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Introduction

In the discussions conducted in the United Statetsvéen Roman Catholic and
Lutheran theologians, we have found broad areasyodement on the Nicene Creed and
the christological center of the faith as well asbaptism, the eucharist, and the Ministry
of word and sacramenhtln the most recent sessions of our dialogue, we maoved to
the problems of how that Ministry might best nuetuand express the unity of the
universal church for the sake of its mission in Wherld. It is within this context that we
have considered papal primacy.

Visible unity in the church has from the earliestds been served by several forms
of the Ministry. Some of these forms, such as tharcised in the ecumenical coundils,
have not been the subject of major disputes betwzholics and Lutherans. By contrast
the role of the papacy has been the subject oh&steontroversy, which has generated
theological disagreements, organizational diffeesn@nd psychological antagonisms.

In discussing the papacy as a form of Ministry witthe universal church we have
limited ourselves to the question of papal primaddy. attempt has been made to enter into
the problem of papal infallibility. While this issumust be faced in the discussions
between our churches, we believe that this linotatiof the scope of our present
discussion is justified, since papal primacy waslactrinal issue long before papal
infallibility became a major problem.

In these sessions, we have once again found congraumd. There is a growing
awareness among Lutherans of the necessity of @fispklinistry to serve the church's
unity and universal mission, while Catholics insiealy see the need for a more nuanced
under-standing of the role of the papacy within tha@versal church. Lutherans and
Catholics can now begin to envision possibilitiéconcord, and to hope for solutions to
problems that have previously seemed insoluble. Wgkeve that God is calling our
churches to draw closer together, and it is ouyerdhat this joint statement on papal
primacy may make some contribution to that end.

The Setting of the Problem

(1) The church as reconciled and reconciling comityucannot serve God's
purpose in the world as it should when its own ig¢orn by divisions and disagreements.



The members of the church, wherever they are foarel part of a single people, the one
body of Christ, whose mission is to be an antigpatand efficacious sign of the final
unification of all things when God will be all idlaln order to bear credible witness to
this coming kingdom, the various Christian bodiassinmutually assist and correct each
other and must collaborate in all matters whichoswn the mission and welfare of the
church universal. Even within the same Christiampwnion, local churches or units
must be related to the church universal, so thatrgibm and pluriformity do not
undermine oneness, and unity and uniformity dodestroy a desirable diversity.

(2) As we Lutheran and Roman Catholic theologians tirimeour discussions to
the need for visible unity in the church universag were assisted by the fundamental
accord stated in an earlier report on the doctoihministry. We there agreed that, by the
will of God 1) the general ministry of proclaimirtbe gospel devolves upon the whole
people of God, and 2) "the Ministry of word andrsament” serves to unify and order the
church for its mission in and to the word.

Our previous discussions had centered on the servendered to the local
communities by the Ministry. Now we focus on thefying and ordering function of this
Ministry in relation to the universal church—on ha@aparticular form of this Ministry,
i.e., the papacy, has served the unity of the usalechurch in the past and how it may
serve it in the future.

(3) Catholics and Lutherans have in part recognizedeangdloyed similar means
for fostering the unity of the universal church.riStians of the various communities have
been bound together by one baptism and by theiefsaace of the inspired scriptures.
Liturgies, creeds, and confessions have also ba#gying factors. For both traditions the
councils of the church have had a significant uniyrole. The Reformers affirmed the
value of councils; and this has been implicitly mowledged in a different form by most
contemporary Lutheran churches through their foromatof the Lutheran World
Federation and, on a wider scale, by participatiothe World Council of Churches. On
the Catholic side, the importance of the concifiginciple has been reasserted by Vatican
Il'in its exercise of conciliar functions, as waB in its emphasis on the collegial structure
of the church.

(4) Precisely because large areas of agreement exsti@dnmeans of unifying the
church, we have focused our attention in this dismn on another unifying factor on
which there has been disagreement, namely, the ablparticular persons, offices, or
officeholders in exercising responsibility for thaity of the universal church. In describing
this specific Ministry and its exercise by a persamwere naturally drawn, in the light of
centuries of development, to the image of Pétdmong the companions of Jesus, he is
given the greatest prominence in the New Testamecdunts of the origins of the church.
He is spoken of in the Gospels in terms relating o the founding of the church, to
strengthening his brethren, to feeding the sheeglwuist. He is a prominent figure in
some of the Pauline letters, in Acts, and for twale Catholic Epistles—a fact which
suggests that he was associated with a wide-rangingstry. Subsequent church history
made him the image of a pastor caring for the usafechurch. And so, although we are
aware of the danger of attributing to the churciNew Testament times a modern style or
model of universality, we have found it appropritdespeak of a "Petrine function," using
this term to describa particular form of Ministry exercised by a persafficeholder, or
local church with reference to the church as a wh®his Petrine function of the Ministry
serves to promote or preserve the oneness of thecletby symbolizing unity, and by
facilitating communication, mutual assistance orreotion, and collaboration in the
church's mission.

(5) Such a Petrine function has been exercised in sdegree by various



officeholders, for example by bishops, patriarchsgd church presidents. However, the
single most notable representative of this Minigsoward the church universal, both in
duration and geographical scope, has been the ppishdkome. The Reformers did not
totally reject all aspects of the papal expresabrihe Petrine function, but only what
they regarded as its abuses. They hoped for ameédrthe papacy precisely in order to
preserve the unity of the church. Melanchthon hi#t "for the sake of peace and general
unity among Christians" a superiority over otheshmps could be conceded to the pope.
For many years Lutherans hoped for an ecumenicai@bthat would reform the papacy.
They continued to concede to the pope all the ilegite spiritual powers of a bishop of
his diocese, in this case, Rome. They even grahegropriety of his exercising a larger
jurisdiction by human right over communities thaadhby their own will placed
themselves under hifh.

The I ssues

(6) Nevertheless, the pope's claims to primacy and exercise of it have
occasioned violent disagreements. Lutherans anerstiave even gone so far as to call
the papacy "antichrist.”

The disputes have centered, first, on the questibether the papacy is biblically
warranted. Roman Catholics have read the New Testaras indicating that Jesus
conferred on Peter a unique role of leadershighénvthole church for all times and in this
sense provided for successors in the Petrine foncthe bishops of Rome. In this view,
the papacy has remained substantially the samedhreucceeding centuries, all changes
being accidental.

Lutherans, in contrast, have minimized Peter's moléhe early church and denied
that this role continued in the church in lateripés or that the Roman bishops could be
considered his successors in any theologicallyiBogmt sense.

(7) Closely linked to this historical question regaglihe institution of the papacy
by Christ is the theological issue whether the pgps a matteof divine law (ius
divinum)! Roman Catholics have affirmed that it is and consetjy have viewed it as an
essential part of the permanent structure of theath Lutherans have held, in opposition
to this, that the papacy was established by hurmanthe will of men, and that its claims
to divine right are nothing short of blasphemous.

(8) A third area of controversy centers on the prattecmsequences drawn from
these prior disagreements. Roman Catholics haweteto think of most major aspects of
papal structure and function as divinely authoriZEde need or possibility of significant
change, renewal, or reform has generally been eghdvlost important, it has been argued
that all ministry concerned with fostering unity ang the churches is subject—at least in
crisis situations—to the supervision of the bishdpRmme. His jurisdiction over the
universal church is in the words of Vatican |, "smipe,” "full,” “ordinary,” and
"immediate.® This authority is not subject to any higher hunaisdiction, and no pope
is absolutely bound by disciplinary decisions o$ liredecessofsThis view of the
exercise of papal power has been vehemently refrdiiay Lutherans and viewed by
them as leading to intolerable ecclesiastical tgyan

In the course of our discussions, however, we Haaen able to gain helpful and
clarifying insights regarding these points of congrsy.

Focuson the New Testament Question



(9) Any biblical and historical scholar today would sw@er anachronistic the
question whether Jesus constituted Peter thedage, since this question derives from a
later model of the papacy which it projects bactoithe New Testament.10 Such a
reading helps neither papal opponents nor papapastgrs. Therefore terms such as
"primacy" and "jurisdiction” are best avoided wheme describes the role of Peter in the
New Testament. Even without these terms, howevevida variety of images is applied
to Peter in the New Testament which signalizesrhsortance in the early church.

