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sinner and creates a new person with new attitudes and new behaviours (see Maimela 

1989:9). 

Maimela (1989:5) says that “the central thrust of the doctrine of justification by faith alone, 

is that resources to life do not reside in human hands. Neither does the gift of life depends on 

human natural worthiness or background or wealth or achievements. Rather, access to life 

depends on the merciful God who gives it to those who dare to believe in God,” He also says 

that “justification point to the effecting of reconciliation and restoration of broken 

relationships between humans themselves who, as forgiven sinners in Christ, engage in acts 

of love towards one another, thereby building up God’s world/community” (Maimela 1986:5). 

6.3.3 Justification in the JDDJ  

The JDDJ in Clause 3 deals with the common understanding of justification and in §15 says 

that “justification is the work of the Triune God … By grace alone, in faith in Christ’s saving 

work and not because of any merit on our part, we are accepted by God and receive the Holy 

Spirit, who renews our hearts while equipping and calling us to good works.” Its further states 

in §16 that “Through Christ alone are we justified, when we receive this salvation in faith.” 

And in §18 states that “the doctrine of justification … stands in an essential relation to all 

truths of faith … It is an indispensable criterion which constantly serves to orient all the 

teaching and practice of our churches to Christ.” 

Clause 4 of the JDDJ deals with the explanation and elaboration of the common understanding 

of the doctrine of justification as well as reflecting areas of difference. In §19 it is stated that 

“as sinners they stand under God’s judgment and are incapable of turning by themselves to 

God to seek deliverance, of meriting their justification before God, or of attaining salvation 

by their own abilities. Justification takes place by God’s grace.” 

 Whilst the RCC states in §20 that “persons cooperate in preparing for and accepting 

justification by consenting to God’s justifying action”, the Lutherans state in §23 that 

“justification remains free from human cooperation.” in §21 the LWF “emphasize that a 

person can only receive (mere passive) Justification, they mean thereby to exclude any 

possibility of contributing to one’s own justification.” 

In §25 it is stated that “sinners are justified by faith in the saving action of God in Christ … 

whatever in the justified precedes or follows the free gift of faith is neither the basis of 
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justification nor merits it.” Again in §26 it is stated by the LWF that “God justifies sinners in 

faith alone (sola fide) … In the doctrine of justification by “faith alone,” a distinction but not a 

separation is made between justification itself and the renewal of one’s way of life that 

necessarily follows from justification and without which faith does not exist.” 

6.3.4 Nürnberger and Maimela’s Divergence from the JDDJ (1999) on Justification. 

As indicated earlier, Nürnberger (2004) finds the formula “justification by faith alone,” 

abstract, legalistic, illogical, and too complicated for the laity to comprehend, whilst according 

to Maimela, the doctrine of justification must include social justice. The views of Maimela and 

Nürnberger differ with that of the JDDJ (1999). Both Maimela and Nürnberger do not agree 

with the notion that justification is received passively nor do they agree that justification 

remains free from human cooperation. Neither Nürnberger nor Maimela refers to the 

“centrality of justification” or describing it as standing in an essential relationship to all truths 

of faith. Just as much as Maimela encourages black churches and theologians not to embrace 

definitions of salvation without qualification, he raises the same cautionary note as far as 

justification is concern. Both Nürnberger and Maimela do not embrace the notion of “forensic 

justification.” Nürnberger is extremely critical of the Lutheran formula. He finds the doctrine 

that God justifies sinners as peculiar. He also finds the doctrine of justification individualistic, 

spiritualised and states that it does not make sense. As indicated earlier, he even says that it 

evokes puzzlement among the uninformed and a yawn among the informed. One gets a sense 

that he has either abandoned the formula or have never supported it in the first place, whilst 

it appears that Maimela still embraces it. My conclusion is that both theologians clearly 

diverge from the JDDJ with Nürnberger’s position being pretty much irreconcilable with that 

of the JDDJ. 

