragraph 2.2.6).

226 RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 115, 119, 121-124, 207, 217.

227 This position is critically evaluated in paragraph 8.5.5.
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on his own—which would lead to exaggerated Papalism—but together with
those ministers and movements that place themselves at the service of not just
the local, but the universal church. Of this supra-local aspect of the church, the
bishop of Rome is the guarantor and coordinator.”®

We can conclude that Ratzinger’s view on the relationship between the
universal church and the local churches has not fundamentally changed
throughout his life, although it has become a more important and more
emphasised aspect of his thought in later years. In Ratzinger’s eucharistic
ecclesiology, the universal church is a theological idea—those who share in
Christ’s death and resurrection by baptism and the eucharist, are united into one
universal fellowship, of which every local church is an expression and
manifestation—and at the same time an empirical phenomenon, namely the
visible universal ‘net of [eucharistic] communions’ in communion with the
bishop of Rome.””’ For Ratzinger, the unity of the church, guaranteed by being
in communion with the bishop of Rome, is intrinsic to the ecclesiality of each
local church.

A more detailed investigation into Ratzinger’s view on the bishop of Rome
or, as he prefers to say, the Petrine ministry,”’ does not add to the function the
bishop of Rome has within the overall shape of Ratzinger’s eucharistic
ecclesiology. On the one hand, one can say that the bishop of Rome is of
supreme relevance within Ratzinger’s ecclesiology—communion with him is
both condition and guarantee for belonging to the true ‘net of communions’ that
is the universal church. On the other hand, however, Ratzinger’s ecclesiology is
not built upon the Pope,”' but on the pascha of Jesus Christ, that has been made

228 RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 167 (‘ekklesialer Riickhalt’, ‘der tiefste Sinn

und das wahre Wesen des Petrusamtes’, ‘Der Bischof von Rom ist nicht nur Bischof einer
Ortskirche; sein Amt ist immer auf die Universalkirche bezogen’), 173 (‘Bischof fiir die
ganze Kirche und in der ganzen Kirche’); cf. 152-153, 163-173, 177-178.

I find this interpretation confirmed by MCPARTLAN, ‘The Local and the Universal Church’
(esp. 172-174), who helpfully adds that the continuous blurring (especially in intra-Western
debates) of these two meanings of the concept ‘universal church’ is an important reason for
the controversy on this issue. He further adds that the former meaning—when interpreted
correctly and with aid from Eastern theology—is first and foremost the eschatological
meaning of ‘universal church’.

See particularly RATZINGER, Zur Gemeinschaft gerufen, 43-75. Ratzinger sees the
fundamental role of the bishop of Rome rather from his being the successor of Peter than
from his being the patriarch of Rome. It would be interesting to study how Ratzinger’s high
regard for the indispensable role of the Petrine ministry relates to his repeated conviction
that Roman centralism (explained by Ratzinger as a patriarchal phenomenon) is not
necessarily the way in which the Petrine ministry should be exercised. A similar stance is
taken by Tillard; cf. paragraph 3.5.6. Another interesting study could be devoted to the
exegetical, historical and theological implications of Ratzinger’s emphasis on the Petrine
character of the bishop of Rome’s primacy.

With VOLF, Trinitit und Gemeinschaft, 50 (similar: WEILER, Volk Gottes—Leib Christi,
351; RupDY, The Local Church, 100), one could say that, althought the ministry—including
the Petrine ministry—is an integral part of Ratzinger’s view on the community of the

229

230

231



Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology 123

‘communicative’ by the sacraments. Participation—through baptism—in the
eucharist constitutes people as the body of Christ and therefore as the people of
God. Where most eucharistic ecclesiologies conclude that this sacramental way
of being incorporated into Christ leads to the precendence of the local
sacramental assembly (the local church), Ratzinger argues that this sacramental
way of being incorporated into Christ means in the first place that people are
incorporated into fotus Christus, his whole body, the universal church, of which
each eucharistic assembly is the local expression and manifestation.

Finally it should be added that Ratzinger has yet another way in which he
speaks about the universal church. The universal church is not just the earthly
church but also, as he likes to formulate, the ‘cosmic’ church—the church of
those on earth and in heaven (departed, saints, angels). Particularly in his
‘liturgical’ books, Ratzinger emphasises that the individual believer may know
that he or she is part of the communion of saints. In the liturgy, especially in
praise, the earthly church joins the heavenly church as one universal
communion.”?

3.3.10 Never Just a Cult

Ratzinger never allows his eucharistic ecclesiology—nor his liturgical
theology—to endorse liturgy as ‘just a cult’. Words like nie bloss kultisch
(never just cultic) keep occurring in his writings. This is one of those aspects of
his thought which he probably learnt from Augustine at the time he wrote his
dissertation, and which he never lost since. For Augustine, cult and ethics are
intertwined. Agape (love) is one of the patristic words for the eucharist as well
as for the Christian life.””® That the church is most fundamentally manifested
around the eucharistic table also means that the church should be a ‘table
community’ (Tischgemeinschafi) in the most physical and social sense of the
word. The communion with the body of Christ creates a community of love in
and beyond the liturgy. Having become Christ’s body in the liturgy, the church
lives its daily life as the ‘liturgy’ of Christ’s love, as a kind of continued

church, his ecclesiology is so far from a ‘hierarchology’ that its essential shape can be
sketched without even mentioning the ministry (‘Seine Ekklesiologie ist aber so wenig
Hierarchologie, dass das Entscheidende iiber sie gesagt werden konnte, ohne das Amt
einmal zu erwihnen’). Unfortunately, Ratzinger’s conservative position and strict policy as
Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has given the opposite impression,
namely that for Ratzinger the church is more or less to be equated with a centralised
magisterium. Cf. BOEVE, ‘Kerk, theologie en heilswaarheid’, 161-162.

E.g., RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 51-52; RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens, 59, 67;
RATZINGER, Ein neues Lied fiir den Herrn, 164, 173, 178, 181, 222; RATZINGER, Der Geist
der Liturgie, 42.

Cf. paragraph 3.3.3.

232

233



124 Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology

eucharist. We have to become eucharist. Daily life has to become ‘liturgical’,
that is, transformative.”*

To describe this both cultic and non-cultic character of the Christian
concept of worship, Ratzinger frequently uses Paul’s expression [logike
latreia,” which he prefers to translate as ‘worship according to the logos’
(logosgemdisser Gottesdienst). According to one strand within the Old
Testament, taken up by the New Testament, to worship God truly is to live a life
of righteousness. Not the sacrificial cult, but the ‘words’ (logoi) of our praise
and of our righteousness are an acceptable offering to God. This ‘word’ (logos)
has been incarnated in Jesus Christ, so that the offering of our praise and our
righteous life are personified and embodied in him. Therefore, the Christian cult
is the unbloody cult of prayer—the words (logoi) of the liturgical remembrance,
effective words, making present what is remembered—and the Christian cult is
the daily cult of righteousness, that is, the life as it was lived by the Word
(logos) incarnate, Jesus Christ. Christian cult is ‘logisation’ (Logisierung)—
being transformed into the likeness of the Word (/ogos) incarnate, being made
the body of Christ, being made contemporary with Christ’s self-offering. ‘The
logos himself has become body and gives himself to us in his body. Therefore
we are called to give our bodies as a liturgy according to the logos.”**

As we will see in many other authors in this study, eucharistic ecclesiology
crosses the limits of the eucharistic liturgy into a ‘eucharistic’ way of life. For
Ratzinger, this is not a social extension of a theological principle, but an integral
part of his view on Christ, the church and the liturgy. As Christ himself is the
(in incarnation, death and resurrection) embodied love of God, the same love is
lived by the church and its members, mediated by the eucharist.”’

24 RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 43, 85-86, 272, 312; RATZINGER, Weggemeinschafi des

Glaubens, 61, 64, 86, 97-106; RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 88, 92-93, 136; RATZINGER,
Der Geist der Liturgie, 15, 17-18, 79, 138, 151, 186.

Romans 12:1; ‘reasonable service’ (Authorised Version); ‘spiritual worship’ (Revised
Standard Version and New Revised Standard Version). This theme could as well have been
brought in at the paragraph ‘Old and New Testaments—Priestly and Prophetic—Cultic and
Non-Cultic’ above, because the themes are related, as so many of Ratzinger’s themes are.
RATZINGER, Weggemeinschaft des Glaubens, 102 (‘Der Logos selbst ist Leib geworden und
gibt sich uns in seinem Leib. Deshalb werden wir aufgefordert, unsere Leiber als
logosgeméssen Gottesdienst darzubringen’); cf. 100-102; RATZINGER, Gott ist uns nah, 32,
47-50, 64, 70; RATZINGER, Das Fest des Glaubens, 34, 50-51, 106; RATZINGER, Ein neues
Lied fiir den Herrn, 121, 128-129, 131, 134, 156-158, 174; RATZINGER, Der Geist der
Liturgie, 38-42, 51, 121, 128-134, 148-152, 181.

Ratzinger complains that his intentions are misunderstood if one ‘does not do justice to the
fact that the notion of adoration, as I present it, is not limited to prayer in its proper sense,
but embraces the whole life’; J. RATZINGER, ‘Réponse du cardinal Ratzinger au Pere Gy’,
La Maison-Dieu 230 (2002/2), 113-120, at 119 (“il ne s’est pas rendu compte que la notion
d’adoration, telle que je la présente, n’est pas limitée a la priére proprement dite, mais
embrasse toute la vie’).
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3.3.11 A ‘Providential Coincidence’

In the afternoon of Tuesday, 19 April 2005, the College of Cardinals elected
their Dean, Joseph Ratzinger, to be the next bishop of Rome. The following
morning, Pope Benedict XVI celebrated the eucharist with them in the Sistine
Chapel. In his address, the Pope referred to the ‘Year of the Eucharist’,
proclaimed by his predecessor, John Paul II.

My Pontificate begins in a particularly meaningful way as the Church is living the
special Year dedicated to the Eucharist. How could I fail to see this providential
coincidence as an element that must mark the ministry to which I am called? The
Eucharist, the heart of Christian life and the source of the Church’s evangelising
mission, cannot but constitute the permanent centre and source of the Petrine
ministry that has been entrusted to me.

The Eucharist makes constantly present the Risen Christ who continues to give
himself to us, calling us to participate in the banquet of his Body and his Blood.
From full communion with him flows every other element of the Church’s life:
first of all, communion among all the faithful, the commitment to proclaiming and
witnessig;gs to the Gospel, the ardour of love for all, especially the poorest and
lowliest.

In continuity with his lifelong theological approach, Ratzinger mentions the
eucharist as the source and heart of the church and as the centre of his own
ministry. A better summary of the principal conviction of a eucharistic
ecclesiology could not be given: from the eucharistic koinonia with the risen
Lord ‘flows every other element of the Church’s life’: the ecclesial koinonia,
flowing over in kerygma, martyria, agape and diakonia.

3.3.12 Conclusion

Ratzinger’s eucharistic ecclesiology can be summarised as follows. In his body,
Jesus Christ has incarnated and fulfilled the Old Testament, both in its cultic
(temple, priest, sacrifice) and its prophetic (righteousness, love) sense. His death
and resurrection, which are through the eucharist perpetually open for
participation, constitute the body of Christ, the new people of God. This is
salvation: the restoration of the original intent of God, who is unity-in-
communion in himself, to create people in his image, that is, to create humans
as people-in-communion. The church is this restored people, who are
(ecclesially) in communion with each other and (spiritually) with God through
their (primarily eucharistic) communion in the sacraments, which overflows in a

28 [RATZINGER], ‘First Message’. RUDDY, The Local Church, 154, gives a similar comment on

this programmatic address.
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(social) life of communion in the world. In other words, the church is the
ecclesial body of Christ through its participation in the eucharistic body of
Christ, which is at the same time participation in the triune God. Although this
church is everywhere manifested wherever the eucharist is celebrated, it is
primarily a universal divine-human communion. This communion is the
universal church in communion with the successor of Peter, the bishop of
Rome. But it is also the cosmic church on earth and in heaven, as it is
exemplarily embodied in Mary.

Ratzinger’s eucharistic ecclesiology unites biblical, patristic and dogmatic
thought into a consistent view on God, humanity, the church, the liturgy and the
Christian life. Every aspect of Ratzinger’s thought is rooted in the notion of
‘communion’ or ‘participation’. Therefore, the centre of Ratzinger’s thought is
the eucharist—eucharist as communion with God through participation in his
triune life; eucharist as communion with Jesus Christ through participation in
his life, death and resurrection; eucharist as communion with the church local,
universal and cosmic; and eucharist as manifestation of salvation: the restored
unity of humankind and all creation.

34 LEONARDO BOFF

3.4.1 Life and Work

Leonardo Boff*’ was born in Brazil in 1938 as a member of the third
generation of an Italian immigrant family. He entered the Franciscan order
(1959) and was ordained priest (1964). After philosophical and theological
training in Petrépolis (Rio de Janeiro, Brazil), Boff continued his studies in
Munich (Germany), where he obtained his doctorate in 1970 under the
supervision of Leo Scheffczyk and Heinrich Fries. For 22 years he served as
Professor of Systematic and Ecumenical Theology at the Franciscan
Theological Institute in Petropolis, while also acting as Visiting Professor at
universities in the Americas and in Europe.

Scrutiny by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith led to Boff’s
being silenced and suspended from ecclesiastical functions during 1985. Under
the threat of a second investigation in 1992, he ‘promoted himself to the state of

2% This introductory information is taken from L. BOFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament im Horizont

der Welterfahrung. Versuch einer Legitimation und einer struktur-funktionalistischen
Grundlegung der Kirche im Anschluss an das II. Vatikanische Konzil (Paderborn:
Bonifacius, 1972), 15-16; L. BOFF, Sacraments of Life—Life of the Sacraments (Portland
OR: Pastoral, 1987 [trans. of Os sacramentos da vida e a vida dos sacramentos. Minima
sacramentalia, Petropolis: Vozes, 1975]), 37; and www.leonardoboff.com, ‘personal
information’, ‘biography’.
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the laity’. He continues writing and lecturing on the theology and spirituality of
liberation, ecology and human rights.

It may be surprising to find Boff in this chapter together with Ratzinger,
who in many respects represents his opposite, and who had part in his 1985
silencing.”* The emphasis here is, however, not on their polemics, but on what
both of them independently have to offer to the ecumenical quest for a liturgical
ecclesiology. For the same reason, this section does not primarily investigate
Boff’s liberation theology a such, but his insights into themes related to an
ecclesiology in which the liturgy, primarily the eucharist, has a central place.

Two themes will attract our particular attention: sacramentality and the
Trinity. The fundamental role of sacramentality in Boff’s thought will be
presented from his dissertation, Die Kirche als Sakrament im Horizont der
Welterfahrung (1972), and his introduction to sacramental theology, Sacraments
of Life — Life of the Sacraments (1975).**' The Trinity as the root of Boff’s
thought on community will be discussed from Trinity and Society (1986) and
Holy Trinity, Perfect Community (1988).>** Prior to that, some introductory
remarks will be made about his theology and ecclesiology in general, making
reference to the introductory book he wrote together with his brother Clodovis,
Introducing Liberation Theology (1986) and to his ecclesiological works
Ecclesiogenesis (1977) and Church: Charism and Power (1981).*%

3.4.2  Liberation Theology

Boff’s sacramental and trinitarian thought is situated in his liberation
theology.”* In at least two instances, the quest for a liturgical ecclesiology can
benefit from the methodology of liberation theology as described by Boff. First,
though liberation theology is also practised academically, it takes primarily

240 For an ecclesiological-theological evaluation of the Boff-Ratzinger debate, cf. B.M.J. KLEIN

GOLDEWLIK, Praktijk of principe. Basisgemeenschappen en de ecclesiologie van Leonardo
Boff. Een wetenschappelijke proeve op het gebied van de godgeleerdheid (Kampen: Kok,
1991), 185-202.

See the first footnote of this section.

221, BOF¥F, Trinity and Society (Maryknoll NY: Orbis, 1988 [trans. of A Trindade, a sociedade
e a libertagdo, Petropolis: Vozes, 1986]); L. BOFF, Holy Trinity, Perfect Community
(Maryknoll NY: Orbis, 2000 [trans. of 4 Santissima Trindade é a melhor comunidade,
Petropolis: Vozes, 1988]).