(10) It is well to approach the question of Peter's tial¢he church by recognizing
that the New Testament writings describe variousm®of Ministry directed toward the
church as a whole. These writings show a primaryceon for local communities of
believers (the churches). There is also ample exie®f concern for groups of churches,
for relationships between churches of differentaarer backgrounds, and also for the
church as the one body of Christ. Paul sometimddshap one local church as an
example to another; he seeks to retain fellowstepvben the Gentile and the Jewish
churches; he collects from the churches he hasdedirior the support of the church in
Jerusalem. Both the letter to the Galatians andbthek of Acts describe a meeting in
Jerusalem among church leaders to settle a magdrlggn facing various communities,
namely, the circumcision of the Gentiles. The FEgistle of Peter, the Pastoral Letters,
and the Rev-elation (the Apocalypse), show conderrgroups of churches. Colossians
and Ephesians speak of the church as the body obtCland Ephesians in particular
stresses the unity of the body. In the descriptibthe Pentecost scene in Acts, there is a
global vision of the Spirit-filled community reacty men of every land and tongue. In
the Fourth Gospel, Jesus speaks of the day whem thvdl be one flock and one
shepherd.

(11) What role does Peter play in this Ministry directedthe church at large?
There is no single or uniform New Testament outlaok such a question. The New
Testament books, written by men of different geiers and varying outlooks, living in
widely scattered churches, see Peter in a diverditways*® There are certain features
common to or underlying these different picturesPafter. He is listed first among the
Twelve; he is frequently their spokesman; he is fir@g apostolic witness of the risen
Jesus; he is prominent in the Jerusalem commuhnéys well known to many churches.
Yet it is not always easy to tell to what extenteneercises a function in relation to the
church as a whole and to what extent his influenemains regional. For instance,
Galatians 2:7 attributes to Peter a special roleelation to the gospel addressed to the
Jews, while Paul has a similar role in relationtite gospel addressed to the Gentiles.
Moreover, the relative silence of the New Testanmedmut the career of Peter after the
Jerusalem meeting (ca. A.D. 49) makes it diffidolfind a biblical basis for affirmations
about his continuing role in the church in his tayears. There is increasing agreement
that Peter went to Rome and was martyred thereweuhave no trustworthy evidence
that Peter ever served as the supervisor or bislidipe local church in Rome. From the
New Testament, we know nothing of a successioneterAin Rome. We cannot exclude
the possibility that other figures, such as PaulJames, also had a unifying role in
relation to the whole church, although the avagablbcuments connect them primarily
with individual churches or groups of churches.

(12) Although the New Testament gives us limited infotima about the historical
career of Simon Peter, individual writings assaeilim with different aspects or images
of Ministry which have relevance to the church ashele. It is Peter among the Twelve
who confesses Jesus as the Christ (Mark 8, Mattt&w.uke 9) and as the Holy One of
God (John 6); he is listed as the first apostolim@ss to the risen Lord (1 Corinthians 15;



Luke 24); he is the rock on which the church id&ofounded and he is to be entrusted
with the power of the keys (Matthew 16); he is tdre who is to strengthen his brethren
in faith (Luke 22); he is the one who, after cosfag his love, is told to feed Jesus' sheep
(John 21); he takes the initiative in filling th@cancy among the Twelve (Acts 1) and
receives the first Gentile converts (Acts 10). Heaiso the one who denies Jesus in an
especially dramatic way (all four Gospels); whoksiim the waves because of his lack of
faith (Matthew 14); he is sharply rebuked by Je@vark 8, Matthew 16), and later on by
Paul (Galatians 2). The fact that these failuresewso vividly remembered is perhaps
also evidence of his prominence.

(13) How this view of Peter in the New Testament as tped by modern
scholarship relates to the papacy might be summeérius. Peter was very important as
a companion of Jesus during Jesus' public minisieyywas one of the first of the disciples
to be called and seems to have been the most peamamong the regular companions.
This importance carried over into the early Pateati church, as indicated in the record
of an appearance of the risen Jesus to Peter (piypobee first appearance to an apostle).
Clearly he was the most prominent of the Twelve toak an active part in the Christian
missionary movement. Peter had a key role in dewssithat affected the course of the
church. Thus one may speak of a prominence thabedraced back to Peter's relationship
to Jesus in his public ministry and as the riserdLo

Of even greater importance, however, is the thofsthe images associated with
Peter in the later New Testament books, many ahtiweitten after his death. While some
of these images recall his failures (e.g., Petentkak and sinful man), Peter is portrayed
as the fisherman (Luke 5, John 21), as the shepdieifie sheep of Christ (John 21), as a
presbyter who addresses other presbyters (1 Pdtgras proclaimer of faith in Jesus the
Son of God (Matthew 16:16-17); as a receiver otcsgeevelation (Acts 10:9-16); as one
who can correct those who misunderstand the thoofhtbrother apostle, Paul (2 Peter
3:15-16); and as the rock on which the church wabé built (Matthew 16:18). When a
"trajectory” of these images is traced, we findidations of a development from earlier
to later images. This development of images dods camstitute papacy in its later
technical sense, but one can see the possibilitgnobrientation in that direction, when
shaped by favoring factors in the subsequent chufdie question whether Jesus
appointed Peter the first pope has shifted in modeholarship to the question of the
extent to which the subsequent use of the imagd2etdr in reference to the papacy is
consistent with the thrust of the New Testament.

Historical and Theological Questions

(14) Historical studies have opened new perspectives oy on the New
Testament writings but also on other problemss Ilhaw clear that the question of papal
primacy cannot adequately be treated in terms obppassages from scripture or as a
matter of church law, but must be seen in the lightmany factors—biblical, social,
political, theological—which have contributed to thievelopment of the theology,
structure, and function of the modern papacy.

(15) In the period following the New Testament era, twarallel lines of
development tended to enhance the role of the pisfidckome among the churches of the
time. One was the continuing development of theesvimages of Peter emerging from
the apostolic communities, the other resulted ftbmimportance of Rome as a political,
cultural, and religious center.

The trajectory of the biblical images of Peter awned in the life of the early church,



enriched by the addition of other images; missigraeacher, great visionary, destroyer
of heretics, receiver of the new law, gatekeepehaedven, helmsman of the ship of the
church, co-teacher with Paul, co-martyr with Paul Rome'® These images had a
theological significance even before they were eisded with the bishop of Rome.

(16) A parallel line of development occurred through tlarly church's
accommodation to the culture of the Graeco-Romarndyavhen it adopted patterns of
organization and administration prevailing in theaaof its missionary work. Churches
identified themselves according to the localitidgisceses, and provinces of the empire. The
prestige and centrality of Rome as the capital, ctgmbined with the wealth and
generosity of Roman Christians, quite naturally tec special prominence of the Roman
church. Moreover this church enjoyed the distintod having been founded, according to
tradition, by Peter and Paul, and of being the witere these martyrs were buried.

(17) In the controversy with the gnostics, episcopalsset apostolic foundation
served as a gauge or standard of orthodoxy, an&émean church, associated with Peter
and Paul, was especially emphasized in this redpedestern writers. During the first
five centuries, the church of Rome gradually asshimecertain pre-eminence among the
churches: it intervened in the life of distant athes, took sides in distant theological
controversies, was consulted by other bishops evide variety of doctrinal and moral
questions, and sent legates to far-away councilshé course of time Rome came to be
regarded in many quarters as the supreme coumppeéal and as a focus of unity for the
world-wide communion of churches.

(18) With Leo | the correlation between the bishop o fRoman church and the
image of Peter, which had already been suggestesbime of his predecessors, became
fully explicit. According to Leo, Peter continueshtask in the bishop of Rome, and the
predominance of Rome over other churches derivems fPeter's presence in his suc-
cessors, the bishops of the Roman see. The Pdtrmation of the bishop of Rome is
nothing less than the care for all the churchesnpioses upon other bishops the duty to
obey his authority and apply his decisions. Thussi#ie theological affirmations of
papal primacy found an early expression in thehearof Leo I.