6.4 Tabulation of other doctrinal matters 

6.4.1 Good works 

Maimela regards good works as a means to ensure human rights and justice for all. He 

believes that the good works is a manifestation of the Christian faith (1986:10). Maimela 

(1986:5) also says that “Lutherans would be greatly enriched if it were to embrace the Epistle 

of James as the epistle of holistic Christian power rather than “an epistle of straw.” 
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According to Nürnberger (2002), Paul does not oppose works that flow from the new 

motivation manifest in Christ, in fact, he gets upset when the faith of the congregants is not 

visible in their actions, in this regard he cites Phil 2:12. Nürnberger states that good works are 

not done in gratitude. We are not paying back a debt to God. When doing good work, we are 

not doing something for God, but God is doing something through us (Nürnberger 2005:116). 

He cites several biblical verses to prove that humans are involve in the process of their own 

redemption Nürnberger (2004:228/9).  

The JDDJ states that good works follows justification and are its fruits. The Catholic position 

is that good works is made possible by grace and the Holy Spirit, it contributes to growth in 

grace to preserve righteousness and deepens communion with Christ (§38). It is further their 

position that according to the biblical witness, a reward in heaven is promised for good works 

(§38). Lutherans concur with the Catholics on the preservation of grace and a growth in grace 

and faith. They do not regard good works as “merits” and that righteousness as acceptance 

by God and sharing in that righteousness of Christ is always complete (§39). 

Maimela differs with Luther on the value of the Letter of James. Whilst Maimela regards it as 

an epistle of holistic Christian power, Luther regards it as a letter of straw. Roman Catholics 

cite the Letter of James when defending their doctrine of “good works plus faith” justification. 

Whilst Roman Catholics believe that good works contribute to justification, Maimela regards 

good works as a manifestation of their faith and a contributor towards social justice (1986:5)). 

Nürnberger (2005) differs with the Roman Catholic position that we will be rewarded for good 

works, nor are we paying our debt to God. He however agrees with the Roman Catholics that 

humans are involve in their own redemption. Earlier Maimela also made it clear that we 

cannot earn our salvation with our contribution of good works to social justice. This one of 

the areas where Maimela and Nürnberger on the one hand diverge from the JDDJ but on the 

other hand partially agrees with it but leaning more towards the Roman Catholic position. 

6.4.2 Church 

Maimela (1983:59/60) finds the claim of the Roman Catholic Church that it holds the key to 

heaven, God, and eternal life highly problematic. According to him the Church glorify poverty 

as a virtue and that it is spiritually beneficial if you are poor and oppressed (Maimela 1988:19). 

He further states that the church has been hijacked by the ruling class (Maimela 1998:4). 
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It is Nürnberger’s view that we are not what is described as the marks of the Church: one, 

holy, catholic, and apostolic, Church (Nürnberger 2016:248/9). He defines the church “as the 

creation of God’s Word … It is the Body of Christ in which the Spirit of Christ finds its concrete 

manifestation. The Body of Christ is the community in which the risen Christ is present and  

effective in the world” (Nürnberger 2016:256).  

At §5 the JDDJ refers to “Church” and in footnote 9 it clarifies that the word “Church” is used 

to reflect the self-understanding of the LWF and the Roman Catholic Church. Roman Catholic 

Church doctrine teaches that there is no salvation outside the Church. The Lutheran doctrine 

define Church as “the congregation of saints, in which the Gospel is rightly taught, and the 

Sacraments are rightly administered” (Augsburg Confession).  

Clearly both Nürnberger and Maimela does not agree with the Roman Catholic definition of 

the role of the church. Nürnberger (2003) states that nothing had changed at the level of 

congregations. No joint celebrations of Eucharist or pulpit exchange because Roman Catholics 

still do not regard Lutheran pastors as pastors nor their churches as a church. For Nürnberger, 

the Church is inclusive of all believers in Christ, whilst Maimela (1987) is of the view that the 

Church has been co-opted by the ruling class and proclaim poverty and oppression as virtues.  

6.4.3 Sin 

According to Maimela (1991:13), sin is not restricted to conflict between God and humans 

only. He defines sin as a state or condition of alienation which resulted from a broken 

relationship between God and humanity and amongst human beings. He further states that 

the elimination of sin requires a greater effort than the conversion of a few individuals. Its 

elimination demands a radical liberation and transformation of humanity itself as well as the 

transformation of society (Maimela 1990:54). 

Nürnberger (2005:124) argues that the doctrine that the sinner is justified because of the 

righteousness of Christ does not make sense because God cannot be just if He justifies a sinner 

based on the merits of Christ. 