243 L.BOFF & C. BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology (Maryknoll NY: Orbis, 1987 [trans. of

Como fazer Teologia da Libertagdo, Petropolis: Vozes, 1986]); L. BOFF, Ecclesiogenesis:

The Base Communities Reinvent the Church (Maryknoll NY: Orbis, 1986 [trans. of

Eclesiogénese: As comunidades eclesiais de base reinventam a Igreja, Petropolis: Vozes,

1977, with the addition of two more recent articles]); L. BOFE, Church: Charism and

Power: Liberation Theology and the Institutional Church (London: SCM, 1985 [trans. of

Igreja: Carisma e poder, Petropolis: Vozes, 1981]).

For Boff’s position between Western European ‘liberal’ theology and Latin American

‘liberation’ theology, cf. KLEIN GOLDEWIIK, Praktijk of principe, 201,207-227.
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shape at a local and non-professional level. It ‘is primarily oral; it is a spoken
theology’. It is rooted in the daily experiences of ordinary people, which makes
it, in Boff’s terminology, ‘a “sacramental” theology, expressed in gestures and
symbols’**> As we will see below, Boff has a broad understanding of
sacramentality. In this case he means that liberation theology is ‘sacramental’
because it is incarnated in the words, lifestyles, situations and needs of ordinary
people, particularly the poor. Liberation theology is to be found in local
communities and contingent situations.**

The link between this description of liberation theology and a liturgical
ecclesiology is its relationship to the local, the oral and the ordinary. A liturgical
ecclesiology should likewise be informed by, and relevant to, the concrete, local
celebration. That is why the local church is so important in liturgical
ecclesiology, and why the methodology of liturgical theologians often starts
from and returns to the actual celebratory event.

Second, liberation theology is rather a hermeneutic approach than a
detailed theology. It is a way of reading the Bible, taking it as a ‘book of life’
with a ‘practical meaning’, offering ‘transforming energy’. In the hermeneutics
of liberation theology, Scripture is read from the perspective of the oppressed,
that is, as a story of liberation.”” “As for classic spirituality, liberation theology
seeks to correct its ahistorical interiority, its elitism and its deficient sense of the
presence of the lord of history in liberative social processes.”**® Liberation
theology seeks to establish a practical connection between spirituality—
including the liturgy and, as we will see below, primarily the eucharist—and the
socio-political processes which effect people’s lifes.”* Thus, liberation theology
does not want to be ‘a new faith’, but ‘the faith of the Apostles, the faith of the
church linked to the sufferings and hopes for liberation of the oppressed of this
world’.*" Rather than a separate theology, it aims at being ‘an appeal to all
theologies’ .

This appeals to liturgical ecclesiology in a twofold way. Formally, a
comparison can be made between liberation theology and liturgical ecclesiology
to the extent that both are characterised by a heuristic, hermeneutical approach
to theology and church practice—looking at the church from the angle of either
liberation or liturgy—rather than a defined theology in itself. But the ‘material’
comparison is more important. If liberation is an appeal to all theologies, then
also a liturgical ecclesiology should ask itself to what extent it reinforces power
structures—in the case of the liturgy perhaps ministerial power and cultural
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BOFF & BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology, 16.

BOFF & BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology, 19.

BOFF & BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology, 32, 34.
BOFF & BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology, 36.

BOFF & BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology, 39.

BOFF & BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology, 43.

BOFF & BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology, 91; cf. 83.
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elitism—and to what extent it enables full and varied participation and
communion.

3.4.3  Liberation Ecclesiology and the Eucharist

Liberation theology includes an ecclesiology.””> Boff is known for the
ecclesiological rationale he gives to the comunidades eclesiales de base, the
Base Ecclesial Communities. It is Boff’s conviction that, as the subtitle of his
book Ecclesiogenesis says, ‘the base communities reinvent the church’. In these
local communities people share faith and share daily life with its difficulties, so
that communion and participation become realities. Therefore, says Boff, the
church in its very essence is reinvented in and through these communities,
because the essence of the church is communion and participation. In the Base
Ecclesial Communities, Boff sees the realisation of the people of God in
‘koinonia (communion), prophecy and diakonia (service)’ >

Seen from the perspective of a liturgical ecclesiology, Boff seems to have
something of a love-hate relationship with the centrality of liturgy and the
eucharist. When defending the ecclesiality of Base Ecclesial Communities, Boff
focuses on the centrality of faith, Scripture, gathering, sharing and relativises
the importance of the eucharist, which is seldom celebrated in these
communities. Boff compares two extremes—a papalist, uniform understanding
of the church versus a popular, local understanding of the church—and opts for
the latter. In such a comparison of extremes, the eucharist and the bishop
necessarily seem to belong to the “wrong’ party and are regarded as examples of
‘top down’ thinking. Consequently, the Base Ecclesial Communities are granted
full ecclesiality, as long as they are embedded in concentrical circles of
leadership—Ilocal, episcopal, papal. Here, the eucharist does not appear as an
instrument of ecclesial unity.**

There is, however, another strand in Boff’s thought, in which the eucharist
does have a central place. As an anticipation of the kingdom of God, as the
presence of the continuing life and work of Jesus Christ through the Holy Spirit,
and as a symbol of unity, ‘the Eucharist is a constitutive element of the church.
Without it the church would not be what it is’.>> Struggling with the structures
of his own church, particularly regarding the limited access to the ordained
ministry, Boff sometimes emphasises the worth of nearly-eucharistic
celebrations of the Word and the sharing of food,” at other times emphasises

22 For a general survey of Boff's ecclesiology, cf. KLEIN GOLDEWUK, Praktijk of principe,

259-309.

BOFE, Church: Charism and Power, 9; cf. BOFF & BOFF, Introducing Liberation Theology,
59-60.

BOFF, Ecclesiogenesis, 10-22. This position is critically evaluated in paragraph 8.5.5.

BOFF, Ecclesiogenesis, 54.

BOFF, Ecclesiogenesis, 62.
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the need for the full eucharist being celebrated in every Base Ecclesial
Community by a local leader, be he or she priest or not,” and at still other
times pleads for the ordination of non-celibate men and women to the
priesthood.”*®

Evaluating Boff’s thought in the context of an ecumenical liturgical
ecclesiology, the latter line of thought appears more fruitful than the former.
When the admission to the ordained ministry is limited to such an extent that
ordained ministry is disconnected from community leadership and the frequent
celebration of the eucharist is endangered, the solution should, from a
eucharistic-ecclesiological point of view, not be sought in relativising the
centrality of the eucharist or in denouncing the eucharist as an element of ‘top
down’ clericalist ecclesial policy, as Boff does in his first line of thought, but in
restoring the ordained ministry to its ordinary place of local eucharistic
presidency and, flowing from it, local community leadership, as in the second
strand in Boff’s thought. Rather than seeking refuge in quasi-eucharistic
celebrations (unhappily disconnecting ‘consecration’ from celebration),”” or
non-ordained ministries (unhappily disconnecting the ‘ontological’ from the
functional),”® Boff’s plea for non-celibate male and female priests suggests a
way consistent with eucharistic ecclesiology.

3.4.4  The Church as a Sacrament

The theme of sacramentality in Boff’s writings can be divided into church-as-
sacrament ecclesiology, to which this paragraph is devoted, and sacramentality
in general, which will be discussed in the next paragraph. Boff’s doctoral
dissertation is a major study into the history and meaning of the ecclesiological
concept of the church as a sacrament. In the context of my study on liturgical or
eucharistic ecclesiology, it is important to understand the affinity but also the
distinction between eucharistic ecclesiology and church-as-sacrament
ecclesiology.

Church-as-sacrament  ecclesiology uses the word ‘sacrament’
analogically—Christ as the ‘sacrament’ of God, the church as the ‘sacrament’
of Christ.”' The concept of sacramentality is abstracted from the sacramental
rites to serve as an analogy for something else—Christ or the church.”®* The
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BOFF, Ecclesiogenesis, 64-73.

BOFF, Ecclesiogenesis, 63, 76-97.

This tendency is present in BOFF, Ecclesiogenesis, 62, 64.

This tendency is present in BOFF, Ecclesiogenesis, 67.

This concept was briefly encountered in the work of de Lubac; cf. paragraph 3.2.3 (The
Church).

For example, the eucharist serves as a model for the church-as-sacrament; cf. L.J.
KOFFEMAN, Kerk als sacramentum. De rol van de sacramentele ecclesiologie tijdens
Vaticanum Il (Kampen: Van den Berg, 1986), 99.
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church is so to speak a sacrament.”® If church-as-sacrament ecclesiology is
called a ‘sacramental’ ecclesiological model, the term °‘sacramental’ refers
(analogically) to the church. Eucharistic ecclesiology, however, does not work
with the conceptual term sacrament, but, rather concrete, with the event of the
eucharist. In eucharistic ecclesiology, the liturgical gathering, the eucharistic
community, is regarded as the primary and most fundamental form of the
church. If eucharistic ecclesiology is called a ‘sacramental’ ecclesiological
model, the term ‘sacramental’ refers (concretely) to the eucharist.”**

Boff’s distinction between the German words sakramental and
sakramentell may be helpful to illustrate the point. Both words mean
‘sacramental’, but Boff defines sakramental as referring to the concept of
sacramentality and sakramentell as referring to the concrete sacraments.’®
Following this definition, church-as-sacrament ecclesiology is a sakramental
ecclesiological model, whereas eucharistic ecclesiology is a sakramentell
ecclesiological model. Perhaps one could lapidarily say that the former
approach sees ‘the church as a sacrament’, whereas the latter sees ‘the
sacrament (namely the eucharist) as the church’. In Boff’s own words, ‘Living
the primary sacrament, the church, is the previous condition for receiving the
seven sacraments’***—not the other way round, as would be the case in
eucharistic-ecclesiological terminology.

This emphasis on the distinction between church-as-sacrament
ecclesiology and eucharistic ecclesiology is meant as a clarification, not a
depreciation. Ecclesiologically, the terms mysterion and sacramentum can be
applied in a threefold way.”®’ Firstly—closest to the New Testament use of the
former—they can refer to the whole economy of salvation. In this first sense,
the church has its place within the mystery of God, the mystery of Christ, the
mystery of salvation.”® Secondly—a development taking place during patristic
times—the terms mysterion and sacramentum can denote the sacred acts of the
church, the ‘sacred mysteries’, originally in a large, comprehensive sense, later
reduced to ‘the’ seven sacraments. In this second sense, the eucharist is a
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Cf. Vatican II’s expression veluti sacramentum (as it were a sacrament); Lumen Gentium 1.
An example of underestimation of the distinction between eucharistic ecclesiology and
church-as-sacrament ecclesiology is Avery Dulles’s mentioning of eucharistic ecclesiology
under the heading of ‘“The Church as Sacrament’ (which he calls ‘the sacramental model’)
rather than under “The Church as [...] Communion’, where it more consistently belongs. Cf.
A. DULLES, Models of the Church, Expanded Edition (New York: Doubleday, 2002
[19741), 55-67.

BOFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 143.

266 BoFF, Church: Charism and Power, 134.

267 For the nuances of the Greek and Latin terms, cf. R. Ho1z, Sakramente—im Wechselspiel
zwischen Ost und West (Ziirich-Ko6ln: Benziger; Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus Gerd
Mohn, 1979), 57-63.
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mystery or sacrament.”” Thirdly, a certain ‘sacramental way of thought’ is

detectable throughout the history of Christian theology. In the nineteenth
century, this sacramental atmosphere sedated into a terminology in which the
church was called a sacramentum. In this third sense, therefore, the church can
be called a sacrament.””’ All three applications of the term ‘sacrament’ are, of
course, fully legitimate. For conceptual clarity, however, it is important to be
aware of the different use of the term in eucharistic ecclesiology (second sense)
and church-as-sacrament ecclesiology (third sense).

[lustrative of this distinction is the fact that—as Boff’s extensive historical
and systematic study reveals—the discourse of church-as-sacrament
ecclesiology is, most of the time, not a eucharistic-ecclesiological discourse.””’
Sometimes, eucharistic-ecclesiological notions are acknowledged as auxiliary
material for church-as-sacrament ecclesiology.””> More interesting in the
context of this study are the passages in which eucharistic ecclesiology is
displayed as a concretisation of church-as-sacrament ecclesiology. This
approach indicates that, while eucharistic ecclesiology conceptually proceeds
from the particular to the general (from the eucharistic celebration to the
church), the line of thought in church-as-sacrament ecclesiology is from the
general to the particular: Christ is called ‘the sacrament of God’, the church is
called ‘the sacrament of Christ’, and the concrete sacraments are further
particularisations of this concept of sacramentality.””

However, Boff does acknowledge the eucharistic-ecclesiological approach,
albeit as a secondary movement. After his primary movement of proceeding
from the general to the particular, Boff mentions that most people become
acquainted with the church through one of its particularisations, most probably
through its sacraments.””* People learn what the church is from engaging in the
acts ‘where the people, and at the same time the church itself, enact their
essence’: in the seven sacraments.”” Therefore, Boff says, the sacraments are
not just ‘means of grace’, but the ‘church [...] in fragment’. The sacraments are

‘the very essence of the church [...] made concrete in particular [...] signs’.”’°

29 BoF¥¥, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 67-80; Ho1z, Sakramente, 48-56.

20 BoFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 48 (‘sakramentale[s] Denken’); KOFFEMAN, Kerk als
sacramentum, 28 (‘sacramentele denkwijze”). Boff (45, 113, 307-314) and Koffeman (58-
62) present the Tiibingen theologian Matthias Joseph Scheeben (1835-1888) as the initiator
of the church-as-sacrament terminology.

27" BOFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 83-123, 182-295.

22 BOFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 233-234, 326.

23 BoF¥F¥, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 380-386, 389-392; cf. KOFFEMAN, Kerk als sacramentum,
89, 95.

24 BoF¥F¥, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 387.

25 BOFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 389 (‘wo der Mensch und die Kirche selbst zugleich ihr

Wesen vollziehen’).

BOFE, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 389 (‘Die Sakramente sind das Ganzsakrament Kirche

selbst im Fragment, das Wesen der Kirche selbst [...], konkretisiert in partikuldren [...]

Zeichen’).
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Although the movement from the general to the particular is still obvious in
these formulations, here Boff comes closest to the intentions of a liturgical or
eucharistic ecclesiology: in the very celebration of the sacraments, people
encounter the church. Consequently, Boff follows ‘modern theology [...] in
unison with ancient tradition’—the neo-patristic ressourcement theology of the
twentieth century—when it does not regard the sacraments as connecting the
individual believer to God, but as connecting the individual believer to his or
her fellow believers in the church and, by doing so, as connecting the believers
corporately to God.””” This particularly applies to the eucharist. In a phrase
characteristic of a eucharistic-ecclesiological line of thought, Boff says, ‘The
eucharist is central: the common eating from one bread (1 Corinthians 10:14-
18) constitutes the people of God as the mystical body of Christ’.”’® Likewise,
baptism is the incorporation into the church. In some sense or another, all
sacraments serve the receivers’ connection to and functioning within the
church.””

To this liturgical-ecclesiological awareness, Boff appends the adhortation
that the church, if its wants to continue to relate people to God through the
sacraments, needs to revise its liturgical formularies and rituals. Sacraments can
only2 8t(;ulﬁll their relating function if they catch people in their concrete way of
life.

3.4.5 Sacramentality

This critical note is taken up in Boff’s short introduction to sacramental
thinking, Sacraments of Life — Life of the Sacraments. According to Boff, the
whole world is sacramental if one regains the fundamentally human ability to
see the world sacramentally. One could say that, in this book, Boff presents the
Christian faith as the invitation to humanity to return to an insight intrinsic to
human beings but lost through our material and technical world view. Boff does
not blame secularised humanity, but Christianity itself, for the situation that
people have ceased to look at the world as a sacramental universe. The ‘ritual
mummification’ of the Christian church has obscured sacramentality rather than
revealed it. It is Boff’s conviction that people can regain their human capacity to
‘turn an object into a symbol and an action into a rite’.®' It is a matter of not
just looking at the world from the outside, but also from the inside.”** In order to

2T BOFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 390 (‘Die moderne Theologie [...] im Einklang mit der

alten Tradition”); cf. paragraph 3.1.2 (Theological Reassessment).
28 BoFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 390-391 (‘Im Zentrum steht die Eucharistie: Das
gemeinsame Essen von einem Brot (1 Kor 10, 14-18) konstituiert das Volk Gottes zum
mystischen Leib Christi’).
BOFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 391.
BOFF, Die Kirche als Sakrament, 392.
BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 2-3.
22 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 11-12, 17-19.
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illustrate this, Boff takes as examples such daily objects as a mug (the mug from
which the family once drunk can become a sacrament of the family), a cigarette
butt (the sight, smell and taste of his father’s last cigarette butt, carefully kept,
can become a sacrament of his father’s presence), a loaf of bread, a candle and a
home, such ordinary people as a schoolteacher (sacrament of self-surrender in
order to give others a better chance in their lives), and such recognisable
experiences as the power of someone’s promised word and the meaning of
one’s life-story, in order to bring to light their potential sacramentality.