(19) The later development of these claims can bevseen by both Lutherans and
Catholics to have had both positive and negativetuies. On the one hand, this
development was furthered by the historical sitrabf the Middle Ages, when Rome no
longer found itself in competition with the otherajor metropolitan sees in the long
struggle against secular, and especially impepalyer. On the other hand, the theoretical
interpretation of primacy in the categories of carlaw made rapid progress. Among
others, Gregory VII and Innocent lll, relying oncbudocuments as the False Decretals,
depicted the church as a papal monarchy in accosdaiith secular models available in
their day. Documents such as Boniface VIUsam Sanctan(1302) embodied the claim
that the pope had not only spiritual but also terapdominion over the whole earthAt
the same time, some medieval theologians continoiesge Rome as the center of unity in
a world-wide communion of churches. Some accerttedeligious and charismatic, rather
than the juridical and administrative, aspectsaad primacy.

In the high Middle Ages the mendicant orders andneoof their prominent
theologians, such as Bonaventure and Thomas Aqguieaded to exalt the powers of the
Roman see. Moreover, the growth of scholastic thgpkeinforced a pyramidal view of
authority in the church. The powers diffused in tey of the faithful were seen to be
concentrated in the order of bishops and stillHertin the one person of the bishop of
Rome. Some theologians, for example the concitsrisnterpreted the powers as
ascending from the body into the head, while othfersexample the papal canonists, saw
them as descending from the head into the body. |atter view reemerged with added



emphasis after the Council of Basel (1431-37). Tleincil of Florence in its Decree of
Union for the Greek and Latin churches (143@gt forth the doctrine of papal primacy in
terms that approximate those of Vatican I.

Within post-Tridentine Roman Catholicism, the poiesnof the sixteenth century
and the Counter-Reformation strengthened this tre®everal centuries of struggle
against nationalistic movements, an upsurge oamigntane centralism, and the desire to
oppose nineteenth century liberalism created thmaté for Vatican I. This council
taught that the pope as successor of Peter hasinaagyr of jurisdiction over all
individuals and churches. It declared that thissgiction is "full,” "supreme,"” "ordinary"
(that is, not derived by delegation from anothemd "immediate" (that is, direct), and
linked this primacy of jurisdiction with papal infibility. *°

(20) The theology of Vatican Il developed the teachim/atican I, giving a more
balanced account of the relations of the pope &Hhishops and of the bishops to the
people of God. The bishop of Rome is head of théege of bishops, who share his
responsibility for the universal church. His auilkpis pastoral in its purpose even when
juridical in form. It should always be understoadts collegial context’

(21) We thus see from the above that the contemporadgnstanding of the New
Testament and our knowledge of the processes & imathe history of the church make
possible a fresh approach to the structure and abtipes of the papacy. There is
increasing agreement that the centralization ofRB&ine function in a single person or
office results from a long process of developmétgflecting the many pressures of the
centuries and the complexities of a world-wide chuthe papal office can be seen both as
a response to the guidance of the Spirit in theigihn community, and also as an
institution which in its human dimensions, is tatmd by frailty and even unfaithfulness.
The Catholic members of this consultation see tisétution of the papacy as developing
from New Testament roots under the guidance ofSpgit. Without denying that God
could have ordered the church differently, theyidwa that the papal form of the unifying
Ministry is, in fact, God's gracious gift to hisqgde. Lutheran theologians, although in the
past chiefly critical of the structure and funciiog of the papacy, can now recognize
many of its positive contributions to the life diet church. Both groups can acknowledge
that as the forms of the papacy have been adaptetianging historical settings in the
past, it is possible that they will be modifiedneet the needs of the church in the future
more effectively.

Toward the Renewal of Papal Structures

(22) In considering how the papacy may better servectherch as a whole, our
reflections will bear on basic principles of renéwand on questions facing Roman
Catholics and Lutherans in view of the possibisitad rapprochement.

A. Normsfor Renewal

(23) The Principle of Legitimate Diversity.he ultimate source of authority is God
revealed in Christ. The church is guided by theiSpnd is judged by the word of God.
All its members share in this guidance and are esttbjo this judgment. They should
recognize that the Spirit's guidance may give teseliverse forms in piety, liturgy, the-
ology, custom, or law. Yet a variety of ecclesigbes should never foster divisiveness.
With humility and in self-criticism, Ministers inhe church should therefore "test the
spirits”, and listen to the judgment which may b®lied in "the signs of the times®.



Even the exercise of the Petrine function shoutmhevwith the changing times, in keeping
with a legitimate diversity of ecclesial types witlthe church.

(24) The Principle of Collegiality.Collegial responsibility for the unity of the
church, as emphasized by Vatican Il, is of utmagpartance in protecting those values
which excessive centralization of authority woulehd to stifle. No one person or
administrative staff, however dedicated, learnedd &xperienced, can grasp all the
subtleties and complexities of situations in a weside church, whose many
communities live and bear witness in the variegatedtexts of several continents and
many nations. It is only through the contributiasfSmany persons and groups that the
problems which need urgent attention can be idedtifand the talents necessary to deal
with them be mustered. The collegial principle galll levels of the church to share in the
concern and responsibilities of leadership forttital life of the church.

(25) The Principle of Subsidiarityl he principle of subsidiarity is no less important.
Every section of the church, each mindful of ite@pl heritage, should nurture the gifts it
has received from the Spirit by exercising its fegate freedom. What can properly be
decided and done in smaller units of ecclesialdifght not to be referred to church leaders
who have wider responsibilities. Decisions shouddntade and activities carried out with a
participation as broad as possible from the peopl8od. Initiatives should be encouraged
in order to promote a wholesome diversity in thggloworship, witness, and service. All
should be concerned that, as the community is lugltand its unity strengthened, the
rights of minorities and minority viewpoints areopgcted within the unity of faith.

B. Roman Catholic Perspectives

(26) The church's teaching office "is not abovedlGWord; it rather serves the
Word."*? Indeed this is true of all ecclesiastical authorithe gospel may require that
church offices be exercised in very different waysneet the needs of various regions and
periods. New means of exercising authority may Havee discovered to fit the cultural
patterns arising out of the changing forms of etioca communications, and social
organization. The signs of the times point to teechfor greateré)articipation of pastors,
scholars, and all believers in the direction of timéversal churck?

(27) Further, it is an important political principle thauthority in any society
should use only the amount of power necessaryaohrés assigned goal. This applies also
to the papal office. A canonical distinction betweabe highest authority and the limited
exercise of the corresponding power cannot be ralgdand needs to be emphasized. Such
a limitation need not prejudice the universal jdigsion attributed to the pope by Roman
Catholic doctrine. Thus one may foresee that va@pniimitations by the pope of the
exercise of his jurisdiction will accompany the @ing vitality of the organs of collegial
government, so that checks and balances in theesuwprpower may be effectively
recognized.

C. Lutheran Perspectives
(28) If perspectives such as the foregoing prevail, pppaacy will no longer be

open to many traditional Lutheran objections. Asiveee noted (see 3 above), Lutherans
increasingly recognize the need for a Ministry sggvthe unity of the church universal.
They acknowledge that, for the exercise of this istny, institutions which are rooted in
history should be seriously considered. The chuglobuld use the signs of unity it has
received, for new ones cannot be invented at Whls the Reformers wished to continue
the historic structures of the churchSuch structures are among the signs of the claurch’



unity in space and time, helping to link the Chast present with its apostolic past.
Lutherans can also grant the beneficial role of papacy at various periods of history.
Believing in God's sovereign freedom, they canrenydthat God may show again in the
future that the papacy is his gracious gift to people. Perhaps this might involve a
primacy in which the pope's service to unity irat&n to the Lutheran churches would be
more pastoral than juridical. The one thing neagsgeom the Lutheran point of view, is

that papal primacy be so structured and interprétatlit clearly serve the gospel and the
unity of the church of Christ, and that its exeects power not subvert Christian freedom.

(29) Our discussions in this dialogue have broughtghbtla number of
agreements, among the most significant of which are

 Christ wills for his church a unity which is notlgrspiritual but must be manifest
in the world.

» promotion of this unity is incumbent on all belieseespecially those who are
engaged in the Ministry of word and sacrament;

 the greater the responsibility of a ministerialiodf the greater the responsibility
to seek the unity of all Christians;

* a special responsibility for this may be entrudtedne individual Minister, under
the gospel.

» such aresponsibility for the universal church adrive ruled out on the basis of
the biblical evidence;

» the bishop of Rome, whom Roman Catholics regarémasusted by the will of
Christ with this responsibility, and who has exsed his Ministry in forms that have
changed significantly over the centuries, can ia fture function in ways which are
better adapted to meet both the universal and nedjieeeds of the church in the complex
environment of modern times.

(30) We do not wish to understate our remaining disagexgs. While we have
concluded that traditional sharp distinctions betweivine and human institution are no
longer useful, Catholics continue to emphasize tetal primacy is an institution in
accordance with God's will. For Lutherans this isexondary question. The one thing
necessary, they insist, is that papal primacy s#reegospel and that its exercise of power
not subvert Christian freedom (see section 28).

There are also differences which we have not ystutised. We have not adequately
explored to what extent the existing forms of tlapa office are open to change in the
future, nor have we yet touched on the sensitivtpof papal infallibility, taught by
Vatican Councils | and II.

(31) Even given these disagreements and points yet t@exaenined, it is now
proper to ask, in the light of the agreement weeha@en able to reach, that our respective
churches take specific actions toward reconciliatio

(32) Therefore we ask the Lutheran churches:

» if they are prepared to affirm with us that papaiacy, renewed in the light of
the gospel, need not be a bather to reconciliation;

» if they are able to acknowledge not only the legécy of the papal Ministry in
the service of the Roman Catholic commuffoibut even the possibility and the
desirability of the papal Ministry, renewed undie tgospel and committed to Christian
freedom, in a larger communion which would inclutle Lutheran churches;

» if they are willing to open discussion regarding ttoncrete implications of such
a primacy to them.

(33) Likewise, we ask the Roman Catholic Church:



 if in the light of our findings, it should not giveigh priority in its ecumenical
concerns to the problem of reconciliation with theheran churches;

« if it is willing to open discussions on possibleustures for reconciliation which
would protect the legitimate traditions of the Lethn communities and respect their
spiritual heritageé?

» if it is prepared to envisage the possibility ofreconciliation which would
recognize the self-government of Lutheran churehi#éisin a communion;

« if, in the expectation of a foreseeable reconddiat it is ready to acknowledge
the Lutheran churches represented in our dialogusiser-churches which are already
entitled to some measure of ecclesiastical communio

(34) We believe that our joint statement reflectsomvergence in the theological
understanding of the papacy which makes possilitaitiul approach to these questions.
Our churches should not miss this occasion to mebpo the will of Christ for the unity of
his disciples. Neither church should continue tierate a situation in which members of
one communion look upon the other as alien. Tnughé Lord who makes us one body in
Christ will help us to risk ourselves on the yetlistlosed paths toward which his Spirit is
guiding his church.

PART I
REFLECTIONS OF THE LUTHERAN PARTICIPANTS

(28) Many Lutherans as well as Roman Catholicsl wi¢ startled by the
convergence on papal primacy recorded in the piegegint statement. This issue is
both more sensitive and more difficult than anytlkdse previously dealt with in our
national dialogué.lt is doubly necessary, therefore, that the Ludhgarticipants explain
their views to their fellow Lutherans more fullyatth was appropriate in the common
statement (just as the Roman Catholic participamis address their fellow Roman
Catholics in the third part of this report). We dde explain (1) why we have dealt with
this issue, (2) what seems to us the position eflLththeran tradition on this matter, and
(3) why we believe the time has now come for ouarches to consider seriously the
possibility of a role for the papacy such as istsked in Part I.

(29) It would have been impossible to avoid thesjion of papal primacy in our
discussions even if we had wished to do so. Thpgse of the dialogue is:

First, to define as clearly as possible the exgaat the limits of the common ground
between Roman Catholics and Lutherans at thisqueati time in our respective histories.

Second, and more important, we are called as @Gdmistto give a credible witness
to our unity in Christ for the sake of our missiorthe world (John 17:21; Ephesians 4:3-
6). This unity is not an exclusively spiritual wnitt is true that we have a unity that our
one baptism and our one faith in Christ bring abot the same time Lutheran
theologians have insisted that the church is nBta@onic republic that exists only in an
ideal realm (Apology 7:203,but that it is an empirical assembly of Christisaammong
whom the gospel is proclaimed and heard and theassmnts are administered.

Third, we must deal not only with problems on whagreement is already visibly
developing (such as the eucharist and eucharistinisiy),® but also with such
apparently intractable issues as the papacy.

In our previous discussions on the ministry, we hldady encountered the issue of
the papacy. In those discussions we repeated adéitmal Lutheran affirmation that "as



long as the ordained Ministry is retained, any fooh polity which serves the
proclamation of the gospel is acceptabilaife also observed that the Lutheran confes-
sional writings "do not exclude the possibility tiihe papacy might have a symbolical or
functional value in a wider area as long as itsnay is seen as being of human right."
In addition, we joined with our Roman Catholic ealjues in declaring that "the ordained
Ministry, through the proclamation of the word ath@ administration of the sacraments,
serves to unify and order the church in a speciy Wor its ministry.® We were thus
challenged to develop more fully a Lutheran viewtbé papacy's possible role as a
symbol and center of unity in the exercise of aistity on behalf of the church universal.

We have not, as our joint report repeatedly mestiatiscussed papal infallibility.
Our common statement is therefore by no means glebentreatment of the papacy. It
addresses itself particularly to the issues of pgpanacy. While this fact may be
disappointing to some people, it is our convictitrat it is by such a step-by-step
procedure that we can most responsibly clarify agneements and differences.

(30) In considering the historic Lutheran positiom the papacy, we have become
very much aware that the early Reformers did n@ictevhat we have called the "Petrine
function,” but rather the concrete historical papas it confronted them in their day. In
calling the pope the "antichrist,” the early Luthres stood in a tradition that reached back
into the eleventh centurfyNot only dissidents and heretics but even saiats dalled the
bishop of Rome the "antichrist” when they wishedc&stigate his abuse of power. What
Lutherans understood as a papal claim to unlimigedhority over everything and
everyone reminded them of the apocalyptic imagéaniel 11, a passage that even prior
to the Reformation had been applied to the pop#hasantichrist of the last days. The
pope's willingness to derive advantage from doewiand practices that seemed to them
to contradict the gospel compelled them to resisthsdoctrines and practices as
antichristian®

The claim that probably rankled most was Bonifad#d'd/sweeping assertion in the
bull Unam sanctan{1302) that it is necessary for all human beingstheir salvation to
be subject to the bishop of Rofh&his declaration would probably not have played th
role that it did in the sixteenth century if Leohéd not reaffirmed it at the Fifth Lateran
Council (1516)° Against this teaching Lutherans consistently derteat the bishop of
Rome ilslthe visible head of Christendom by divimght;, that is, on the basis of the word
of God:

Further, the direct involvement of the late medigapacy in the politics of Europe,
the popes' frequent resort to war and to the somestidevious devices of medieval
statecraft made the bishop of Rome in Lutheran eydg one more secular prince who
was ready to use his spiritual authority to achipeditical ends-* As such he could be
resisted in the name of patriotism in the same ey other foreign potentate might be
resisted, a principle which was also admitted bthGkc theologians of the period.