Objects, people and situations become sacramental when they reflect
‘transparence’ between their material ‘immanence’ and the ‘transcendence’ to
which they point. It is important for Boff that a sacrament participates in the
immanent as well as in the transcendent. Without transcendence there is no
sacrament, because sheer immanence is exactly the material and technical world
view from which the sacraments can rescue us. But without continuing
participation in the immanent there is no sacrament either, because in such a
case the sacrament looses its tangibility and concreteness and becomes an
abstraction. The meaning of the sacrament lies, therefore, in its transparence.”™
Boff calls this sacramental transparence the ‘diaphanous’ character of the
sacraments. Rather than God’s ‘epiphany’ (‘appearance’), which could suggest
their absorption by the transcendent, sacraments are God’s ‘diaphany’
(‘transparence’): the divine is revealed in and through the daily, earthly signs.”®

The primary ‘sign’ that participates in both the immanent (humanity) and
the transcendent (divinity) and so becomes transparent, is Jesus Christ. He is the
‘fontal sacrament’ of God. Through him and like him, all people and all things
can become sacramental.”® The secondary sign, ‘the prolongation of Christ’,”*
the great sacrament of Christ in the world, is the church. ‘The church becomes a
sacrament insofar as it participates in, and daily actualises, the sacrament of
Christ’.®” In their turn, the seven sacraments are sacramental insofar as they are
particularisations of the great sacrament which is the church.”®® But the
unfolding of sacramentality does not stop there. From God, through Christ, the
church and °‘the’ sacraments, sacramentality overflows into daily life. And
because Christ is the eternal Word through and for whom all things were made,
all sacramentality, in and outside the church, refers in some way or another to
Christ, and through Christ to God.”

Finally, Boff points to the original meaning of the word ‘sacrament’: an
oath of commitment. The sacramental ceremony, he says, is only the top of the

3 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 24-25, 31.

284 BOoFF, Sacraments of Life, 30-33, 47, 77. Boff borrows the term ‘diaphany’ from Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin (31).

25 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 46-47.

286 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 90; cf. 73.

7 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 51-52.

288 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 53, 68.

29 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 56-61, 64-66.
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mountain. From this top leads a way of life according to what has been ritually
enacted. In the context of the Early Church, sacramentum meant the
commitment of being subversive, and ultimately the commitment to
martyrdom.” Therefore, Boff counts it among the ‘diabolic’ (separating,
dividing) effects of sacramentality when the celebration of the sacraments
becomes a ‘magic’ goal of its own, separated from commitment in daily life.
Rather than ‘diabolic’ (dividing), sacraments should be ‘symbolic’ (uniting):
uniting faith and experience; bringing together one’s life with the life of the
church; embodying past, present and future; combining celebration and
commitment.””’

3.4.6  Testing Questions for a Liturgical Ecclesiology

Boff’s sacramentology confirms the observation that his approach to the church
and the sacraments reflects a church-as-sacrament ecclesiology rather than a
eucharistic ecclesiology. The insights he offers are concerned with the concept
of sacramentality, which he regards as central to what the Christian faith has to
contribute to humanity. Boff teaches how to see the world transparently in the
light of God.

Boff’s vision overlaps with liturgical or eucharistic ecclesiology, when
Boff affirms the sacraments of the church as central to his broad sacramental
world view. Perhaps not so much in theory (his theory, as we saw, descends
from God, through Christ and the universal church, to the particular sacraments)
but in practice, the concrete sacraments of the church are the means by which
humans are invited into seeing the world in the light of God. Most prominently,
the eucharist ‘turns the new community of the redeemed into a reality’.””

What Boff has to offer to a liturgical ecclesiology is his insistence that
sacramentality transcends the liturgy of the church, and his warning that the
liturgy can be in danger of preventing people from discovering the world’s
sacramentality rather than inviting them into it. If, according to Boff, people
need to be made aware of the ‘diaphanous’ capacity of objects, people and
situations, a liturgical ecclesiology has to ask itself: Does this liturgy enhance
people’s ability to discover the transcendent in and through the immanent? Is
this liturgy really transparent? Does it point beyond itself? That is, does it act as
a sacrament of the church, of Christ, of God? Is the liturgy experienced as
exclusive and inward-looking, or can the sacramentality of the liturgy be
experienced as exemplary for the sacramentality—including both God’s
presence and our commitment—in daily life?

290 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 77-79, 92.
2V BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 81-87.
2 BOFF, Sacraments of Life, 72.
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Welcoming Boff’s opening-up of the concept of sacramentality,”” a

question could nevertheless be whether Boff’s concept of sacramentality is
stretched to such an extent that ‘everything’, particular all history, is to be
understood as a sign of God. Isn’t history too ambivalent for being regarded as a
sacrament of God? Should sacramentality not be reserved for those situations in
which God is more univocally revealed?**

3.4.7 A Trinitarian Theology of Communion

Another contribution to a liturgical ecclesiology is Boff’s exploration of
trinitarian theology in the context of ecclesial and societal communion. The
liturgical-ecclesiological relevance of Boff’s trinitarian thought starts with his
affirmation that God—the trinitarian God—is in the first and in the last instance
to be worshipped rather than analysed. Doxology comes before and after
theology.” And when trinitarian theology begins, it starts—both historically
and systematically—in the texts of the liturgy and the sacraments.”*

Boff has chosen to explore trinitarian thought for its liberating capacity.
In Boff’s own words, ‘the Trinity is our true social programme’.”® The quest
for a theological rationale of a more liberated and communal society—and of a
less hierarchical church—is present throughout his thorough investigation into
trinitarian theology. Liberation of the oppressed, justice to the poor, egalitarian
sharing of goods, a revision of the balance between developed and
underdeveloped countries, are Boff's central concerns.”” Rejecting both
capitalism (for its wunchecked individualism) and socialism (for its
undifferentiated, impersonal collectivism), he pleads for a democratic society,
based on participation and communion, with room for personal and group
differences.’”

297

25 Cf. AH.C. VAN ElIK, Teken van aanwezigheid. Een katholieke ecclesiologie in oecumenisch

perspectief (Zoetermeer: Meinema, 2000), 101. Van Eijk especially welcomes a broader
sacramental understanding because it provides a context for ‘the’ sacraments. Purifying the
sacramental realm runs the risk of making ‘the’ (remaining) sacraments incomprehensible
by eliminating the sense of sacramentality.

Cf. A.H.C vaN EUK, ‘Het pleidooi voor een ruimer sacramentsbegrip’, in: A.H.C. van Eijk
& H.W.M. Rikhof (eds.), De lengte en de breedte, de hoogte en de diepte. Peilingen in de
theologie van de sacramenten (Zoetermeer: Meinema, 1996), 105-131, at 130-131.

25 BOFF, Trinity and Society, 1-2, 31, 44, 106-107, 155, 159, 218, 231.

2% BOFF, Trinity and Society, 27, 35, 37, 45, 114, 139, 232.

7 Borr, Holy Trinity, Perfect Community, xi-xvii. Apart from the preface and the
introduction, Holy Trinity, Perfect Community is a popular version of Trinity and Society.
Therefore, references will be to the latter, although the same thoughts can be found in the
former.

BOFF, Trinity and Society, 16.

29 BOF¥, Trinity and Society, 6, 11-13, 18, 28, 33, 124, 133, 157-158, 162, 167, 176-177, 180-
181, 188, 194, 208, 225, 228-229, 236-237.

BOFF, Trinity and Society, 149-152.

294

298



Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology 137

The theological model of this community is the Trinity. More particularly,
an understanding of the Trinity in which, according to Boff, neither the Eastern
emphasis on the Father, nor the Western empasis on the divine unity, but the
perichoresis of the persons is central. Perichoresis is the key to Boff’s
understanding of Trinity and communion. The Father, the Son and the Holy
Spirit interpenetrate and interpret one another. Both in the internal trinitarian
essence and in the outward trinitarian actions—Boff keeps the ontological and
the economic Trinity closely together—no divine person is ever without the
other two. Although each person has his own proper characteristics, Father, Son
and Spirit act together and can only be understood in interdependence.
According to Boff, this understanding of the Trinity avoids both the danger of
falling back into strict monotheism, which overlooks difference and
pluriformity, and the danger of tritheism, which observes the persons too
independently from one another.™’

The key concepts of Boff’s trinitarian theology are communion and
participation.’ The Trinity is a communion allowing difference. It is
characterised by openness: humans are invited to share in the divine life of
communion. As a ‘sacrament of the Trinity’, society’” and the church®™ should
reflect this communal and participatory nature. Not by the absolutist model of
the monarch—be he king or pope—but by an egalitarian community in which
people and their differences are heard and respected.

For the church, this means that Boff wants concepts like potestas sacra to
be replaced by the idea of participatory communion. ‘The unity of the church
does not consist in a bureaucratic uniformity, but in a perichoresis among all the
faithful, in the service of others (mission).” Boff traces the hierarchical
understanding of the church back to a ‘pre-trinitarian or a-trinitarian
monotheism’, which should give way to a trinitarian model that does justice to
the whole people of God, all baptised, all charisms. The more the church
effectively becomes a communion of equals, accepting each other in difference,
the more the church will be a sacrament of the Trinity.’”’

The main definition of the church is this: the community of the faithful in
communion with the Father, through the incarnate Son, in the Holy Spirit, and in
communion with each other and with their leaders. [...] In the same way, there are
many local churches, but all together make up the one church of God. The
catholicity of the church resides in the respect and welcome it affords to the gifts
and specialities the Spirit gives to each local church. All the local churches are
united through the risen Christ, in the Spirit. Ecclesial communion expresses

BOFF, Trinity and Society, 134-148 and passim.

BOFF, Trinity and Society, 20. For communion, cf. 128-134 and passim. For participation,
cf. 168, 186 and passim.

BOFF, Trinity and Society, 13, 24.

BOFF, Trinity and Society, 22, 237.

395 BOFF, Trinity and Society, 22, 106, 152, 237.
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trinitarian communion: each Person is distinct, but accepts the others and
surrenders fully to the others.’*

It is the Spirit who, through a variety of people and charisms, organises both
difference and unity. Every local Christian community—Boff calls it ‘every
local church’—has a variety of gifts for presiding, instructing and giving social
concreteness to the faith. Multiformity is enriching, not threatening. The same
Spirit who bestows these multiform gifts, also moulds them to serve the unity of
the community.””’ Boff acknowledges the eucharist as the recurring expression
of this transforming work of the Spirit. What happens through bread and wine
happens through the community as well: the Spirit reveals the presence of
Christ and makes this presence efficacious. Moreover, the whole Trinity is
present in the eucharist: the eucharist is a ‘universal recapitulation’ of the
salvation, liberation and transformation of Father, Son and Holy Spirit.””®

3.4.8 Conclusion

Probably the most important of Boff’s contributions to a liturgical ecclesiology
is his love-hate relationship with the centrality of liturgy and the eucharist. This
ambivalence reveals a tension not completely absent from the works of the other
authors, but more existentially experienced in Boff’s writings. Boff is able to
give notions like doxology, liturgy, the eucharist and sacramentality a
prominent place in his thought, but is at the same time suspicious of their
possible a-social, a-historical and inward-looking interpretations. Two pairs of
words may summarise this section: non-exclusive sacramentality and liberating
communion.

Firstly, Boff approaches the Christian faith, the church and the liturgy from
the angle of sacramentality. This places the liturgy and the eucharist in the
broader perspective of other signs of God and his kingdom, both in and outside
the church. If the eucharist is seen as the centre of ecclesial being, Boff
understands this in a non-exclusive way. The eucharist is not central for its own
sake, but because it is the sacrament of the divine-human communion which
God wants the church and the world to be. A possible fixation on the eucharistic
celebration, which could be the danger of a eucharistic ecclesiology, is opened
up by Boff through the wider concept of sacramentality, in which, however, the
eucharist retains a place of prominence.

Moreover, the theme of sacramentality provides the opportunity to notice
the similarities and dissimilarities of eucharistic ecclesiology and church-as-
sacrament ecclesiology. Whereas the latter uses the abstract concept of
sacramentality to liken it to the church, the former uses the concrete sacrament

39 BOFF, Trinity and Society, 153-154; cf. 133, 225-226.
397 BOFF, Trinity and Society, 195-196.
398 BOFF, Trinity and Society, 103, 132, 209-210.
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of the eucharist to affirm that the eucharistic community coincides with the
church.

Secondly, the hermeneutic key by which Boff interprets God, the church,
the sacraments and the world is ‘liberation’. Boff reminds the theologian, the
ecclesiologist and the liturgist of God’s, the church’s and the sacraments’
liberating capacity and insists that this capacity should be enhanced if theology,
ecclesiology and liturgy want to respond to their vocation and make sense in
today’s world. A possible inward-looking tendency, which could be the danger
of a liturgical ecclesiology, is opened up by Boff through the reminder that the
church and the liturgy are ‘sacraments’ not of itself but of a restored
community, a readjusted society, a liberated world.

3.5 JEAN-MARIE TILLARD

3.5.1 Life and Work

Jean-Marie Roger Tillard (1927-2000) was born on St Pierre and Miquelon,
French territory south of the Canadian province of Newfoundland, and moved
to Canada during the Second World War. Having entered the Dominican Order
in 1950, he studied at the College dominicain (Ottawa), at the Angelicum
(Rome), where he took a doctorate in philosophy, and at Le Saulchoir (Paris),
where he was ordained priest in 1955. For the best part of his life, from 1957
onwards, he served as a Professor at the Dominican College of Philosophy and
Theology, Ottawa, and as a Visiting Professor in Canada and Europe. He
attended the Second Vatican Council as a theological adviser to the Canadian
episcopate. Moreover, Tillard’s ecumenical involvement was considerable. He
was an adviser to the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity, a
member of several bilateral dialogue commissions and, from 1978 until his
death, vice-president of the Faith and Order Commission of the World Council
of Churches.*”

This section investigates Tillard’s ecclesiology from the prespective of
‘communion’, a term very central throughout Tillard’s work.’"® This is already
the case in his 1964 study on the ecclesial meaning of the eucharist,
L’Eucharistie. Pdque de I’Eglise.’’’ Communion is also the key to Tillard’s
understanding of the papacy in the context of the whole church, as presented in

39 Cf. G.-D. MAILHIOT, ‘Le professeur’, in: G.R. Evans & M. Gourgues (eds.), Communion et

réunion. Mélanges Jean-Marie Roger Tillard (Louvain: University Press/Peeters, 1995), 21-
30; G.-D. MAILHIOT, ‘Nécrologie F. Jean-Marie Roger Tillard, O.P. 1927-2000’,
www.collegedominicain.com/pdf, 3, 5-6, 56-57.

For a more comprehensive account of Tillard’s ecclesiology, cf. RUDDY, The Local Church,
54-122.

3T J-M. R. TILLARD, L Eucharistie. Paque de I’Eglise (Paris: Cerf, 1964), 15-58, 244.
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L’Evéque de Rome (1982)," and of the place of the local church in the
universal communion of churches, as presented in L Eglise locale (1995).°" All
these insights—communion ecclesiology and its relationship to the eucharist,
the local church and the role of the bishop of Rome—are summarised in the
1987 study, Eglise d’Eglises,”"* and its 1992 appendix, Chair de I’Eglise, chair
du Christ’” My presentation will mainly depend on Eglise d’Eglises.
Incidentally, additional reference will be made to the more detailed studies,
where the same thought is elaborated and more historical and systematic
evidence is given.

3.5.2  The Ecclesiology of Communion

Tillard’s ecclesiology is built around the notion of ‘communion’. Although this
could also be said of the other three authors discussed in this chapter,’' it is
Tillard who gives his ecclesiology the explicit title ‘the ecclesiology of
communion’ (/’ecclésiologie de communion).’'” According to Tillard,
communion ecclesiology—°or,” as he says, ‘eucharistic ecclesiology, in the
broad sense of this term, which does not correspond exactly to the one used by
Afanasiev’—corresponds best to the biblical and traditional idea of the church,
and is the best way to overcome the confessional differences between the
churches of the ecumene.’” The following eight remarks summarise the
numerous directions into which Tillard explores and applies the concept of
communion.