Because of these factors, from the 1520s on, Latieregarded themselves as in
fact outside the pope's spiritual jurisdiction. yleaw themselves as being on a par with
those parts of the church, especially in the Bakich did not recognize the jurisdictional
primacy of the bishop of Rome. The Lutheran refusasubmit to the authority of the
bishop of Rome was reinforced in succeeding ceasubly some of the political strategies
employed by the Counter Reformation, by what seetheddefensiveness of the Roman
Catholic reaction to intellectual and political ditalism, and by the increasing trend
toward centralization of power in the Roman see #i@dRoman curia. The setting forth
of the teachings of universal papal jurisdictiordaf papal infallibility in 1870 seemed
in Lutheran eyes to make the gulf between the Ro@athmolic Church and the heirs of
the Reformation virtually unbridgeable.



During the same period Lutheranism had difficult@sits own. It suffered from
subservience to state power. Its own ecclesiasta#horities have not always fostered
Christian liberty and faithfulness to the gospeltdo reacted defensively to intellectual
and cultural movements. Worst of all, in many ptteame close to losing the vision of
the unity of God's people. In view of this recotdjtherans have no ground for self-
righteousness.

(31) Today, after over four centuries of mutualpsci®n and condemnation, it is
generally supposed that Lutherans have had no ptageapal primacy in their thinking
about the church. This is not true. We need to mebrex that the earliest Lutherans hoped
for a reform of the papacy precisely for the sakeseeing the unity of the church
preserved. Melanchthon held that "for the sake @dge and general unity among the
Christians" a superiority over the other bishopsldde conceded to the popeMany
Lutherans kept hoping for an ecumenical councileform the papacy. Despite their often
violent anti-papal polemics, Lutherans continued¢dncede to the pope all the legitimate
spiritual powers of a bishop in his diocese, irstbase, Rome. They even granted the
propriety of his exercising a larger jurisdiction lbumanright over communities that had
by their own will placed themselves under Hinhey were ready to grant that the rock on
which l(thrist promised to build his community wadd?en his capacity as a minister of
Christ:

Even theologians of the era of classic Lutherahamtoxy conceded that in the New
Testament Peter possessed a preeminence amongviieeTas a leadefcoryphaeus),
spokesmarfos), chief (princeps)and the one "who proposed what was to be dohin"
rejecting the monarchical authority of the bishdgRome in the church, they were careful
not to exclude a primacy of Peter among the ap®$idesed on honor, age, calling, zeal, or
order, nor did they deny that in a broad senserRmteld be called a "bishop" of Rome,
and that the leadership of the Roman see devolped episcopal successors as happened
in other apostolic se€s.

Since they felt bound by the gospel to seek theyumi the church, many o f our
Lutheran forefathers over a period of nearly twataees negotiated with representatives
of the Roman Catholic Church, in spite of deep mestions?® Lutherans sent delegations
to the second phase of the Council of Trérand even after the peace of Augsburg (1555)
responsible Lutheran leaders were ready to enterdiscussion with their Roman Catholic
counterpart$® Irenic attempts continued late into the seventeeentury’* The vision of
"one church of the future" was in the minds of aniver of prominent Lutherans throughout
the nineteenth centu?ﬁ. The willingness of Lutherans to engage in serioisogue
suggests that they believed that ultimately theyH®pirit might point both sides to a
solution even of the knotty problem of the papacy.

(32) Ours is an era of change in social structunestechnology, in science, in
human knowledge. In some ways these changes hauegliirall Christians closer together.
Furthermore, the return to the sources, particulte Bible and the church fathers, has
helped prepare the way for a greater common uraleisig of the heritage shared by all
Christians.

From our Roman Catholic partners in dialogue weeh@ceived a vivid impression of
dramatic changes within their church, changes whrehthrowing new light on the role of
the papacy in Roman Catholic thought and life. Fstance, Pope John XXIll, by his
gesture of "opening the windows," has become fonyr@hristians a new symbol of what
the papacy might be. Our partners are careful totpat that for them the pope is neither a
dictator, nor an absolute monarch. He does noapepChrist; he represents Christ. His role
is primarily that of one who serves. He cannot atdfitrarily but is limited by the same
gospel that provides the norm for the life of tb&at Christian community. The documents



of Vatican Il, they emphasize, under-stand the pgfi@m the point of view of the church,
not the church from the point of view of the papatyhese documents also stress the
collegial aspect of church leadership.

To be sure, in the texts from Vatican I, as wallim more recent documeritsthere
are also claims for exclusive papal power. Durihg touncil, Pope Paul VI reserved
certain questiors for himself and he has continued to act indepetifém a degree that at
times seems to compromise the principle of coll@gia

We Lutherans have to ask ourselves if the samerathat have contributed to the
new situation in Roman Catholicism are not in falsb changing our own perspective on
the papacy. In this day of intensified global conmigation and international cooperation,
the concern for the unity of the entire empiricalicch is being keenly felt. Lutherans in the
past have used documents such as those contairibd Book of Concord as a device for
achieving a common identity within their confessibrfamily. In recent decades the
Lutheran World Federation has been increasinglyd use this purpose. Lutheran par-
ticipation in the World Council of Churches, whitcftludes major churches of the East, is
also evidence of the Lutheran concern for unityfaith and action among all Christians.
We Lutherans consider the need for symbols andecewif unity to be urgent. We believe
that we must try more energetically than we havethépast to give concrete expression to
our concern for the unity of the whole empiricaloth. When we think of the question of
the church's unity in relation to its mission wewmat responsibly dismiss the possibility
that some form of the papacy, renewed and resiredttunder the gospel, may be an
appropriate visible expression of the Ministry tis@rves the unity and ordering of the
church.

(33) The results of biblical research and histlrischolarship have placed in a
new perspective many of the once intensely debstades surrounding the papacy. The
National Dialogue group has recognized the impasaonf these findings for a fresh
approach to the question by commissioning two iese@nt studies, one on "Peter in the
New Testament® and another on "Roman primacy in the patristic"éta

The report of the biblical panel makes it cleartth@® matter what one may think
about the justification offered by the New Testamian the emergence of the papacy,
this papacy in its developed form cannot be reak lr@o the New Testament; and it will
help neither papal opponents nor papal supportefsave the model of the later papacy
before their eyes when discussing the role of Pé&fefhis report quite properly warns
against an anachronistic interpretation of the Neagtament. Instead, it points out the
diversity of the images of Peter in the variouststrof the New Testament materials and
directs attention to the "trajectorié8'of these images of Peter, and to their continuatio
and use in the early church. The view of Peterhesdonfessor, missionary, repentant
sinner, and martyr is as much a part of this tiadias the view of Peter as the shepherd,
pastor, teacher, and spokesman.

On the other hand, Lutherans too will find many tbéir cherished polemical
readings of the texts challenged. Exegeticallysithard to deny that Peter enjoyed a
preeminence among the apostles during Jesus' nyimast well as in the post-Easter
church. He exercised in his time a function on lietiaithe unity of the entire apostolic
church. This we have chosen to designate the 'figetunction”, even though its exercise
was not restricted to Peter alone. This "Petrinecfion” is significantly connected with
the images of Peter not only in the book of Actd #me two Petrine epistles but also, less
directly, in the Pauline letters. Paul had his awmerstanding of his special role in and
for the universal church, but at the same time rasreft for a Petrine function for the
sake of unity?®

Again, the report of the patristics panel indicathst there is no conclusive



documentary evidence from the first century or ¢aely decades of the second for the
exercise of, or even the claim to, a primacy of Renan bishop or to a connection with
Peter, although documents from this period accte dhurch at Rome some kind of
preeminencé® Both primatial claims and the Petrine trajectonieent through a long
history in which—as the Common Statement points—eutt only religious-theological
but also political, social, and cultural factoraydd a considerable role before these two
trends finally merged in the third century. Whilee\are aware of the variety of factors
which contributed to this development, we as Ludingrare impressed by the fact that the
bishops of Rome were nevertheless able to exeacMaistry of unifying and ordering the
church in the West. Sometimes, as in the contrilbutif Leo the Great to the resolution of
the christological controversies at Chalcedon il ,4this Ministry was extended to the
East as well.