First, communion is a key to understand God. It is ‘the eternal mystery of
communion which brings forth the existence of God himself’, namely as the
trinitarian God.”’ Human and ecclesial communion (koinonia) is always a
matter of being in co-communion (syn-koinonoi) with God, koinonia meaning

‘participation with others in a similar reality’ **’

312 J-M.R. TILLARD, L Evéque de Rome (Paris: Cerf, 1982), 155.

313 J-M. R. TILLARD, L 'Eglise locale. Ecclésiologie de communion et catholicité (Paris: Cerf,
1995).

J.-M. R. TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises. L ecclésiologie de communion (Paris: Cerf, 1987).

J.-M. R. TILLARD, Chair de I’Eglise, chair du Christ. Aux sources de [’ecclésiologie de
communion (Paris: Cerf, 1992), 11 (‘le tome second de notre ecclésiologie de communion’).
This ‘second volume’ was particularly written in order to prove that communion
ecclesiology is neither a new invention nor the particular theology of the Eastern church,
but rooted in the great tradition of East and West (7-11).

Cf. paragraph 3.6.1 (Communion Ecclesiology).

Cf. the book titles in the previous notes.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 9 (‘I’ecclésiologie de communion [ou eucharistique, au sens
large de cette expression qui ne correspond pas exactement a celui d’Afanassief]’).
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 35 (‘le mystere éternel de communion qui fait ’existence de
Dieu lui-méme”), 53, 399.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 35 n. (‘participation avec d’autres & une méme réalité’), 36, 72-
74, 163, 199-200.

314
315

316
317
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Second, communion is a key to understand the history of salvation—God’s
dealing with creation and particularly with humanity. Tillard understands
salvation as reunification and therefore as the creation or recreation of
communion. As the Old Testament gahal (gathering) is interpreted by Jewish
theology as a revival of creation, characterised by the reunification of humanity
into a community, the New Testament ekklesia (the Septuagint translation of
gahal) can likewise be seen as humanity revived, communion re-established.
Pentecost is the reversal of Babel, the dispersion of humanity is reversed by its
reunion. The ekklesia is the eventual realisation of God’s purpose with
humanity: to unite it into one reconciled fellowship.*!

The ‘human drama’ is that humanity has split itself up into ‘a collage of
individuals’, whereas it ‘is truly itself only in communion’. In Tillard’s thought,
in which communion is such a pivotal element of humanity, individualism
amounts to a state of ‘not truly existing’. As opposed to the ‘individual’
(Iindividu), ‘singularity’ (singularité)—true human personhood—‘is satisfied
only in a solidarity that is welcomed and sought after’. Resembling the
trinitarian nature, humanity consists both of ‘communion (non-division)’ and
‘singularity (non-absorption)’.*”?

The church is, thus, the firstfruits of a reconciled world.”*® Therefore, the
church can also be called a ‘sacrament of salvation’, because it makes visible
and works towards the reconciliation of the world into one communion. Not as
if the church is the author of salvation—which is God—but because the
reconciled community is called to be, as a consequence of salvation, an
effective sign of the kingdom. By receiving reconciliation from God, the church
becomes a servant of reconciliation in proclamation and practice. By being
called to communion by God, the church becomes ‘a mediator for the gathering
together of humanity en Christoi’. Such is the church’s place in the mysterion of
salvation.”™

Third, communion is a key to understand ecclesial identity as it is reflected
in the New Testament. Overarching the differences between the several New
Testament authors is the conviction that one belongs to the community of
salvation.”” As the summaries of ecclesial life in Acts indicate, living in
communion was regarded as an essential element of the church’s essence and
practice.”®® Present jam ab Abel justo®”’—from the beginning of God’s salvation

32 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 21-29, 31-33.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 23 (‘drame humain’), 27 (‘I’humanité n’est vraiment elle-méme
que dans la communion), 33 (‘un collage d’individus’; ‘ne pas exister en vérité’), 34 (‘la
quéte de singularité ne s’assouvit que dans une solidarité accueillie et recherchée’). Tillard
refers to Finkielkraut, Lévinas, Buber and Berdiaeff.

33 TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 70, 85-86, 189, 193.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 313 (‘I’Eglise se sait pourtant chargée d’intervenir pour le
rassemblement de I’humanité en christs’); cf. 291-296, 304-314, 317.

323 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 13-14, 166, 192-193.

326 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 18-19, 33,49, 194,254, 314.
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history—but revealed at Pentecost, the church is a communion held together by
the Spirit. Through the Spirit, the work of Christ is activated, interpreted and
proclaimed.’®

Fourth, communion is a key to a deeper understanding of the relationship
between Jesus Christ and the church. The Spirit who constitutes Jesus as the
Christ and as the resurrected One, also constitutes Christ as communion, ‘giving
him a community’. The Spirit constitutes the church ‘by inserting it into the
reality of God’s Christos. There is no Christ without the church, just as there is
no church without Christ’.*”” The church is, Tillard concludes, not just a
gathering of friends, not even only the company of those who imitate Christ, not
in the first instance a moral or ethical institution, but, ‘radically, the community
of Christ’, “insertion into Christ’.”** The concept of the body of Christ is the best
expression of this relationship. Calling the church the body of Christ is another
way of saying that the church is a communion rooted in the Spirit who vivifies
Christ’s work and being. In turn, the eucharist is the event in which the concept
of the body of Christ is best expressed.”’

Fifth, communion is a key to understand the Christian faith as such. The
Christian faith is precisely the corporately experienced belief in God’s dealing
with humanity and the world towards communion:

In the strict sense, there is no individual faith. All faith is ecclesial, belonging to
communion by its very essence. Its subject is the church in its being as koinonia.
[...] One believes personally, but one does so only within the church.’*

Sixth, communion is a key to understand the meaning and function of
Scripture and tradition. The canon of Scripture and the tradition of the faith
exist in order to enable the churches to remain in communion with one another.
Faith is both given and to be interpreted. In the communion of the church—
communion expressed by the interaction of sensus fidelium, theological

327 ‘Already from Abel, the righteous one’; cf. TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 31-33, 44, 54, 89-92,
113, 115, 181, 200, 215, 306.

328 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 19-20, 75, 141.
329

999,

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 39 (‘en lui donnant une “communauté”’; ‘Il ne constitue I’ Eglise
de Dieu qu’en I’enserrant dans la réalité¢ du Christos de Dieu. Il n’existe pas de Christ sans
Eglise, tout comme il n’existe pas d’Eglise sans Christ’), 297-298.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 44 (‘insertion dans le Christ’), 45-46, 47 (‘radicalement, la
communauté du Christ’), 70, 73, 191. Although this amounts to a deep relationship between
Christ and the church, Tillard emphasises the remaining difference between the two. The
church remains dependent on Christ, it is not the prolongation of his incarnation. Cf.
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 249-250, 305 n. 167; TILLARD, Chair de ['Eglise, chair du
Christ, 158-159.

31 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 37, 40-42, 298-299.

TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 166 (‘Au sens strict, il n’y a pas de foi individuelle. Toute foi est
ecclésiale, communionnelle par essence. Son sujet est I’Eglise en son étre de koindnia. |...]
On croit personnellement mais on ne le fait qu’en Eglise”).
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magisterium and ordained magisterium in respectful interdependence—the
interpretation of God-given Scripture has its natural milieu.*”

Seventh, communion is the key to understand mission. Mission is not a
‘zeal for the salvation of individuals’. Rather, mission is the church’s surrender
to God’s zeal for all humanity and the whole universe. Therefore, the mission of
the church is to incorporate humanity and society into Christ, into the realm of
God’s recreational activity.”*

Finally, communion is the key to understand the task of the church, the
action to be taken by the church. Communion is put into practice by accepting
‘communion with the misery of humanity’, particularly through sustaining the
poor and outcast, and through combatting the abuse of power and money.*”’
Experiencing communion implies living the new creation, living ‘the flesh of
salvation’, being ‘instruments of communion’.”** Amidst separation and
estrangement, hatred and war, dehumanisation and slavery, excessive belief in
technical progress and the accumulation of individual pleasure, the vocation of
the church is to glorify God and, before God, to co-operate with God’s plan of
love and peace.”” In doing so, the church exercises its eschatological role
within this world, until everything will be restored to communion.**®

3.5.3  Eucharistic Communion, Zones of Communion

Tillard does not hesitate to identify the eucharist as the most perfect expression
of the identity of the church as communion. ‘As the people of God, the church
is fully itself in the [eucharistic] synaxis.”**” ‘Church is therefore every local
community gathered together by the eucharist’, or—when there is more than

one eucharist in a diocese—church is ‘the totality of these eucharistic

.. . . . . . 340 . . .
communities in communion with this bishop’.”™ In the eucharistic celebration,

all Christians—retaining all their singularity—are ‘assumed’ or ‘absorbed’ into
the body of Christ, ‘inserted’ into Christ.”*' Sanctified by Christ, through being
brought into communion with Christ, ‘the Christian community is, in all reality,

33 TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 139-186.

34 TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 46 (‘zéle [...] pour le salut des individus”).

33 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 36, 48, 49 (‘communion 4 la détresse humaine’), 86-88, 94-100,
130-131, 195-196, 203-209. Tillard uses the expression ‘preferential option for the poor’
(‘’option préférentielle pour les pauvres’; 209, 241).

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 50-51 (‘la chair du Salut’, ‘agents de la communion’).

37 TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 68-71, 93, 131, 134, 194, 201.

338 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 72, 83, 92.

339 TILLARD, Eglise d’'Eglises, 139 (‘Peuple de Dieu, I’Eglise est pleinement elle-méme a la
synaxe’), 323, 399.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 47 (‘C’est toute communauté locale rassemblée par I’Eucharistie
qui est ainsi I’Eglise’, ‘L’Eglise locale devient [’ensemble de ces communautés
eucharistiques en communion avec cet évéque’).

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 41, 44-46, 57. Tillard uses the verbs assumer, insérer and saisir.

336
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the holy church of God in the eucharistic celebration’. The eucharist is ‘the
central act of the community’, because there it is most completely a
communion.**

As Tillard asserts, referring to the gospel of John, the eucharist makes
visible the communion of the Father and the Son, which overflows into their
communion with humanity, which in its turn overflows into communion of
people among themselves. The eucharist, thus, reveals the source of Christian
being. But this source is also its goal. Never fully in harmony and communion,
the church should strive at becoming what it is meant to be—communion. So,
the eucharist is a celebration of what the church is, and a proclamation—
critically ad intra and missionary ad extra—of what the church should be, and
what Christian faith is about. Let the church ‘be what it receives, Augustine
would say’.**

For this central role of the eucharist in ecclesiology, Tillard more than once
uses de Lubac’s expression, ‘the eucharist makes the church’.*** He even
presents his entire book, L Eucharistie. Pdque de [’Eglise, as the exposition of
this ‘traditional truth in ecclesiology and sacramental theology’.’*> The
eucharist makes the church and is the most real expression of the church; ‘the
church is eucharistic’.**

The eucharistic community is the local church, understood as the
diocese.”” By celebrating the eucharist, the local church is the church of God in
all its (qualitative) catholicity.’*® It has as its presider the one who is responsible
for the unity of the local church and for its unity with the other local churches—
the bishop or his deputy.”” However, the communion which the eucharist
conveys, surpasses the local church both diachronically and synchronically.
Diachronically, the eucharist connects the present church to the communion of
saints, from ancient times to the fulfillment of God’s kingdom. The eucharist
anticipates the consummation of time by already expressing reconciliation,

32 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 50 (‘la communauté chrétienne est, en toute réalité, sainte Eglise

de Dieu a la synaxe eucharistique’), 220 (‘I’acte central de la communauté’).
3 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 197-202, 210-214, 283 (‘Qu’elle soit ce qu’elle regoit, dirait
Augustin’), 314. Cf. AUGUSTINE, Sermones ad populum, sermo 272 (PL 38, 1247-1248):
‘Estote quod videtis, et accipite quod estis’.
‘L’Eucharistie fait I’Eglise’: TILLARD, L Eucharistie, 7 (cf. 231: ‘L’Eucharistie construit
I’Eglise’); TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 42. Surprisingly, Tillard does not mention de Lubac
as the author of this phrase (cf. paragraph 3.2.6), and cites de Lubac rarely, anyway.
TILLARD, L Eucharistie, 7 (‘vérité traditionelle en ecclésiologie et en théologie
sacramentaire”’).
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 41, 58 (‘I’Eglise est eucharistique’).
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 47.
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 174-175. Tillard calls this the rediscovered link between church
and eucharist, confirmed by Vatican Il (Eglise d'Eglises, 386).
39 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 237, 325, 384; cf. paragraph 3.5.5.
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fraternity and social outreach.” Synchronically, as will be seen in the next
paragraph, the eucharist creates the bond between the local church and the
universal church. The eucharistic communion of the local church is at the same
time communion with the church in its totality.*'

When it is impossible for a local Christian community to celebrate the
eucharist, Tillard warns against the emergence of an understanding of the
church which can do without the eucharist. Non-eucharistic Sunday worship,
Tillard says, should not be seen as ‘a mass without priests’, or as ‘a eucharist
without the words of consecration and the epicletic prayer’, or as a sign that
eucharist and ministry are unimportant anyway. It should be seen as non-
eucharistic, although ‘in a eucharistic reference’, that is, having the intention of
celebrating the Lord’s Day, tending towards the eucharistic remembrance of
Christ, and being celebrated in communion with the bishop.”>

Not all Christians, let alone all humanity, are yet ‘in communion’ with one
another in the fullest possible way as expressed in the eucharistic koinonia.”>
According to Tillard, the absence of ‘full communion’ does not imply, however,
the total absence of communion. There are ‘zones of communion’.”* The basis
of this broader communion is baptism as the seal of the acceptance of the
central Christian kerygma. Communion is found in common prayer—the Lord’s
Prayer, the Psalms, the same concerns voiced in the intercessions—and in a
common concern for mission. The highest form of non-eucharistic communion
is martyrdom. It is Tillard’s conviction that martyrdom for the sake of the
Christian faith is always a sign of communion. Churches should exchange each
other’s lists of martyrs, in order to be united through their remembrance.”>

Zones of communion also exist outside the community of the baptised.
Tillard emphasises that—through Abrahamite faith, through ‘the Twelve’,
through the transformed Passover which is the eucharist, and through the
expectation of the Day of the Messiah—a basic ‘communion’ with Israel is
maintained. Being saved by Jesus Christ is being ‘saved by his communion with
the Promise and the destiny of the authentic Israel of God’. Jesus Christ
embodies and consummates Israel, but does not suppress it.”>® There is also a
basic form of ‘communion’ with all humanity as it strives for righteousness.
Although Tillard does not follow Rahner’s expression ‘anonymous

3% TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 45, 58, 76-77, 79-86, 91, 134-138; cf. TILLARD, L Eglise locale,
250-271.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 44.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 285 (‘une messe sans prétres’, ‘une Eucharistie sans les paroles
de la consécration et la priere d’épliclese’, “dans une référence eucharistique’).

This position is critically evaluated in paragraph 8.4.4.

TILLARD, Eglise d’'Eglises, 60 (‘zones de communion’), 384 (‘niveaux de la communion’).
3% TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 60-66, 203.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 123 (‘sauvé par sa communion a la Promesse et a la destinée de
I’authentique Israél de Dieu’); cf. 114-123, 127, 135-139, 294.
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Christians’—for they are voluntarily not Christians—he recognises that they
may be ‘anonymous saved ones’ and belong to the communion of salvation.””’

In other words, Tillard insists that communion is not a matter of ‘all or
nothing’. There are zones of communion—from all humanity, through Israel, to
the baptised. In the eucharistic community, however, communion finds (before
the kingdom) its supreme fulfillment and its heart.

3.5.4  Church of Churches, Communion of Communions

The church is a communion on several levels. On the local level, the church is a
communion

of men and women who together, in an osmosis of charisms and functions, under
the guidance of the Holy Spirit, welcome, understand, actualise, celebrate, transmit
the faith which causes them to be the church.’*®

This description of local communion applies to the parish and to the diocese. In
Tillard’s understanding, the diocese is ‘the totality of [...] eucharistic
communities in communion with [the] bishop’. Thus, although Tillard reserves
the term ‘local church’ for the diocese, he acknowledges that the diocese is in
itself already a ‘communion of communions’, a diocesan communion of
parochial eucharistic communities.”’

On the supra-local level, the church is again a ‘communion of
communions’. This is where the title of Tillard’s book, Eglise d’Eglises (Church
of Churches), comes in. The universal church is a ‘church of churches’, a
‘communion of communions’, a church consisting of all local churches, though
not simply as their ‘sum’ (addition), but as their communion. Locality and
universality are intertwined in the concept of communion: on the one hand, the
universal church only exists “in’ (en) and ‘through’ (par) the local churches; on
the other hand, a local church can only exist because it is a communion in itself
and because it is in communion with the other local churches. In Tillard’s
concept there is, thus, no rivalry between locality and universality, as these are
two sides of the same concept of communion.”® In the light of this concept of

357
358

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 54, 128, 190 (‘sauvés anonymes’, not ‘chrétiens anonymes”).
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 113 (‘Le Peuple de Dieu est fait d’hommes et de femmes qui
ensemble, dans une osmose des charismes et des fonctions, sous la conduite de 1’Esprit,
accueillent, comprennent, actualisent, célebrent, transmettent la foi qui les fait étre Eglise
[..]).

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 47 (‘’ensemble de ces communautés eucharistiques en
communion avec cet évéque’, ‘Eglise locale’, ‘communion de communions”).

30 TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 30, 47, 48, 78, 101, 173, 179, 217, 283, 325, 400.
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the simultaneity of locality and universality, the question whether the local or
the universal church should have ‘priority’ appears to be ‘a mistaken one’.*"'

Conceiving the universal church as a ‘church of churches’ implies both the
admission of a ‘variety of verbal expressions, cultural contexts, religious
rootings in the traditions of the peoples, liturgical forms, embodiments in
human problems’ and essential unity, communion.” Local churches may be
‘different in their customs, their traditions, their problems, their spirit, often
even in their organisation’, as long as they have, on a deeper level, a common
identity in a ‘unity of faith, of sacramental life and of mission’.”*

There are two other senses in which Tillard uses the term ‘church of
churches’. Referring to the unbreakable link between Israel and the church, he
can call the church a ‘church of churches’ in the sense of a ‘church of the
gahal’ >** Moreover, Tillard uses the term in the context of ecumenism. The
church will only be a real ‘church of churches’ when every local church will be
a communion of all Christians in the same place, and when all local churches
will be in communion with all other local churches. Not on the basis of
‘reconciled diversity’, if this would imply recognising one another while
continuing a separate life, but ‘in communion’: sharing a common life of variety
and difference, enriching one another. Until that day, there will be ‘some
communities or some churches’ rather than ‘one church of churches’ >®

Basing himself upon New Testament and patristic witnesses, Tillard
affirms the ‘catholicity’ of the local church. The ‘church of God’, the ‘whole
church’, exists in every local church.’®® This is particularly true because every
local church celebrates the (same) eucharist in which the body of Christ, and the
communion with Christ, are fully present. ‘“Wherever there is a eucharistic
celebration, there is the church of God, as it is in all the communities where the
eucharist is celebrated’. Again, there is no rivalry between locality and
universality, as long as the local eucharistic celebration is both respected as

361 RupDY, The Local Church, 99; cf. 106. Ruddy refers to the Ratzinger-Kasper debate; cf.
paragraph 3.3.9.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 179, 213 (‘variété des expressions verbales, des contextes
culturels, des enracinements religieux dans les traditions des peuples, des formes
liturgiques, des incarnations dans les probléemes humains’), 400.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 325 (‘diverses dans leurs coutumes, leurs traditions, leurs
problemes, leur ame, souvent méme leur organisation’), 327 (‘unité de foi, de vie
sacramentelle et de mission”).

34 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 139 (‘Eglise d’Eglises, Eglise du Qdhdl...’). On the ‘zone of
communion’ between Israel and the church, cf. paragraph 3.5.3.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 202, 283 (‘des communautés ou des Eglises, [...] pas une Eglise
d’Eglises’), 400 (‘diversité réconciliée’).

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 29-30; cf. 114, 142; worked out in more detail in TILLARD,
L’Eglise locale, 15-144.
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fully realising the church of God in the local church and conceived as a
celebration in communion with the celebrations in all other local churches.*”’

In practice, this means that all local churches are in communion with one
another through the synodal communion of their bishops, who in their turn
never act without their presbyterium and their people. The proper character of
every local church is respected by the others, as long as the others ‘recognise’
their catholicity in this local church.*® This mutual ‘reception’ is expressed by
the exchange of synodal letters, the eucharistic concelebration of ministers, and
the fact that every Christian may feel himself or herself ‘at home’ wherever he
or she encounters a Christian community. The exchange between the churches

. . . . . 369
is an exchange of ‘communion, witness, service, suffering, martyrdom’.

3.5.5 The Ordained Ministry as a Service to Communion

Tillard emphasises that the whole church (which in his writings often means:
the whole /ocal church) constitute the priestly people of God. The whole (local)
church is ‘a royal priesthood’ (1 Peter 2:9), offering itself to God as ‘a living
sacrifice’ (Romans 12:1). As a eucharistic community, the church is the
gathering of all baptised.””® Within this church, there are numerous charisms—
special gifts of the Spirit for the exercise of ‘functions, services, ministries’.””"
The ordained ministry appears within this ‘osmosis’, this ‘symphony’, this
‘communion’ of charisms, as the service which holds these charisms together in
communion, and keeps them in contact with the acta et dicta of Jesus Christ.””
The latter task which Tillard assigns to the ordained ministry—preserving
the church’s relationship to Jesus Christ—is the ordained ministry’s ‘apostolic’
task. The apostles testified to their experience of Jesus’s words, signs and
particularly his cross and resurrection. The church is only saved from becoming
‘gnostic’ when it affirms this concrete relationship to the historic Jesus. It does
so through the apostles, who safeguard the ‘commemoration’ of the church’s
‘constituing relationship’ to Jesus.””” Without ‘communion’ with this ‘tradition

37 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 44 (‘La ol se trouve une synaxe eucharistique, 1a est I’Eglise de

Dieu telle qu’elle est dans toutes les synaxes eucharistiques’), 57-58.

In Tillard’s thought, catholicity is always primarily qualitative, and then—by necessity,
because of communion—also geographical. Cf. TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 169, 175, 182-
183, 194, 214; TILLARD, L 'Eglise locale, 17-29, 387-394.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 58, 150-151, 172-174, 274 (‘échanges de communion,
témoignage, service, souffrance, martyre’).

Tillard underlines that the centrality of the eucharist in his communion ecclesiology implies
a centrality of baptism. Cf. TILLARD, L Eglise locale, 149 (‘L’Eucharistie est la synaxe des
baptisés’).

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 125, 218-220 (‘des charismes’; ‘des fonctions, des services, des
ministeéres’); cf. TILLARD, L 'Eglise locale, 302-309.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 151 (‘osmose’), 220 (‘symphonie’, ‘communion’), 235, 315.
TILLARD, Eglise d’'Eglises, 226 (‘groupe mémorial de la “relation constituante” a Jésus’).
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(paradosis)’ there can be no Christian faith or church. In practice, this tradition
is carried on through the combination of Scripture and the ordained ministry in
the context of the community. The ordained minister receives the faith from his
local church, but is established as its guardian through the charism of the Spirit
conferred by ordination. In its turn, this ordination takes place within, and with
the contribution of, the whole local church. There is, therefore, an ‘0osmosis’
between the faith of the local church and the faith to be guarded by the ordained
minister.””* Tillard regards this apostolic task of the ordained ministry as a
constitutive element of the church since its beginnings. Not because the bishops
are univocally the ‘successors’ of the apostles, but because the ‘deposit’ (dépdt,
paratheke) of the apostles is entrusted to the bearers of the ministry. Whatever
form the ordained ministry may have taken initially, Tillard concludes from the
New Testament that some form of apostolic and post-apostolic ministry has
ever been regarded as constitutive for the church’s indissoluble connection to
Jesus Christ.””” Because the apostolic task of the ministry connects the church,
through the apostolic faith, to Jesus Christ himself, the apostolic function of the
ordained ministry leads to the position of the minister in the midst of the
congregation as an ‘icon of [Christ’s] presence’ in the midst of today’s
church.”°

If the ‘apostolic’ task of the ordained ministry is not exercised apart from
but in communion with the whole local church, this applies even more to the
other task which Tillard assigns to the ordained ministry—to serve the
communion of all charisms. The ordained ministry is ‘to coordinate, but by
verifying them’ the charisms of the community. That is, the ordained ministry
has to grant each charism its place within the apostolic identity of the church, so
that every charism will be exercised to the well being of the local church in its
adherence to the apostolic faith and in its concrete time, place and situation.
Particularly the ‘non-ordained’ ministries can be creatively moulded to answer
the needs of concrete situations, as Tillard sees at work in, for example, the
Latin American base communities.’”’

This presiding and enabling character of the ordained ministry becomes,
according to Tillard, particularly visible in the eucharistic celebration. For ‘in
the liturgical celebration the minister is only a concelebrant’. The whole people
of God, the whole local church, celebrates the eucharist and seals it with its
‘Amen’. In the eucharist, ‘the community will express and nourish its own
reality’. It does so under the presidency of the ordained minister, whose task is
to exercise a ‘role’ within the entire gathering, namely to preside over the
celebration of the whole community and to enable all charisms to flourish

3 TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 223-236, 240-241.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 230-234. Tillard therefore prefers the use of the word ‘vicar’ (of
the apostles, of Peter), not ‘successor’; cf. RUDDY, The Local Church, 74, 194 n. 166.
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 251 (‘11 [the minister] est I’icone de cette [Christ’s] présence’).
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 235 (‘coordonner mais en les “vérifiant™’), 270-271, 276-281.
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within the whole.””® In the eucharist, the role of the ordained ministry is

‘essential and irreplacable’, but as essential and as irreplacable is the celebrating
act of the whole congregation. The presider—only in a later layer of tradition
called the ‘priest’ (hiereus, sacerdos)—enables the congregation ‘to exercise the
priesthood’, namely the primary priesthood of the whole people of God.””
Ordained ministry, understood as the ‘service of communion’, presides, enables,
integrates the whole local church and all its charisms into one communion and
serves its being in communion with apostolic tradition.

Thus being ‘a ministry of communion’, the ordained ministry forms also ‘a
communion of ministries’.*® Tillard recalls that, from the outset, the apostles
were apostles as a group, as ‘the Twelve’. Their witness to Jesus, upon which
the church is founded, is a common witness. In the New Testament this
becomes particularly clear when decisions are at stake which affect the totality
of ecclesial life. In such situations, individual apostles, who obviously have a
large freedom of initiative, nevertheless do not take the decision on their own,
but gather together for mutual counsel and eventually take the decision together.
When communion is at stake, the apostles act communally.*®' Tillard sees this
principle of the communal exercise of the ministry confirmed by the practice of
the Early Church. When problems arise which affect the supra-local level,
bishops from the same province gather together and synods send their letters to
neighbouring churches. Eventually, this principle and practice led to the
ecumenical councils, in which the ‘episcopal college’ perpetuates the ‘collegial
responsibility’ of the ‘apostolic college’.*** In the present-day Roman Catholic
Church, national or regional episcopal conferences, the Synod of Bishops and
the Ecumenical Council are expressions of ‘episcopal solidarity’. According to
Tillard, only the principle of episcopal solidarity is jure divino, the
expressions—including the ecumenical council—are its  ‘historical
actualisations’.”*’

Apart from episcopal collegiality, ministry as ‘a communion of ministries’
is also expressed by the fact that, within the local church, there is not one
ministry but a variety of ministries. Some of them are ‘ordained’—bishop,

3 TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 220, 221 (‘dans la célébration liturgique le ministre n’est ainsi

qu’un con-célébrant’), 224 (‘I’Eucharistie ou la communauté exprimera et nourrira sa
propre réalité’), 269 (‘role’).

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 148 (‘role essentiel et irremplacable’), 167, 238, 239 (‘exercer /e
sacerdoce’), 266.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 218 (‘ministére de communion et communion de ministéres’).

31 TILLARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 254-256.

32 TILARD, Eglise d'Eglises, 257 (““collége” épiscopal’, ““collége” apostolique’,
‘responsabilité “collégiale™’); cf. 256-258.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 265 (‘actualisation historique’, ‘solidarité épiscopale’); cf.
TILLARD, L’Eglise locale, 469-483. In 1982, Tillard stated that, due to a centralising
tendency, the episcopal conferences and the Synod of Bishops did not receive the
importance they should have according to Vatican II. Cf. TILLARD, L 'Evéque de Rome, 12,
63-65, 237.

380

383



Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology 151

presbyters, deacons—and some are not, but all exercise their vocation and
charism in communion. The two major manifestations of this communion are
the eucharistic celebration and the synodal gathering. Tillard acknowledges that
the putting into practice of this theology of ministry—and this theology of the
local church in general—requires the formation of ‘dioceses of a more human

size’ 384

3.5.6  The Primacy of the Bishop of Rome
as a Service to Communion

One particular form of the ‘service of communion’ is exercised by the bishop of
Rome. Tillard’s interpretation of the primacy of the bishop of Rome is based
upon a relecture (re-reading) of the First Vatican Council in a threefold light—
the context of the whole Catholic tradition, the transformative reception of
Vatican I by Vatican II and the context of the present ecumenical situation.*®’

In view of an ecumenical liturgical ecclesiology, it is interesting to see
how—far from regarding it as alien to an ecclesiology of communion—Tillard
acknowledges the primacy of the bishop of Rome as an essential element in the
life of the ‘church of churches’, the ‘communion of communions’.**® Citing
from documents of the Second Vatican Council, Tillard says that communion
with the see of Rome is not a prerequisite for being ‘a true church’, as the only
prerequisite for this is having a ‘true eucharist’ presided over by ‘a minister
truly inserted into the apostolic succession’.”®’ Nevertheless, just as every
ministry—in particular that of the diocesan bishop—has the task to preside
over, to enable, to hold together a variety of charisms in the bond of unity, and
just as metropolitans and patriarchs have this task on a regional level, so the
bishop of Rome has this task on a universal level. As all bishops have to preside
over their local church and to serve the communion of all local churches, the
universal ministry of the bishop of Rome is a specification of this latter duty.’*®

3% TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 270-274; 149 n. 92 (‘le retour & des diocéses de taille plus

humaine’); cf. TILLARD, L Eglise locale, 196-220.
3 TILLARD, L’Evéque de Rome, 28, 55, 70, 237. Cf. RUDDY, The Local Church, 125: ‘The
Bishop of Rome and Tillard’s subsequent reflections on the papacy, are efforts to show how
the two councils stand—easily and uneasily—within the great tradition’. In a 1964 lecture,
Ratzinger already advocated (literally) a ‘relecture’ of Vatican I in the light of, particularly,
the tradition of the Early Church; cf. RATZINGER, Das neue Volk Gottes, 140.
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 176.
TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 242-243 (‘Car la ou ce célebre une vraie Eucharistie, présidée
par un ministre vraiment inséré dans la succession apostolique, 1a existe une vraie Eglise’);
cf. TILLARD, L ’Evéque de Rome, 67. Tillard mentions the Orthodox and the Old Catholic
Churches (and he follows the use to call communities of baptised Christians without such a
eucharist and ministry ‘ecclesial communities’ rather than ‘churches’).
3 TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 260-261, 328; cf. TILLARD, L 'Eglise locale, 411-452.
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Basing himself upon the teaching of the Second Vatican Council, Tillard
emphatically insists that the bishop of Rome is not a bishop above the episcopal
body, not a ‘super-bishop’, not a ‘universal bishop’, but a ‘bishop among
bishops’.**’

The papacy is not a sacrament, not even a degree in the fullness of the sacrament
of orders. It is a particular way of putting into operation the episcopal,
sacramental, common grace. For a tradition which maintains the absolute priority
of the sacramental over all the rest and even affirms that the church has only a
sacramental source, this remark is of capital importance.*”

Therefore, the primacy of the bishop of Rome does not impart the authority of
each diocesan bishop in his own diocese. When, on the one hand, a diocesan

3

bishop ‘acts in communion’ and, on the other hand, the bishop of Rome ‘is

faithful to not going beyond the specifics of his function’, then ‘there are not

two authorities in the diocese’.*”!

Tillard emphasises that the Pope is Pope because he is the bishop of the
local church of Rome. History shows that the primacy belongs to the local
church of Rome (even when its see is vacant) and thereby to its bishop.””” For

Tillard, this primacy belongs to the church of Rome because of its ‘most

powerful origin’:*”* the witness and martyrdom of Peter and, additionally, Paul.