Critical as we Lutherans have been in our evalmabd papal history, we can
recognize that the existence of the papacy hasanymwvays been beneficial. While the
civilization of the West was emerging, bishops ok did in fact express and nurture the
visible unity of the church in a world threatened fon-Christian forces and divisive
tendencies. Thus the Petrine function was fulfilleda specific way. As other concrete
examples over the centuries we might cite the lesdde of Gregory the Great in the
promotion and protection of the Christian missiomorthern Europe; the medieval popes
who successfully asserted the independence of th&tékh church against the attempts to
subjugate it to the will of emperors, kings, andnpes; and the serious humanitarian
concern exhibited by modern popes in the face ofava social injustice.

(34) To be sure, there is for Lutherans no simgleniquely legitimate form of the
exercise of the Petrine function. At every stade, Petrine function developed according
to the possibilities available at that time. Cous)cindividual leaders, specific local
churches, credal statemetitand the papacy have all in various ways ministepethe
unity of the church. Further, the papal form of tineiversal Ministry has not always
involved the centralized, juridical apparatus whidw exists, nor need we assume that it
will always continue to do so. Even if it should desirable that the Petrine function be
exercised by a single individual, the questionisfgowers would still be open.

(35) This brings us to a thorny problem between Lutherand Roman Catholics
which the group has had to discuss. Whatever pryrtfae Lutheran reformers accorded to
the bishop of Rome was seen as a matter of histodevelopment, and therefore of
human right(de iure humano),rather than something rooted in the teaching of the
scriptures. Over against this position the Romanh@la view of the papal primacy
claimed divine sanctiorfde iure divino)for certain papal prerogatives. Lutherans and
Roman Catholics alike have often doubted that @meiation of the two standpoints
would be possible. We have found in our discus$iowever, through a series of careful
historical investigations, that the traditional tdistion betweerde iure humanandde
iure divinofails to provide usable categories for contemporisgussion of the papacy.
On the one hand, Lutherans do not want to treaeiegcise of the universal Ministry as
though it were merely optional. It is God's willaththe church have the institutional
means needed for the promotion of unity in the gbs®n the other hand, Roman
Catholics, in the wake of Vatican Il are aware thare are many ways of exercising papal
primacy. Some are willing to consider other modetsthe exercise of the Petrine function.
They recognize the dangers of ecclesiastical cksitnaand realize the limitations of a
juridical description of the Petrine functiéh.

Rather than using the traditional terminology of¥ide and human right, therefore,
both Lutherans and Roman Catholics have been cdeupby their historical studies to
raise a different set of questions: In what wayvays has our Lord in fact led his church



to use particular forms for the exercise of theriRetfunction? What structural elements
in the church does the gospel require for the rriypisvhich serves the unity of the
empirical church?

(36) Structures invested with powerful symbolic meantagnot be created at will.
Therefore we do not anticipate that a concrete $fiigiof unity to serve the church of the
future will be something completely new. It will\eto emerge from the renewal and the
restructuring of those historical forms which bestrture and express this unity. We
recognize that among the existing signs or strestdor the Ministry of unity in the whole
church, the papacy has a long history marked byr@sgive achievements in spite of all
the things we have regarded as faulty in it.

(37) Lutherans are convinced that the church lives ey dbspel. Our Lutheran
forefathers rejected the late medieval papacy ped¢gibecause in their judgment it was
obstructing the gospel. With them we believe thas ithe task of the church at all times
to proclaim the gospel in its fullness and to affithe freedom of the children of God for
which Christ has set us free. This very freedonwéwer, means that for the sake of the
gospel Lutherans today are free to examine witlogen mind the opportunities for the
exercise of the Petrine function which a renewed estructured papal office might
provide.

(38) Lutherans can see in the papacy both values antapipeear to be defects. On
the positive side Lutherans can appreciate the @egpassertion of the church's right to
be independent of state control, the serious s@oiatern exhibited by modern pop®s,
the liberating insight into the way in which thebBi should be studied, as set forth in
encyclicals such aBivino Afflante Spiritu® and the efforts which modern popes from
Benedict XV on have devoted to the cause of peaueng the nations. Nevertheless, for
Lutherans as well as for many Roman Catholics, ptesent mode of operation of the
papacy and the Roman curia leaves much to be dedires evident, moreover, that the
close tie at the present time between primacy afalibility has consequences in Roman
Catholicism which will need thorough investigationour future discussions. Again, any
form of papal primacy that does not fully safeguah# freedom of the gospel is
unacceptable to Lutherans. Many Roman Catholicsifestnsimilar concerns when they
insist, for example, that the primacy of the Rontashop should not compromise the
principle of collegiality.

(39) Everything that we have said underlines the faat the discussion of papal
primacy between our two churches has entered aptage. It is true that the best model
for the exercise of the Petrine function througpapacy is an issue that remains to be
determined. At the same time, many of the changesded upon at Vatican Il and since
are at least in the process of implementation. ¥esyles we could point to the new rules
for the Roman curia, the abolition of the indexpwbhibited books, the creation of an
international synod of bishops meeting at regufdervals, and the appointment of an
international commission of theologians.

In spite of the delay in implementing other reforthat have been under discussion
among Roman Catholics, we Lutherans must maintain fope that the papacy will
continue to be renewed. We owe it to our Roman @gthorothers to make this optimism
evident. We acknowledge our profound indebtednesthém for the insights into their
own church that they have mediated to us. They iedchow in turn, about our hopes
and prayers for a truly evangelical universal Mirysin the church just as we need to
know what they are hoping and praying for us. Otfiys will we be able to help and
encourage each other in our common search forrfolenifestations of the unity that we
have in Christ.

(40) We are not prepared in this report to spell outtwtha Lutheran willingness



to recognize the primacy of a renewed and restradtpapacy might mean in practice for
Lutheran-Roman Catholic relationships. We are keamlare that we have been speaking
of possibilities whose actualization remains in thaire. In the meantime, however, we
believe that it is important for Lutherans to wddk the renewal of the papacy, not only
for the sake of their Roman Catholic brothers, dab for their own.

(41) We ask our churches earnestly to consider if time thas not come to affirm a
new attitude toward the papacy "for the sake ofcpeand concord in the churéf'and
even more for the sake of a united witness to €lmishe world. Our Lutheran teaching
about the church and the Ministry constrains ubebeve that recognition of papal pri-
macy is possible to the degree that a renewed papaald in fact foster faithfulness to
the gospel and truly exercise a Petrine functiothiwithe church. If this is indeed what
Lutherans hold, ought they not to be willing to smyclearly and publicly? We urge the
church bodies that have appointed us to accord prgrity to the discussion of this
guestion.

PART Il
REFLECTIONS OF THE ROMAN CATHOLIC PARTICIPANTS

In our view as Roman Catholic members of the cdasioh, the Common
Statement, while falling short of total agreemempresents a major advance in the
ecumenical discussion of one of the most sensisgaes that have historically divided
the Lutheran and Catholic churches.

The Common Statement has positive significance dsras Roman Catholics.
Together with the reflections of the Lutheran Raptnts it embodies a clear recognition
on the part of our Lutheran colleagues that theathmeeds unifying Ministry concerned
with the worldwide apostolate, and that this Minysinay be effectively exercised by a
renewed papacy, at least as a humanly constitutgho

The Common Statement, however, does not fully cegeerything that we believe
concerning the papacy. The acceptance of the jpdfiae is for us imperative because we
believe that it is willed by God for his church. & mission entrusted to the church by
Christ is served by the papacy. In it God has giwvera sign of unity and an instrument for
Christian life and mission. Therefore we affirm theditional Roman Catholic position
that the papacy is, in a true sense, "divinelyiinstd."

In the course of our discussion in this consultatiwe have been able to refine and
nuance our own thinking on many points. One impurfaoint has been precisely the
meaning of the traditional term "divine righfius divinum).In earlier centuries it was
rather commonly thought that this term involvedst] institution by a formal act of Jesus
himself, and second, a clear attestation of thatbgcthe New Testament or by some
tradition believed to go back to apostolic timemc8 "divine right" has become burdened
with those implications, the term itself does ndequately communicate what we believe
concerning the divine institution of the papacy.