As the ‘vicar of Peter’, the bishop of Rome has to exercise the same function in
the midst of the bishops as the function Peter exercised in the midst of the
apostles.” The Roman primacy is thus, according to Tillard, not primarily
derived from its patriarchal status. Tillard does not deny that the bishop of
Rome is also an Italian metropolitan and the Western patriarch, but he points to
the fact that the organisational power and practice of these roles have been

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 260 (‘super-évéque’), 262 (‘évéque universel’), 324 (‘pas un
évéque au-dessus [...] mais parmi les évéques’); cf. 341; TILLARD, L Evéque de Rome, 177-
186.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 324 (‘La papauté n’est pas un sacrement, ni méme un degré dans
la plénitude du sacrement de 1’ordre. Elle est une fagon particuliere de mettre en oeuvre la
grace épiscopale, sacramentelle, commune. Pour une tradition qui maintient la priorité
absolue du sacramentel sur tout le reste et méme affirme que I’Eglise n’a de source que
sacramentelle, cette remarque est capitale’); cf. TILLARD, L Evéque de Rome, 58.

TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 338 (‘La ou I’évéque local agit dans la communion et en fonction
d’elle, et 1a ou I’évéque de Rome est fidéle a ne pas déborder le spécifique de sa fonction, il
n’y a pas dans le diocése (I’Eglise locale) deux autorités’); cf. TILLARD, L 'Evéque de Rome,
161-177.

32 TILLARD, L Evéque de Rome, 91-100; TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 327, 330; cf. 333, 356.

3% The church of Rome’s potentior principalitas (Itenaeus): TILLARD, L’Evéque de Rome, 102
(‘plus puissante origine’); TILLARD, FEglise d’Eglises, 359 (‘plus puissante origine’);
TILLARD, L’Eglise locale, 511 (‘origine plus excellente’). Afanasiev translates differently;
cf. paragraph 2.2.9.

TILLARD, L’'Evéque de Rome, 100-154; TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 356-383; TILLARD,
L’Eglise locale, 509-543.

390



Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology 153

confused too much with the Petrine ministry. For Tillard, centralism is a
metropolitan and patriarchal phenomenon, not a necessary characteristic of the
exercise of the Petrine primacy in the context of a ‘church of churches’. Tillard
gives as an example that the bishop of Rome does not need to appoint bishops,
but has to ‘receive’ a locally elected bishop into communion.*”

Tillard acknowledges the primatial function of the bishop of Rome as an
integral part of the church as a communion. Exercised in the spirit of
communion, this primacy alone enables the church to be a fully visible

‘communion of communions’.>*

3.5.7 Conclusion

Tillard upholds a eucharistic ecclesiology in which the eucharist is seen as the
heart of ‘communion’. Communion refers to God himself, to God’s purpose for
creation and humanity, to the church as the first fruits of restored communion,
and to the eucharist as the most perfect expression of this communion. Through
‘zones of communion’, the ‘full communion’ of the eucharistic gathering is
connected to all baptised, Israel and all humanity. The first of Tillard’s
contributions to a liturgical ecclesiology is, thus, his theological description of
the church as communion, with the eucharist in the centre, but in the wider
perspective of God and the world.

Tillard’s second contribution is his non-competitive description of locality
and universality. Affirming the primary status of the local church (the diocese)
in his eucharistic ecclesiology of communion, and defending the existence of
local expressions of church life, Tillard nevertheless gives the universal church
an intrinsic place in his ecclesiology, by emphasising that every local church
should be in communion with every other local church, and by acknowledging
that the eucharist, always celebrated in a local church, is always the same
eucharist celebrated in all local churches. ‘Communion’ is, thus, the concept
which intrinisically connects locality and universality, implying both a common
faith and local adaptation.

Finally, Tillard contributes to our quest for an ecumenical liturgical
ecclesiology by engrafting the ministry of the bishop of Rome into his
ecclesiology of communion. Tillard’s relecture does not jeopardise the role of
the papacy in the tradition of the Roman Catholic Church—a tradition into
which the First Vatican Council is embedded—but opens up the role of the
bishop of Rome as a service to the ‘communion of communions’ which the
church is: both today’s Roman Catholic Church and the reunited church towards
which the ecumenical movement is striving. Ministry in general, and the

35 TILLARD, L’Evéque de Rome, 70, 224-225; Tillard, Eglise d’Eglises, 338-343. For the same
. opinion, cf. paragraph 3.3.9 (Ratzinger).
3% TILLARD, Eglise d’Eglises, 377-397; cf. TILLARD, L 'Evéque de Rome, 204-207.
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ministry of the bishop of Rome in particular, are seen by Tillard as presiding
over the whole community of the baptised and enabling all charisms to flourish
in one communion of communions.

3.6 CONCLUSION

This chapter has brought together four Roman Catholic theologians. This is, of
course, a rather meagre representation of the vast Roman Catholic literature on
liturgical, eucharistic or communion ecclesiology. Nevertheless, because these
four authors stand for different approaches, this chapter gives some impression
of the variety within Roman Catholic liturgical ecclesiology. The move beyond
neo-scholasticism through a neo-patristic way of theologising is represented by
the pioneering work of de Lubac. Subsequently, Ratzinger functions as an
influential theologian who designed a thoroughly defined Roman Catholic
identity on the basis of a eucharistic ecclesiology. Boff stands for a more critical
but no less influential line of thought detectible throughout Roman Catholic
ecclesiological and sacramental thought since the Second Vatican Council.
Finally, the ecumenical outlook of many Roman Catholic theologians since the
Council is personified in Tillard, who also counts as the ‘communion’
ecclesiologist par excellence. In this concluding section, the main lines of this
chapter will be brought together.

3.6.1 Communion Ecclesiology

All four authors are in their own ways representatives of ‘communion
ecclesiology’.*”” Prepared by the nineteenth-century rediscovery of the church
as a ‘mystical body’ and deepened by eucharistic ecclesiology, ‘communion
ecclesiology’ can be regarded as the central Roman Catholic ecclesiology since
Vatican IT1.”

Communion ecclesiology is not without its critics. Probably the most
challenging critique comes from Nicholas Healy. Two aspects of his criticism
are of particular relevance. Firstly, he holds the opinion that communion
ecclesiology belongs to what he calls ‘blueprint ecclesiologies’—rather abstract
theological concepts, which lack sufficient rooting in the empirical reality of the

37 Cf. D.M. DOYLE, Communion Ecclesiology: Visions and Versions (Maryknoll: Orbis,

2000), 56-71 (de Lubac), 103-118 (Ratzinger), 124-136 (Boff), 152-156 (Tillard).

This was affirmed by the 1985 Synod of Bishops (cf. DOYLE, Communion Ecclesiology, 2),
by Pope John Paul II (cf. DULLES, Models of the Church, 221, 240), and by the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith under Cardinal Ratzinger (cf. Communionis
notio, 1, 3). Cf. RupDY, The Local Church, 9-53.
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church, so that they are of little ‘practical-prophetic’ worth, i.e., they lack the
power for transformative renewal of the actual church.*”

Nevertheless, in the light of the ecclesiologies discussed in this chapter, it
is clear that taking ‘communion’ as one’s basic ecclesiological category does
not necessarily lead to an abstract theory without ‘practical-prophetic’
relevance. However one might think of, for example, the practical consequences
of Ratzinger’s and Boff’s ecclesiologies, few would say that these
ecclesiologies lack awareness of the empirical reality of the church and that they
(in their different ways) point to the transformation of this reality. Rather, it
would be accurate to characterise the theologians discussed in this chapter as
ecclesiologists who manage to combine thorough theological thought with
practical and transformative engagement with the actual church: ‘although
undoubtedly idealistic in its vision of ecclesial communion, [their] thought is
equally concrete, practical, and realistic’."”

Secondly, Healy regards ‘communion’ as a concept So vague
(‘undetermined’) that it can be applied in virtually all directions. In an amusing
sequence of examples, Healy sums up such different communion ecclesiologists
as Roman Catholic and Orthodox ‘resourcement theologians’, ‘liberation’,
‘feminist’, ‘liberal Protestant’ and ‘Free Church’ theologians. Healy concludes
that it is not the communion model which governs the eventual ecclesiology,
but ‘the respective imaginative judgements and agendas of the theologians’.*"’

It must be admitted that Healy utters a ‘rightful concern for articulating the
content of “communion™.*” Insofar as different authors draw different
conclusions from the same biblical-theological notion (koinonia/communio), it
is true that ‘communion ecclesiology’ is not the name of one unequivocal type
of ecclesiology. In this respect Healy is right that the concept of communion has
primarily a ‘heuristic function, but what among its findings is accepted or not is
determined by the agenda rather than the model itself’."” To admit this is,
however, not to dismiss the concept of communion as a guiding model for
ecclesiology, as the following two comments try to substantiate. First,
‘communion’ is not a vague concept as long as each communion ecclesiologist
makes clear what he or she understands by it. The authors discussed in this
chapter do so in unmistakable, though sometimes different, ways. Second, the
observation that ‘communion ecclesiology’ serves as a heading for sometimes
quite different ecclesiologies, is only a half-truth. Hardly coincidentallly in the
Roman Catholic context, this first half of the truth has primarily to do with the
different stance communion ecclesiologies take in view of the universal church

3 N.M. HEALY, Church, World and the Christian Life: Practical-Prophetic Ecclesiology

(Cambridge: CUP, 2000), 25-51.
40 RuUDDY, The Local Church, 128 (Ruddy says this about Tillard’s thought).
4OV HeALY, Church, World and the Christian Life, 43-46.
42 RuDDY, The Local Church, 129.
493 HEALY, Church, World and the Christian Life, 46.
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and the exercise of authority in the church. The other half of the truth is,
however, that these ecclesiologies have some quite important similarities, over
against other possible types of ecclesiology. Dennis Doyle summarises these
similarities as follows: (1) ‘a retrieval of a vision of the Church presupposed by
Christians of the first millennium’, (2) an emphasis on the ‘spiritual’ rather than
the ‘juridical’ aspects of the church, (3) ‘a high value on the need for visible
unity as symbolically realised through shared participation in the Eucharist’,
and (4) ‘a dynamic and healthy interplay between unity and diversity in the
Church, between the Church universal and the local Churches’.*** It is striking
to what extent most of these characteristics apply to the four different authors
presented in this chapter.

Additionally, Doyle analyses which ecclesiological traps many communion
ecclesiologies want to avoid and by what means. These traps are (1) an
individualist approach to Christianity, corrected by using the Trinity as the
paradigm of communion, (2) a ‘merely human’ approach to the church,
corrected by regarding the church as the Body of Christ and the Communion of
Saints, (3) a juridicist approach to ecclesial structures, corrected by an
understanding of the church as a ‘Communion of Communions’, (4)
ecclesiological ‘mystification’, leaving out of sight the sins of the empirical, and
the contingencies of the historical church, corrected by the models of People of
God and Pilgrim Church, and (5) an exclusivist understanding of the church,
corrected by acknowledging that the church has to be a ‘Leaven in the World’ to
the benefit of humanity and all creation.”” Again, with different emphases,
these themes can be detected throughout this chapter.

One could summarise that ‘communion ecclesiology’ is the name of a type
of ecclesiology with a number of common characteristics as well as a number of
possible varieties. To keep the varieties together, it seems important to guard the
biblical-theological depth of the concept of koinonia as well as the ‘multi-
dimensionality’ of one’s ecclesiological vision: the balance between the divine
and the human, the mystical and the historical, the sacramental and the social.
These are not opposites, but integrating elements of the Christian vision.**

3.6.2  The Eucharist as the Centre of Communion

Notwithstanding their differences, all four theologians discussed in this chapter
regard the eucharist as the focus of communion. In between, on the one hand,
Boff’s love-hate relationship with the eucharist'”’ and, on the other hand,
Ratzinger’s exclamation that ‘church is eucharist’,*”® all authors treat the

404
405
406
407
408

DoYLE, Communion Ecclesiology, 13.
DOYLE, Communion Ecclesiology, 14-16.
DOYLE, Communion Ecclesiology, 175-178.
Cf. paragraph 3.4.3.

Cf. paragraph 3.3.8.
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eucharist as central in the life and being of the church, because they understand
the church as a communion and the eucharist as both the means towards and the
expression of this communion.

De Lubac is generally acknowledged as the one who has rediscovered the
ecclesial nature of the eucharist and the eucharistic nature of the church as two
sides of the same coin. He brought back into Western theological consciousness
the awareness that the church is as verily the body of Christ as the eucharist is,
and that the two are interrelated. ‘The eucharist makes the church’: by partaking
in the eucharistic body of Christ, the church is time and again reconstituted as
the body of Christ. ‘The church makes the eucharist’: because the church is the
body of Christ, it is supremely manifested when it celebrates the eucharistic
communion with the body of Christ.

Ratzinger takes up de Lubac’s theme and undergirds the centrality of the
eucharist by four biblical-theological lines of thought. First, he regards the
pascha of both Israel (the exodus from Egypt and the giving of the Law) and the
church (the death and resurrection of Christ and the giving of the Spirit) as
constitutive for them as a ‘cultic people’ (Kultvolk), and the paschal meal of
both Israel (pascha) and the church (eucharist) as the celebration, and thereby
the constant re-affirmation, of their raison d’étre. Second, he regards the
ecclesiological terms ‘people of God’ and ‘body of Christ’ as related: the church
is the new people of God (without denying that Israel also remains the people of
God) because it is incorporated into Christ. Once through Christ’s death and
resurrection, and continually through the eucharist, Christ makes a non-people
the people of God by incorporating them into his body. Third, Ratzinger insists
that Jesus Christ did not only fulfill the ‘prophetic’ line of the Old Testament,
but also its ‘priestly’ line. In Christ, righteousness and cult are reconciled.
Therefore, the church is a community of ethics and of liturgy. It is, again, the
body of Christ, continually present in the eucharist, which connects these
lines—there, Christ’s way of life and Christ’s priestly offering come together.
Finally, God’s trinitarian being, as well as the nature of salvation through Christ
by participation in him, point to the fundamentally corporate, communal
character of the Christian faith and church. This relationality of the church,
Ratzinger says, is manifested most clearly in the eucharistic celebration.

For Boff, the eucharist is central because it reflects Jesus Christ’s life and
work, it unites people into a community, and it anticipates the liberation to be
fulfilled in the kingdom of God. However, Boff warns that the eucharist can
also become an element of a repressive ecclesial climate, when admission to its
presiding ministry is restricted and when this ministry, rather than being
committed to the celebrating community, serves as an agent of a ‘top down’
understanding of the church. Moreover, Boff places the eucharist in the broader
context of sacramentality. According to him, Christianity has to learn people to
look at the world ‘sacramentally’: things, persons and situations can either be
understood in a one-dimensional sense or in a ‘transparent’, ‘diaphanous’ sense:
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pointing towards God. The church itself is such a ‘sacrament’ of Christ and
salvation for the world. Finally, Boff roots the social character of the church and
of society in the Trinity. ‘Perichoresis’ is his model for a communion of equals,
living in interdependence.

Not surprisingly, Tillard’s thorough ecclesiology of communion points
time and again to the eucharist as the ecclesial event which most powerfully
manifests all aspects of ‘communion’—God, the church and a reconciled world.
The eucharist serves as the both spiritual and tangible centre of an overarching
theology of communion.

3.6.3  The Bishop of Rome in the Service of Communion

In the context of this chapter on Roman Catholic contributions to a liturgical
ecclesiology, it is important to highlight the position which the bishop of Rome
occupies in the ecclesiologies presented here. De Lubac can be regarded as a
representative of those twentieth-century theologians who contributed to a shift
in the approach to the church. Instead of treating the church as an hierarchical
institution, he approaches the church as a social and historical communion in
the wider context of God’s desire for all humanity. The thought of Ratzinger,
Boff and Tillard builds upon this renewed paradigm.

Ratzinger works it out in a direction that sees the church—both in its
theological essence (‘ontologically’) and in its first historical manifestation in
Jerusalem (‘historically’)—primarily as the universal church, of which the local
churches are the subsequent manifestations. For Ratzinger, this universal church
is on the one hand a theological idea—the body of Christ, the people of God,
bride, city, mother. On the other hand, it is an empirical phenomenon—the ‘net
of communions’ held together by communion with the bishop of Rome.
Ratzinger warns, however, not to equate the universal church with the local
church of Rome. Neither should the metropolitan, patriarchal role of the bishop
of the local church of Rome be used to give the bishop of Rome as many
organisational privileges as possible. It is rather the ‘Petrine’ ministry of the
bishop of Rome, that makes him the primate of the universal church. Being in
communion with him is the sign of belonging to the true ‘net of communions’
that is the universal church. Because of the importance of this theological and
empirical unity of the one church, Ratzinger holds the opinion that spiritually
and visually belonging to this one church—expressed by being in communion
with the bishop of Rome—is not an external addition to the identity of the local
church, but an essential characteristic ‘internal’ to each local church.
Notwithstanding this strong affirmation of the necessity of communion with the
bishop of Rome, the theological basis of Ratzinger’s ecclesiology is not
‘hierarchical’ but rather christocentric, paschal, baptismal, eucharistic and based
upon communion (koinonia).
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Theologically, Boff does not differ from Ratzinger in the theological
priority of the universal over the local church,” which is a result of the fact that
his church-as-sacrament ecclesiology, like his theology of sacramentality,
proceeds conceptually from the general to the particular. Practically, however,
Boff sees this universal church manifested in a variety of local churches, whose
differences he defends on the basis of a trinitarian, perichoretic concept of
communion. By focusing on local congregations—particularly the Base
Ecclesial Communities—rather than on the ‘local church’ understood as the
diocese, Boff tends to perceive a tension between the local congregation and the
‘hierarchy’ of the papacy, the episcopate and to a certain extent also the
priesthood. In reaction to this tension, Boff advocates, both in church and in
society, a communal and participatory attitude instead of potestas sacra.

Finally, Tillard is the one who offers the most consistent view on the
ministry of the bishop of Rome within an ecclesiology of communion. He
understands the universal church as a ‘communion of communions’, a ‘church
of churches’, in which locality and universality occur simultaneously. It is as
essential for the local church to be in communion with the other local churches
as it is essential for the universal church that is does not exists but in and
through the local churches. This fundamental emphasis on communion
characterises Tillard’s thought on the bishop of Rome. His role is a specification
of the supra-local task of every bishop—every bishop being simultaneously a
local diocesan bishop and, thereby, a member of the episcopal college with its
responsibility for the well-being of the supra-local, and ultimately the universal,
church. In communion with all these local bishops, the bishop of Rome fulfills
an indispensable service to the universal ‘communion of communions’.
Opposing centralism—including the appointment of diocesan bishops by the
Vatican—and unilateral intervention in a local diocese, Tillard believes that
local bishops and the universal primate are able to ‘act in communion’ for the
well-being of both the local and the universal church.

3.6.4 Communion beyond the Church

De Lubac is one of the Roman Catholic theologians who initiated the twentieth-
century opening-up of theology towards the wider world. His interpretation of
‘Catholicism’ as all-embracing communion has helped to prepare Vatican II’s
appreciation of other Christians, other religions and all humanity. Throughout
this chapter, the theme has recurred that the church is part of a larger design of
communion, that begins with the trinitarian God himself and that ends with the
consummation of the world as one reconciled community.

For de Lubac, the unity of the human race, rooted in the unity of the
Creator, implies the unity of the church and, ultimately, the unity of redeemed

409 Cf. RUDDY, The Local Church, 209 n. 25.
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humankind. For Ratzinger, the ‘love’ (agape) of the Christian community,
especially as celebrated in the eucharist, is meant to embrace the whole world.
Liturgy is ‘never just a cult’—Christ, his church and his sacraments have a
cultic but also a non-cultic, a priestly but also a prophetic character. For Boff,
the perichoresis within the Trinity is the model of a participatory church and
society. In accordance with the hermeneutical principle of liberation theology,
all Boff’s themes—such as trinitarian theology, sacramentality and
ecclesiology—have cutting edges which aim at the transformation of ecclesial
and societal reality. And for Tillard, the notion of ‘communion’ is so
fundamental that he cannot conceive God and humanity, the church and the
world, otherwise than in terms of relationship and reciprocity. Communion is
the all-embracing theme that has to become, both theologically and empirically,
the characteristic of the church and the whole world.
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4 ‘A UNITY IN A GIVEN PLACE
AROUND A BISHOP
WITH THE EUCHARIST AS ITS CENTER’

Old Catholic Contributions
to a Liturgical Ecclesiology

4.1 INTRODUCTION

4.1.1 A Eucharistic Self-Understanding

In 2001, the International Old Catholic Bishops’ Conference added an
ecclesiological preamble to its renewed statute. In this preamble, it is
formulated that the Old Catholics understand the church to be a

fellowship and communion of people, which by the reconciliation in Jesus Christ
and by the outpouring and the continuous work of the Holy Spirit is constituted as
a unity in a given place around a bishop with the eucharist as its center

and that such a church ‘in a given place’ is to be understood as ‘a complete
church that carries out its tasks autonomously in that given place’.’

This basic ecclesiological statement reflects the intentions of a eucharistic
ecclesiology in a particularly consistent way. The church is defined
christologically as well as pneumatologically, and the church is fundamentally
regarded as local, episcopal and eucharist-centred. The local and eucharistic
aspects of this formulation are repeated and placed into a wider context in
another part of the preamble, which says:

Each local church is the Body of Christ in which the members, baptized and
confirmed in the name of the Holy Trinity and united in the Eucharist, are called,

U. VON ARX & M. WEYERMANN (eds.), Statut der Internationalen Altkatholischen
Bischofskonferenz (IBK). Offizielle Ausgabe in fiinf Sprachen (Bern: Stampfli, 2001), 28-29
(preamble 3.1). Both the German and the English text (my citations are from the latter) are
‘authentic’. Cf. U. VON ARX, ‘Vorwort’, in: von Arx & Weyermann (eds.), Statut, 3-11, at
11n.25.
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authorized, and sanctified by the various gifts of the Holy Spirit to live a
multifaceted common life in martyria, leitourgia, and diakonia.’

It is the aim of this chapter to investigate the main line of twentieth-century
Old Catholic ecclesiology in such a way as to elucidate how the Old Catholic
ecclesiological tradition has been continued and perhaps transformed into the
eucharistic ecclesiology to which the 2001 preamble witnesses. Before this, 1
give a short introduction to two central features of the Old Catholic
ecclesiological tradition—the question of jurisdiction and the appeal to the
Early Church—and to an example of an ‘ecclesial liturgy’ at a time when a
‘liturgical ecclesiology’ was not yet formulated.

4.1.2  Ecclesiological Jansenism: Jurisdiction and Mentality

As a catholic but non-Roman church, the Old Catholic Church has always
attached importance to ecclesiology as a major component of its theological
self-understanding. The ecclesiology of the Old Catholic Church of the
Netherlands® has its roots in Western catholic movements such as Conciliarism,
Gallicanism and Jansenism. Central to Old Catholic ecclesiology were questions
about the structure of the church,’ about the role of the papacy in relation to the
role of the episcopate, and about the source of jurisdiction. This focus on
discussion with Rome about the constitution of the church, understandable as it
is in historical perspective, has not left much room for other ecclesiological
focuses, such as the place of the liturgy within ecclesiology. Nevertheless, the
jurisdictional focus has its own ecclesiological relevance, as will be shown in

VON ARX & WEYERMANN (eds.), Statut, 29 (preamble 3.3).

Before the end of the nineteenth century, the Old Catholic Church of the Netherlands
understood itself as the ‘Roman Catholic Church of the Old Episcopal Clergy’. For ease of
survey, in the following account the term ‘Old Catholic’ is used throughout, even when it is
anachronistically applied to a period in which that term was not yet in use. On the
nomenclature (from ‘Old Episcopal Clergy’, through °Old-Episcopal Clergy’ and ‘Old
Catholic’, to ‘Old Catholic Church’) see D.J. SCHOON, ‘Oude en nieuwe bisschoppen. De
“oud-katholieken” en 1853, in: J. Vis & W. Janse (eds.), Staf en storm. Het herstel van de
bisschoppelijke hiérarchie in Nederland in 1853: actie en reactie (Hilversum: Verloren,
2002), 166-187, at 186-187; D.J. SCHOON, Van bisschoppelijke Cleresie tot Oud-Katholieke
Kerk. Bijdrage tot de geschiedenis van het katholicisme in Nederland in de 19de eeuw
(Nijmegen: Valkhof Pers, 2004), 71-73.

An example of the centrality of ecclesiology within OIld Catholic theology, and the
centrality of problems of ecclesiastical structure within Old Catholic ecclesiology, is the
fact that the extraordinary professorial chair of the Old Catholic Seminary at Utrecht
University, established in 1974, was named ‘the ancient Catholic structures of the church’.
In 1996 the name was enlarged into ‘the ancient Catholic structures of the church, including
the history and doctrine of the Old Catholic Churches’, because the essence of a church is
not only represented by its structure, but also by its past and by the theological aspects of its
identity. Cf. J.J. HALLEBEEK, De ‘wondere afscheidpreekens’ van pater Daneels, Oudewater
1705 (Amersfoort: COKB, 1998), 5.

w
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this paragraph. Beyond canon law, the question where jurisdiction belongs is an
ecclesiological question with consequences for the mentality of ecclesial life.
Traces of a distinctively Dutch catholicism, which eventually led to the
breach between two catholic groups in the Netherlands around 1700,” can
already be found in the Devotio Moderna of the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries. Centred on the inner life, not on outward expressions, authors like
Geert Groote (1340-1384) and Thomas a Kempis (1379-1471) wanted explicitly
to base their understanding of the catholic faith on Scripture and Jesus Christ,
and upheld the ideal that all members of the church should be deeply informed
about their faith. For centuries, the spirituality of the Dutch secular clergy, as
different from the rather Southern-European devotions advocated by the regular
and missionary clergy, would maintain this character of what could be called
‘learned devotion’.® Part of this spirituality was an emphasis on the official
liturgy of the church, rather than on para-liturgical or private devotions.’
Another reason for the widening abyss between secular and regular clergy,
or more generally between two spiritual traditions in the Netherlands, was the
Jansenist controversy. In the light of ecclesiology, the aspect of Jansenism
called ‘ecclesiological Jansenism’ is of more immediate relevance than the
theological controversy over the Augustinian interpretation of grace,® or the
spiritual movement associated with Pascal, the Arnaulds and Port Royal.9
Ecclesiological Jansenism was the movement by which Conciliarist and

Since this breach, from the Roman Catholic side called ‘the Schism of Utrecht’ (1723), the
Old Catholic Church of the Netherlands considers itself (at least officially) as the
continuation of the Catholic Church which exists in the Netherlands since Willibrord (658-
739), the first bishop of Utrecht. Cf. A. RINKEL, ‘Die Lehre von der Kirche nach der
Auffassung der altkatholischen Kirche’, /KZ 39 (1949), 1-15, at 2. For the seventeenth-
century background of the ‘schism’, cf. J.E.A. ACKERMANS, Herders en huurlingen.
Bisschoppen en priesters in de Republiek (1663-1705) (Amsterdam: Prometheus/Bert
Bakker, 2003).

This term was coined by the Dutch Roman Catholic church historian Theo Clemens. Cf.
T.H.J. CLEMENS, De godsdienstigheid in de Nederlanden in de spiegel van de katholieke
kerkboeken 1680-1840 (Tilburg: Tilburg University Press, 1988), vol. I, 92 (‘De vroomheid
[...] was “geleerd”, zowel in de betekenis van “aangeleerd” als “erudiet”’). See also T.H.J.
CLEMENS, ‘Katholieke vroomheid en het schisma van 1723, Holland 25 (1993), 197-220, at
206 (‘godvruchtige geleerdheid”).

’ Cf. J. VISSER, ‘Old Catholic Spirituality’, in: G. Huelin (ed.), Old Catholics and Anglicans
1931-1981: To Commemorate the Fiftieth Anniversary of Intercommunion (Oxford: OUP,
1983), 96-108, at 99-101; CLEMENS, De godsdienstigheid, vol. 1, 91-96; Clemens,
‘Katholieke vroomheid’, 202, 206-207.

On the importance of the Augustinian point of view for the Old Catholic understanding of
grace, see for example A. RINKEL, ‘Dogmatische theologie’, stencilled edition 1956, I1I 23-
65, 119-157.

Cf. J. VISSER, Het ideaal van de ‘ecclesia primitiva’ in het jansenisme en het oud-
katholicisme (Amersfoort: COKB, 1980), who denies the idea that the development from
doctrinal, through spiritual, to ecclesiological Jansenism is a downward movement. ‘It had
to lead to questions on jurisdiction and authority’ (6: ‘Het moest wel tot de vragen van
jurisdictie en gezag komen”).



164 Mattijs Ploeger — Celebrating Church: Ecumenical Contributions to a Liturgical Ecclesiology

Gallican ecclesiological thought was mediated into the Old Catholic Church.
Authors of importance to this movement were, among others, the Conciliarist
bishop of Avila, Alonso el Tostado (1410-1455), the Parisian theologian,
Edmond Richer (1559-1631), and the Louvain canonist, Zegers Bernard van
Espen (1646-1728). In these writers one can already find the main thrust of the
later international Old Catholic ecclesiological position, which can be
summarised under the headings of ‘Early Church’ (recourse to the patristic
period), ‘Local Church’ (the national church or the diocese as the principal
ecclesiological entity) and ‘“Whole Church’ (the church consists of clergy and
laity alike)."

Against the pretensions of the Roman curia, Tostado upheld the theory that
the authority to administer the church (jurisdiction) is essentially the property of
the church as a whole. Because Tostado compared ‘the entire church’ to the
‘entire assembly’ in the Old Testament, he presumably had in mind both clergy
and laity. Taking Numbers 15:32-36 as a clue, Tostado argues that, in principle,
the whole people of God has to take decisions, but because this is practically
impossible, the people of God leave the decision to Moses and Aaron.'
Likewise, the whole church—represented by the cardinals—elects a pope, who
receives the duty to exercise the jurisdiction which belongs to the whole church.
After his death the jurisdiction reverts to the church again. Tostado did not
challenge the practice that the pope appointed most of the bishops, so he could
write that the bishops receive their jurisdiction from the pope."

Richer and the Paris school differed from Tostado in two respects. Firstly,
they were much more occupied with the rights of the priests, the second ordre,
which led to their view that jurisdiction belongs to the entire church, not in the
sense of all faithful, but in the sense of the clergy of all ranks. Secondly,
although they regarded—Ilike Tostado, but using different terminology—
jurisdiction as essentialiter belonging to the church and only ministerialiter to
the pope and the bishops, they deviated from Tostado as it came to the bestowal
of this jurisdiction. According to Tostado, jurisdiction was given by the church
to the pope, who mediated it to the bishops. According to the Paris school,
including Richer, both forms of jurisdiction (essentialiter and ministerialiter)
were conferred directly and at the same time by God. Because the pope and the
bishops receive the same kind of jurisdiction at the same moment, Richer,
unlike Tostado, can be regarded as an episcopalist.'

1 Cf. M. PLOEGER, ‘Catholicity, Apostolicity, the Trinity and the Eucharist in Old Catholic
Ecclesiology’, in: U. von Arx, P.D.L. Avis, M. Ploeger (eds.), Towards Further
Convergence: Anglican and Old Catholic Ecclesiologies (Bern: Stampfli, 2006), 7-27, at
25-26.

J.J. HALLEBEEK, Alonso ‘el Tostado’ (c. 1410-1455). His doctrine on jurisdiction and its
influence in the Church of Utrecht (Amersfoort: COKB, 1997), 13, 25.

HALLEBEEK, Alonso ‘el Tostado’, 10-11, 15.

HALLEBEEK, Alonso ‘el Tostado’, 19-23.
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The later French Jansenists, some of whom became of considerable
importance to the Old Catholic Church, upheld a theory which can be seen as a
combination of aspects from Tostado and from Richer. They accepted Richer’s
episcopalism, but adapted his clericalism by interpreting ‘the entire church’ in
the way Tostado did—as a description of all faithful: clergy and laity alike.'
One of the representatives of this thought was Nicolas LeGros (1675-1751),
who taught at the Old Catholic Seminary at Amersfoort."”> This stance was also
taken by van Espen, who was very influential in the Old Catholic Church,
because Dutch priests were taught at Louvain and because he was frequently
asked for advice by the Chapter of Utrecht. But van Espen and some of his
Dutch students carried a second adaptation through, again by introducing an
aspect of Tostado’s theory into Richerist thought. They maintained Richer’s
view that jurisdiction was given to pope and bishops alike (and not, as with
Tostado, to the pope and by him to the bishops), but they replaced Richer’s
direct divine bestowal of jurisdiction by Tostado’s view that jurisdiction was
granted by the church. This can be explained from the fact that, unlike Tostado
who was used to episcopal appointments by the pope, the Dutch catholics were
used to the ancient right of the chapters to elect their bishops. Combined with
the first adaptation, the result is that the entire church (all faithful and clergy)
posseslsées jurisdiction, which they hand down to the bishops (including the
pope).

The question where jurisdiction belongs, and how it is conferred to those
who exercise it, has to do with the mentality of a church and its members. If the
authority to administer the church

is eventually founded on the approval of the entire community of the faithful, this
must have consequences for the way in which the administrative authority is
exercised, namely in responsibility towards the confidence which the entire church
has put in its ministers."’