In the New Testament we have found many indicatipasitively pointing in the
direction of the papacy, especially the Petrinegexd the various images of Peter alluded
to in paragraphs 12 and 13 of the Common Statenwsthave not, however, found a
clear and direct affirmation of the papacy itsdlhis fact does not surprise or disconcert
us. We believe that the New Testament is givendmat as a finished body of doctrine
but as an expression of the developing faith argtitirtionalization of the church in the
first century.



In many respects the New Testament and the dostrir®ntains are complemented
by subsequent developments in the faith and lifetled church. For example, the
statements of faith in the early creeds, thougly #e in conformity with scripture, go
beyond the words and thought-patterns of scriptlitee church itself, moreover, had to
take responsibility for the selection of the camahbooks, no list of which appears in the
scriptures themselves. Similarly, the church hadspecify its sacramental life and to
structure its ministry to meet the requirements apgortunities of the post-apostolic
period.

As Roman Catholics we are convinced that the papal episcopal form of
Ministry, as it concretely evolved, is a divinelyhed sequel to the functions exercised
respectively by Peter and the other apostles acogrtb various New Testament
traditions. In seeking to carry out its mission ainghout the Roman Empire the
episcopate frequently appealed to the theologis@@iment and unifying influence of the
chair of Pete(cathedra Petri)at Rome, where Peter and Paul were believed to baga
martyred. Thus the Petrine function, already atbsin New Testament times, was
increasingly taken up by the bishop of Rome.

In the section of the Common Statement sketching smbsequent historical
developments of the papacy, we have singled outdihgmatic teaching of Vatican
Council | as especially important. The teachingtlit council should be understood
according to the context of the times in which @sMormulated and the intention of the
council fathers. To this end we may now call attemtto some principles recently
articulated by the Congregation for the Doctrinetlod Faith with regard to the historical
conditioning of dogmatic formulations. In a deckaoa dated June 24, 1973, the following
four factors are set forth:

a) The meaning of the pronouncements of faith depepddly upon the
expressive power of the language used at a cepaint in time and in
particular circumstances.

b) Sometimes a dogmatic truth is first expressed irgletely, but not falsely,
and later more fully and perfectly in a broader teat of faith and human
knowledge.

c) When the church makes new pronouncements, it Ngtammfirms what is in
some way contained in scripture or previous expo@ssof tradition; usually
it also has the intention of solving specific qu@s$ or removing specific
errors.

d) Sometimes the truths the church intends to teacbugh its dogmatic
formulations may be enunciated in terms that beacets of the changeable
conceptions of a given epoth.

In confronting the specific problems and errorstetime, Vatican Council | sensed
that a concentration on the papacy was cruciallportant, in order to safeguard the
church's evangelical freedom from political pregsuand its universality in an age of
divisive national particularism. Yet the councihtked to accent the juridical aspects of the
papacy more than church needs would require irbtbader context of our times. It has
become apparent that the papal Ministry, as atspirand evangelical task, can and needs
to find a “fuller and more perfect expressidmhan was possible at Vatican Council I.
Vatican Council Il has already begun this process.

Since we have been cautioned by the holy see tigreze the conditioning imposed
on church pronouncements by "the language used ertain point of time and in
particular circumstances,” we must carefully intetp adjectives such as "full,”



"supreme,” "ordinary,” and "immediate," used byivanh Council | to describe the pope's
power of jurisdiction. Similar care must be exeedsin detecting the historical
conditioning of the affirmation of Vatican Coundilwith respect to the conferral of a
primacy of "true and proper jurisdictichtipon Peter by Christ. This affirmation must be
understood in a way that allows for the complexcpss of gospel development explained
in Dei Verbum,19.

A general directive was given by Christ to his ¢ées: "Earthly kings lord it over
their people . . . yet it cannot be that way withuy (Luke 22:25-26). In keeping with this
directive, the doctrine concerning the papacy niesunderstood in ways that recognize
the church's total subordination to Christ and gbspel and its obligation to respect the
rights of all individuals, groups, and offices batithin the church and beyond its limits.
Monarchical absolutism in the church would violdbe command of Christ. Generally
speaking, Christians today are strongly conscibasthe Holy Spirit works through all the
ranks of the faithful and that a measure of intpete®lence exists among all who exercise
ministry on different levels in the church. By sagt the primacy of the pope within the
broader context of a people-of-God ecclesiologyd alpby promoting a collegial
understanding of authority in the church, Vaticawu@cil 1l has called for modifications
in the Roman Catholic understanding of papal lestupr

We share the concern of our Lutheran partnersatodue that safeguards should be
provided against violations of Christian rights dreedoms on the part of all ecclesiastical
authority, papal included. Simultaneously, we apsescious of the need to proceed with
caution. In particular, the effective exercise loé papal Ministry requires a large measure
of power—and power, by its very nature, is capalileeing abused. It is not yet clear
what restrictions are compatible with the very matwf the Petrine function to be
exercised by the pope—that is, his special unifyand ordering Ministry with reference to
the church as a whole (see the Common Statement4pa/Nhat limitations would leave
room for the relative independence that the papauagt have in order to discharge its
high mission? To impose juridical limits on papawer would presumably involve a
transfer of some of that same power to other orgahgch would likewise be capable of
arbitrary and un-Christian conduct.

Our Lutheran partners in dialogue acknowledge thatr independence from the
papacy has not freed them from all abuses of eledigsal authority. They acknowledge
that officers and assemblies on various levelsny éhurch body are themselves capable
of violating the rights and freedoms of the faith&ind of resisting God's will for his
church.

As Catholics we consider that, notwithstanding sdmman failings, the papacy has
been a signal help in protecting the gospel and ¢harch against particularistic
distortions. It has served the faith and life of tthurch in ways too numerous to mention.
While we look forward to changes in the style opalleadership corresponding to the
needs and opportunities of our times, we cannog¢siee any set of circumstances that
would make it desirable, even if it were possilideabolish the papal office.

To our Lutheran brothers we wish to express ounkkdor the wisdom and concern
they have shared with us as we have in dialogule thigm tried to formulate responsible
views concerning the papacy. We have learned they,tas Lutherans, consider the
faithful proclamation of the gospel in the Romarth@dic communion to be their concern
as well as ours. We ask them to continue to supp®iy their understanding, counsel,
and prayer.

In exploring the possible future relationships bedw the Lutheran churches and the
papacy, as we have done in this consultation, we lieeen addressing central ecclesial
issues raised by the Reformation. These issues havdeen solved by the polemical



approaches of the past four centuries, but we até bnough to hope that the kind of
collaboration we have experienced in this dialomss/ be a prelude to a new relationship
between our traditions. In terms of the Petrinecfion we believe that both Lutherans
and Roman Catholics may no longer avoid the quest@would not the pope in our time

become in some real way pastor and teacher ohallfaithful, even those who cannot
accept all the claims connected with his office?the light of our experience in this

dialogue we believe that the Roman Catholic chstubuld take definite steps to face this
guestion.

In view of their own particular spiritual patrimorand, not least, their own firm
convictions concerning the papacy itself, Lutheral$ presumably not be in a position
to adopt the same relationship to the see of Roma¢ is currently held by Roman
Catholics. But we suggest in our Common Statempat. (33), that a distinct canonical
status may be worked out by which Lutherans cowdrbofficial communion with the
church of Rome. Such a restoration of communionpeleeve, would be of great benefit
to Roman Catholics, and to Lutherans, enabling tbeth to share in a broader Christian
heritage. In such a wider communion of churchespiyeacy would be able to serve as a
sign and instrument of unity, not simply for Rom@atholics, but for others who have
never ceased to pray and labor for the manifesywiithe whole church of Christ.

PART IV
PROCEDURES OF THE NEW TESTAMENT
AND PATRISTICS TASK FORCES

In previous discussions and published volumes ef lthitheran-Roman Catholic
Dialogue concerning creed, baptism, eucharist, mirdstry, we have paid attention to,
and have been strongly influenced by, both thepserés and church history. But in the
discussions on the papacy, the amount of biblical listorical data to be reviewed and
analyzed was so enormous that it seemed impostibleave the data examined with
scholarly precision by experts in each disciplihehe bi-annual meetings of the dialogue
or to print full treatment of the data in the curr@olume. Therefore a decision was taken
in the dialogue meetings at Miami (February, 19ahd at Greenwich, Connecticut
(September, 1971) to commission smaller task fotcestudy the background of the
papacy during two particularly sensitive periodamely New Testament and patristic
times, and to digest the results of these studiesige in the dialogue.