The task of these ministers is, therefore, not aptly defined as the ‘right’ to
proclaim the gospel in the liturgy or the ‘right’ to preside at the eucharist—as if
it is up to the ministers to decide whether or not they are willing to proclaim or

HALLEBEEK, Alonso ‘el Tostado’, 25-32.

Cf. J. VISSER, ‘Jansenismus und Konziliarismus: ekklesiologische Anschauungen des
Nicolas LeGros (1675-1751)’, IKZ 73 (1983), 212-224; HALLEBEEK, Alonso ‘el Tostado’,
26-29.

HALLEBEEK, Alonso ‘el Tostado’, 32-42; J.J. HALLEBEEK, ‘Die Autonomie der Ortskirche
im Denken von Zeger Bernard van Espen’, /KZ 92 (2002), 76-99.

J.J. HALLEBEEK, Over de oorsprong van jurisdictie (Amersfoort: COKB, 1992), 32 (‘Als
alle niet-sacramenteel handelen uiteindelijk gefundeerd is op de instemming van de gehele
gemeenschap van gelovigen moet dit gevolgen hebben voor de wijze waarop leidingsmacht
wordt uitgeoefend, namelijk in verantwoordelijkheid tegenover het vertrouwen dat de kerk
als geheel in haar ambtsdragers gesteld heeft’); cf. HALLEBEEK, ‘Die Autonomie der
Ortskirche’, 98.
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to preside. Theirs is rather ‘the task and thereby the obligation to proclaim the
Gospel’. In other words, ministry should be approached in terms of
responsibility and task rather than of right and power."®

The traditional emphasis of Old Catholic ecclesiology on questions of
jurisdiction, then, expresses the fundamental ecclesiological conviction that the
church is not to be identified with the ministry but with the whole people of
God, and that the church is not to be regarded primarily as a universal church
governed by the pope, but as a local church governed by the bishop in co-
operation with clergy and laity.

4.1.3  Neo-Gallican Liturgical Principles: An Ecclesial Liturgy

The preceding paragraph indicated the importance of the Gallican tradition in
the field of ecclesiastical structure and jurisdiction. This paragraph tries to show
that Gallicanism also included a liturgical practice that reflected its
ecclesiological view. Although on a slower pace, the Old Catholic Church has
appropriated these liturgical practices as well as the underlying ecclesiological
apprehensions.

One of the Neo-Gallican' liturgical practices with an immediate link to
ecclesiology was the revision of the calendar. Calendars were published in
diocesan editions of missals and breviaries, so that the choice of saints could be
adapted to local customs and preferences. This linked the calendar primarily to
the the local church, rather than to the universal church. Another principle
witnessing to a critical attitude over against the Roman tradition was the
elimination of ‘legendary’ parts of saints’ lifes. A similar movement ad fontes
was the principle that antiphons and other liturgical texts had to be derived
preferably from Scripture.”

Another liturgical principle of Neo-Gallicanism was the participation of the
laity. In spite of Roman condemnation, French translations of the Mass and
other explanations of the liturgy appeared during the seventeenth and eighteenth

'® K. STALDER, Die Wirklichkeit Christi erfahren. Ekklesiologische Untersuchungen und ihre

Bedeutung fiir die Existenz von Kirche heute (Ziirich-Koln: Benzinger, 1984), 255 (‘die
Aufgabe und darum die Verpflichtung, das Evangelium zu verkiindigen”).

The liturgical equivalent of theological and ecclesiological ‘Gallicanism” is called ‘Neo-
Gallicanism’ in order to distinguish it from the early medieval ‘Gallican’ liturgy. See also
J.D. CRICHTON, Lights in Darkness: Fore-runners of the Liturgical Movement (Blackrock,
Co Dublin: Columba, 1996), 44-51; K.F. PECKLERS, ‘The Jansenist Critique and the
Liturgical Reforms of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries’, Ecclesia Orans 20
(2003), 325-338.

K. OUWENS, Het Stukjesboek. Missen en Gezangen 1745-1803. De basis van het oud-
katholieke kerklied in Nederland (Amersfoort: COKB, 1996), 76. Ouwens (77-79) gives
examples of the differences between the Roman Missal and the missals of the dioceses of
Paris (1680) and Auxerre (1726). The differences between the Roman Breviary and the
breviaries of such dioceses as Vienne (1678), Paris (1680 and 1736) and Rouen (1728), but
also of the monastery of Cluny (1686), are even larger (85-88).
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centuries. Particularly parts of the Rituale, such as the pastoral liturgies for
baptisms and funerals, lent themselves to be translated—and sometimes actually
performed—in the vernacular.”' The missals of some dioceses contain
indications that the people responded to the priest’s prayers, and that
communion of the people was a general practice.”

In the wake of Gallican ecclesiology, the Old Catholic Church gradually
introduced Neo-Gallican liturgical principles. The Breviarium Ecclesiasticum,
used by the Old Catholic clergy from its appearance in 1744 to at least the first
half of the twentieth century, was a Dutch adaptation of the 1736 Breviarium
Parisiense. Other liturgical and devotional books show a similar tendency
towards biblical foundation, catechetical explanation and rubrical
simplification.” If it is impossible to trace a ‘liturgical ecclesiology’ back to the
early history of the Old Catholic Church, at least there was an attempt at an
‘ecclesial liturgy’—a liturgy in which the ecclesiological emphasis on the local
church (diocese), and on the importance of all members of the church, is
unmistakably reflected.

4.1.4  The Appeal to the Early Church

One of the main characteristics of Old Catholic ecclesiology—and Old Catholic
theology in general—is its appeal to the Early Church. This characteristic is an
integral part of the Jansenist legacy. Following the Renaissance ideal of
returning ad fontes, the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Jansenists
attempted to go back behind scholasticism—*positive’ historical research was
preferred to ‘speculative’ theological method. Although in Old Catholic history
the Jansenist appeal to the Early Church has mainly to do with ecclesiastical
structure and jurisdiction, it has also influenced Dutch Old Catholicism in a
broader sense—liturgical, ethical and doctrinal **

But the appeal to the Early Church has not entered the Old Catholic
Churches only through the Old Catholic Church of the Netherlands. Although in
a different historical-theological context, the appeal to the Early Church was a
dominant feature of the German-speaking Old Catholic Churches as well, which
came into existence” as the result of their refusal to accept the dogmas of papal

21 OUWENS, Het Stukjesboek, 80-85.

2 QUWENS, Het Stukjesboek, 100-103. This is particularly the case with Bossuet’s missal for
the diocese of Meaux (1709), and his nephew’s missal for the diocese of Troyes (1736).

B QUWENS, Het Stukjesboek, 89-103.

2 VISSER, Het ideaal van de ‘ecclesia primitiva’, 4-13. SCHOON, Van bisschoppelijke Cleresie

tot Oud-Katholieke Kerk, 389-391, 724-726, points out that the Dutch recourse to the Early

Church shifted from a defense of the rights of the local church (17th and 18th centuries) to

using the Early Church as a model for ecclesial renewal (19th and 20th centuries).

Although the German speaking Old Catholic Churches historically came into existence after

1870, they consider themselves to be in continuation with the ‘old” or ‘ancient’ Catholic
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infallibility and universal jurisdiction of the First Vatican Council (1869-
1870).° In 1889 the Dutch church joined the German, Swiss and (one year
later) Austrian (including the later Czech and Slovakian) churches, which had
emerged in the eighteen seventies, to form the ‘Old Catholic Churches’ of the
‘Union of Utrecht’. In the twentieth century the Union was joined by Old
Catholic Churches in the United States of America, Poland and Croatia.”’

These developments resulted in an Old Catholic identity that originates
from three sources—the ecclesiological and spiritual history of the Dutch Old
Catholics, the mainly German-speaking background of a breach with Rome
over the dogmas of Vatican I, and the twentieth-century desire for autonomous
ecclesial existence of ethnic groups. The Swiss Old Catholic theologian Urs von
Arx claims that what he calls ‘Old Catholic mainstream theology’ is mainly
determined by the first two groups and is characterised by ‘a marked closeness
to Anglican and Orthodox ecclesiology’.”®

That the appeal to the Early Church played a major role in the German-
speaking protest against the papal dogmas of the First Vatican Council, is
shown by the very name of the protest movement—altkatholisch (Old
Catholic). By that time, the term altkatholische Kirche (Old Catholic Church)
was used in the field of church history as a standard term for third-century
Christianity.” By adopting this term as the name for their movement, the Old
Catholics, inspired by the German church historian Ignaz von Déllinger (1799-
1890), proclaimed the Early Church as the norm for their strivings at reform in
the Catholic Church.” But in their appliance of the term ‘Early Church’ (Alte
Kirche), they did not limit it to a clear-cut period such as the third century. By
the ‘Early Church’ they understood the rather unarticulated period of ‘the first
millennium’, particularly in order to emphasise the importance of the unity
between Eastern and Western Christianity before the schism of 1054.%" “The

Church of the early centuries. Cf., e.g., RINKEL, ‘Die Lehre von der Kirche nach der
Auffassung der altkatholischen Kirche’, 2-3.

26 Cf. U. KURY, Die altkatholische Kirche. Ihre Geschichte, ihre Lehre, ihr Anliegen
(Stuttgart: Evangelisches Verlagswerk, 1966), 57-93; A.K.H. BERLIS, Frauen im Prozess
der Kirchwerdung. Eine historisch-theologische Studie zur Anfangsphase des deutschen
Altkatholizismus (1850-1890) (Frankfurt: Lang, 1998), 25-232.

*7 Cf. KURY, Die altkatholische Kirche, 93-96; U. VON ARX, ‘The Old Catholic Churches of
the Union of Utrecht’, in: P.D.L. Avis (ed.), The Christian Church: An Introduction to the
Major Traditions (London: SPCK, 2002), 157-185, at 158-160.

3 VON ARX, ‘The Old Catholic Churches’, 160. On von Arx’s ecclesiology, cf. section 4.8.

2 Among others, Ritschl used the term in this sense, alongside fi-iihkatholisch for the second
century and reichskatholisch for the post-Constantine era. Cf. C. MARKSCHIES, ‘Alte
Kirche’, in: H.D. Betz et al. (eds.), Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart.
Handwérterbuch fiir Theologie und Religionswissenschafi, vol. 1 (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
1998, 344-360, at 345.

30 C. OEYEN, ‘Die Alte Kirche als Norm nach Déllinger und seiner Schule’, /KZ 86 (1996),

26-44, at 27.

OEYEN, ‘Die Alte Kirche’, 29-30. Cf. M. RING, ‘Ad pristinam normam patrum.

Anmerkungen zum altkatholischen Reformparadigma’, in: A.K.H. Berlis & K.-D. Gerth
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first millennium’ is the form in which the Early Church entered the ‘Declaration
of Bishops’ (1889), the charter of the Union of Utrecht.”” In the wake of this
formative declaration, the rather vague definition of the Early Church as the
first millennium remains influential to the present time.”

In recent times, Old Catholic theologians have intensely engaged
themselves with the historical and hermeneutical problems of the traditional
appeal to the Early Church. What is the Early Church, and how can it be used as
a model?** The current state of this discussion is probably best described by the
Dutch Old Catholic theologian Jan Visser as he concludes that we can use the
Early Church only as ‘a hermeneutical principle’. According to Visser, both the
Jansenist and the German Old Catholic forebears used the Early Church not in
order to leave things as they were in times past, but as a means of solving
contemporary problems according to the methods of the Early Church for
finding truth and solving conflicts.” The appeal to the Early Church means,
Visser explains, ‘that when one has to decide upon new questions, one searches
for a [hermeneutically interpreted] historical foundation in the Early Church, in
order to legitimate what one wants to renew’.*®

The theological and ecclesiological consequences of the appeal to the Early
Church are evaluated differently by contemporary Old Catholic authors. The
interpretations vary from an emphasis on the Jesus movement of the first
century,”’ through a hermeneutical transformation of the patristic practice of
‘conciliarity’ into an understanding of the church as being available to the

(eds.), Christus Spes. Liturgie und Glaube im ékumenischen Kontext. Festschrift fiir Bischof
Sigisbert Kraft (Frankfurt: Lang, 1994), 255-264, at 258.

The text of the Declaration can be found in VON ARX & WEYERMANN (eds.), Statut, 25-27
(English translation: 40-42).

See for instance two leading Old Catholic theologians in 1966 and 2002, who both refer to
the first millennium: KURY, Die altkatholische Kirche, 126; VON ARX, ‘The Old Catholic
Churches’, 166.

An historical problem is the definition of what is actually meant by ‘the Early Church’
when one acknowledges the pluriformity within the church of the first centuries. A
hermeneutical problem is the fact that everyone who appeals to a certain period will
emphasise certain aspects of that period and leave out others, according to one’s own
preoccupations. Cf. RING, ‘Ad pristinam normam patrum’, 258.

33 J. VISSER, ‘Die Alte Kirche als hermeneutisches Prinzip’, /KZ 86 (1996), 45-64, at 63; J.
VISSER, ‘The Old Catholic Churches of the Union of Utrecht’, International Journal for the
Study of the Christian Church 3 (2003), 68-84, at 79-84. On Visser’s ecclesiology, cf.
section 4.6.

J. VISSER, ‘Von Mintelchen und dem Wind. Zur Frage einer altkatholischen Theologie’,
1IKZ 95 (2005), 73-94, at 82 (‘dass man bei neuen Fragen, die zu entscheiden sind, jeweils
nach einer historischen Begriindung in der Alten Kirche zu suchen hat, zur Legitimierung
dessen, was man (er-)neuern will’).

J.L. WIRIX, ‘De ecclesia primitiva: een spiegel voor de kerk van nu!’, in: J.J. Hallebeek &
J.L. Wirix (eds.), Met het oog op morgen. Ecclesiologische beschouwingen aangeboden aan
Jan Visser (Zoetermeer: Boekencentrum, 1996), 233-241.
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others and to the Other,”® to the classical view that the appeal to the Early
Church implies the normativity of actual doctrines and institutions,” such as
Scripture, the creeds, the seven ecumenical councils (with particular reference
to the trinitarian and christological dogmas), the eucharist, episcopal ministry
and synodal networks.*

What these various interpretations indicate, is that, although originally the
jurisdictional aspect played a substantial part in the appeal to the Early Church
of both Jansenism and Altkatholizismus, the acceptance of the Early Church as a
norm influences more levels than only the structural and jurisdictional.
Accepting the Early Church as a basis has also consequences in such areas as
Scripture, trinitarian faith, the eucharist, ministry, and living together in
pluriformity and solidarity.

4.1.5  This Chapter

This introductory section has served to inform the reader about some important
aspects of Old Catholic ecclesiology. Moreover, a recent formulation of Old
Catholic self-understanding in terms of a eucharistic ecclesiology has been
presented. The question is how this recent eucharistic ecclesiology is related to
twentieth-century mainstream Old Catholic ecclesiology. The answer is sought
in the writings of a number of authors who have contributed to this
development.

As in the other chapters of this study, this implies that not all Old Catholic
theologians who have contributed to Old Catholic ecclesiology will be
discussed in this chapter. A choice had to be made and the criteria for the
selection have been twofold. Firstly, a number of authors should be presented
who have explicitly contributed to the development of an Old Catholic
eucharistic ecclesiology. This applies without doubt to Werner Kiippers, Kurt
Stalder, Herwig Aldenhoven and Urs von Arx.!' Secondly, this development
towards a consistent eucharistic ecclesiology should be placed in the context of
twentieth-century Old Catholic ecclesiological thought. This line of thought is
represented here by Andreas Rinkel, Urs Kiiry and Jan Visser. The result is a

3% JLA.O.L. VERCAMMEN, Identiteit in beraad. Theorie en praktijk van het parochieel

identiteitsberaad in vier oud-katholieke parochies (Baarn: Gooi & Sticht, 1997), 324.

* OEYEN, ‘Die Alte Kirche’, 42.

*" VON ARX, “The Old Catholic Churches’, 165-166.

41" In addition to these systematic theologians, mention should be made of Old Catholic
liturgists who through their teaching contributed to a liturgical understanding of ecclesiality
and an ecclesial understanding of liturgy; cf. S. KRAFT, ‘Grundsitze und Ziele alt-
katholischer Liturgiereform’, /KZ 72 (1982), 82-106; C. ToL, Concelebratie (Amersfoort:
COKB, 1988). See also the 1999 pastoral letter of the German Old Catholic bishop Joachim
Vobbe, ‘Denk-Mahl géttlicher Zukunft. Betrachtungen iiber die Heilige Eucharistie’, in: J.
VOBBE, Brot aus dem Steintal. Bischofsbriefe (Bonn: Alt-Katholischer Bistumsverlag,
2005), 109-169.










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