In each instance two members from the National dyak, one Lutheran and one
Roman Catholic, were appointed to chair these fastes in order to keep the National
Dialogue abreast of the results. The New Testanteathairmen were Raymond E.
Brown and John Reumann; the patristics co-chairmere James F. McCue and Arthur
Carl Piepkorn.

The New Testament task force met some fifteen tibbetsveen October, 1971 and
March, 1973. Since it was felt that a study of Psteole in the New Testament as
background for the papacy might serve many purposetuding the needs of other
ecumenical dialogues, the membership of this tamicef was broadened to include
Episcopal and Reformed scholars. The results af ihguiry were published in September,
1973 under the titlePeter in the New Testamebty a Lutheran (Augsburg) and a Roman
Catholic (Paulist/Newman) publishing house.

The patristics task force originally envisaged mtj@locument analogous to Peter in
the New Testament. After canvassing for suggestiobmset in December, 1971. Arthur
Piepkorn and James McCue then prepared draftsiogvétte pre- and post-Nicene periods



respectively. These were discussed at a two-dayimgeim December, 1972. After revision
the two reports were presented to the dialogue mretuSan Antonio in February, 1973.
Further revisions were then made. Because of temgas and complexity of the material,
it was out of the question for the entire task éoto examine the primary and secondary
documentation with the kind of detail possible tbe New Testament. It was therefore
decided that the papers would appear in this volunder the names of their principal co-
authors rather than as joint reports.

Since the studies produced by the two task forea® hiheir own integrity, readers
of this volume are urged to examine them firsthardwever, the portions of our
Common Statement which deal with the New Testar(jgant 9-13) and with the patristic
era (par. 15-18) have been written in light of tb@clusions of the respective task forces.
We present here a brief analysis of the thrushes$e¢ two task force studies.

Our discussions on the roles of Peter in the Newtdraent and on the relation of
Peter's roles to the status of the bishops of Riomtée first five centuries must not be
considered simply as informative background fosthiolume. Roman Catholicism has
presented its claims for the papacy precisely imseof a relationship of the bishop of
Rome to Peter. It was the view of Vatican Coundthdt Christ constituted Peter chief of
all the apostles and visible head of the whole chuon earth, and that by Christ's
institution Peter would always have successorshat bffice who are the bishops of
Rome. Such a formulation expressed a point of Ror@atholic faith in historical
language, and therefore raises at least two questar contemporary scholars. First, how
is the role of the bishop of Rome historically tethto the roles of Peter as described in
the New Testament? Second, to what degree are itiergs of Peter in the New
Testament genuinely historical? To answer the finséstion requires information from
both the patristic and New Testament fields; tonarsthe second question is a matter of
New Testament research.

Since there is a strong element of history in thmmBn Catholic claim, it was
important that both task forces employ the methimdsommon use today for scientific
historical study. At the same time it must not I®swamed that historical criticism can
answer with certainty the two questions asked. 8ith study sometimes changes the
perspective of the discussion. In answering thst fijuestion, for instance, the Roman
Catholic who is conscious of historical criticismllwot expect to find Peter in the first
century acting in the same manner as the popeeirfitiin century. The Lutheran who is
conscious of historical criticism will admit thdtReter did not act in the manner of a later
pope, the relationship of the papacy to Peter isnecessarily disproved. Both of them
must come to terms with the fact of historical depenent.

Awareness of this historical development on the pithe New Testament task force is
illustrated inPeter in the New Testament:

... papacy in its developed form cannot be read baoktie New Testament; and it will help neither papa
opponents nor papal supporters to have the moditieofpapacy before their eyes when discussingpthef
Peter. For that very reason we have tended to dezided" terminology in reference to Peter, @dmacy,
jurisdiction. Too often in the past, arguments abdether or not Peter has a "universal primacyéehainded
scholars to a more practical agreement about $uchs as the widely accepted importance of Pettran
New Testament and his diversified image (pp. 8-9).

Similarly, the reports on the patristic period nttat, as institutions are affected by the
challenges and needs of the times, the papacy €amo lexception. As a clearly identifiable
institution the Roman primacy emerged graduallyn8mf the elements that would later be
combined to constitute the Roman primacy were direa existence before Nicaea. Yet it
was in the post-Nicene period that a claim wasrljleaade by a number of Roman bishops



that they succeeded Peter in his responsibilityafbthe churches. In neither the East nor the
West were the responses to this claim withoutflatbn and ambiguity.

These biblical and patristic studies have examihedroles of Peter and of the Roman
pontiffs in the context of the first five centuriess a result, they do not directly answer the
later questions which the National Dialogue hasdad~or instance, Paragraph 13 of the
Common Statement portrays Peter as having varmas n New Testament times; attention
is drawn in particular to his roles as the grestidrman (missionary), the shepherd (pastor) of
the sheep, the martyr, the receiver of speciallagéva, the confessor of the true faith, the
guardian of faith against false teaching. The thdevelopment of such images is obviously
reconcilable with, and indeed favorable to, thenes$aof the Roman Catholic church for the
papacy. The same may be said of some images of Whieh appeared in early patristic
times. Yet important questions remain: To what ®ixie the trajectory of these images, as
traced by recent scholars, influenced by the evehtater history? How do images not so
favorable to papal claims, e.g., that of Peter ageak and sinful man, affect the general
picture? One may also ask the further theologicastjon: How should these developments
be interpreted in the light of God's providence?

Thus, the studies of the two task forces cleareasaime of the obstacles faced in the
past. They do not, however, relieve us of the difi task of evaluating the historical
developments of the Petrine image and of the papBeya discernment of the hand of
God in history is not a matter of historical crigim; it is rather a question for theological
reflection. In its work, therefore, the Nationalaligue has had to go beyond the results of
historical study as presented by the two task frce

We are aware of the fact that the biblical and iptr reports do not reflect total
agreement among scholars. Even within one churtearchers may disagree over the
meaning of a text or document. No attempt has beade to gloss over the instances
where no unanimous results could be arrived ateBivy of scholarly opinion, especially
in relation to the New Testament, may be misundestoy those who believe that the
interpretation of the Bible should not be subjecthe vagaries of human scholarship and
should reach divine certainty. Such a simplistiewihas sometimes been fostered among
Protestants by the assertion that the Bible, bdhlg sole rule of faith, should be
immediately clear to all Christian readers. Amongnian Catholics, this simplistic view
has sometimes found support in the contentiongimete church authority is the infallible
interpreter of scripture, its meaning has beendkgtionce for all. However, while the
members of this National Dialogue clearly accepeirthrespective traditions on the
interpretation of scripture, they recognize thatadarly analysis of the documents often
blunts the edge of some affirmations found in th&selitions. For instance, such a
technical question as the exact historical desionpof Peter's role during his lifetime
cannot be answered simply by citing scriptural de@t authoritative teachings of the
magisterium.

The recognition of difficulties and the presentatiof a tolerable diversity of
opinions about the meaning of the sources studiedtdute a challenge to the churches
to reexamine some past assumptions. Do the positiat seemed clear in the
Reformation and the nineteenth century remain dguakar today? Might not new
possibilities of agreement be opened by a recoraiite of the relation of the papacy to
Peter in the light of modem historical method? Tdrdy alternatives to the type of
historical criticism that allow for diversity of tierpretation are the opposing theses which
either affirm or deny that the papacy is foundhe New Testament or the patristic docu-
mentation. Such theses entail the corollary thas¢hwho do not find the clear doctrine,
whatever it might be, must be either uninformednobad faith. This inference has, over
the last four centuries, producedlittle progress binnging Christians together. By



contrast, the members of the National Dialogue hanvied that historical criticism,
though by no means the supreme arbiter, must bd asea gift from God in the
contemporary discussions among Christians.
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