In §22 of the JDDJ it is stated that “God forgives sin by grace and at the same time frees human 

beings from sin’s enslaving power and imparts the gift of new life in Christ. When persons 

come by faith to share in Christ, God no longer imputes to them their sin.” 
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The JDDJ spiritualises sin as an act between a human and his deity and makes no reference to 

sin committed to humans by humans. It refers only to sinning against God, and all that is 

required is that the sinner comes to share in Christ by faith. Maimela believes that reparations 

must be done to the victim. God has not suffered in the process, so the matter cannot be 

resolve only between God and the sinner, whilst the victim is ignored. For Nürnberger the 

problem is not so much about the victim as it is about the way sinners are redeemed. He 

founds God’s justification of the ungodly as peculier and argue that God is unjust if He justifies 

the sinner based on the merits of Christ. Hence, he rejects the notion of forensic justification.  

6.4.4 Gospel 

Maimela (1990:54) defines the gospel as that message that declares that ”in and through the 

saving act of Christ, God intends to deal with what is deepest and most fundamental in human 

life: the healing of the most stubborn disease of the human heart, namely, hatred, distrust 

and lovelessness that manifest themselves in sinful unjust relationship.” He criticises colonial 

theology for spiritualizing the gospel to the point where it emphasises a distinction between 

spiritual and material needs (see Maimela 1991:11).  

Nürnberger (2005:81) says the gospel creates faith, grants forgiveness, and leads to renewal 

of life in Christ, and that the gospel grants participation in the righteousness of Christ 

(2005:120), and that the new life offered in Christ is a gift without any achievement from us 

(Nürnberger 1983:74). He also says that the gospel redeems, liberates, motivates, and 

empowers (2005:115). He is extremely critical of Paul and Luther’s formulation of the gospel. 

According to him they used a legal framework to contextualise the gospel to respond to a 

spiritual environment steeped in legal assumption, which resulted in an abstract and 

incompressible formula that does not make sense to lay people (2005:123/4)   

In §32 of the JDDJ, the LWF states that persons are justified by faith in the gospel apart from 

works prescribed by the law. By His death and resurrection Jesus has overcome the law as a 

way to salvation. Again in §32 the LWF states that in faith in the gospel, people will turn 

unreservedly to the mercy of God in Christ, which alone justifies them, whilst the RCC states 

in §33 that the law as a way to salvation has been fulfilled and overcome through the gospel, 

they still insist that the righteous are bound to observe God’s commandments.  
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Maimela criticizes colonial theology for spiritualising the gospel and make a distinction 

between the spiritual and the material. In addressing the gospel, the JDDJ does not consider 

the material/ socio-economic and political aspects of life. Nürnberger is overly critical of Paul 

and Luther’s formulation of the Gospel. LWF in the JDDJ repeat that very same formula and 

therefore Nürnberger diverge from the JDDJ in this regard.  

6.5 Comparing the Views of Maimela and Nürnberger with the Joint 

Declaration 

The above discussion is an attempt to present the views of Nürnberger and Maimela on the 

various doctrinal matters which are reflected in the JDDJ, but at the same time, I have also 

given a summary of the very same doctrinal matters in the JDDJ. 

As I have indicated earlier, both Maimela and Nürnberger are retired Lutheran Pastors and 

Professors in theology, however, they differ significantly in their descriptions of the various 

doctrinal matters as well as differing with the content of the JDDJ. We need to remind 

ourselves that one party to the JDDJ is the LWF who are represented by Lutheran theologians, 

with whom Maimela and Nürnberger are differing in this context.  

It is also important that we take note that Nürnberger and Maimela have different 

conversation partners. Maimela is constantly in conversation with Black- and -Liberation 

Theology or the proponents thereof, therefore, one can expect that his views on these 

doctrinal matters will have a Black- and – Liberation Theology slant. His primary focus will 

therefore be on social justice and how theology could contribute towards it. Nürnberger has 

totally different conversation partners. According to Biyela (2014:51), “Nürnberger … is 

influenced by the Leuenberg Agreement (16 March 1973), where Lutherans and Reformed 

theologians in Germany reached an agreement on mutual recognition”. The Leuenberg 

Agreement is not a priority for Maimela, he is more interested in mutual recognition of people 

of different races. But make no mistake, in my view Nürnberger is not part of the conversation 

of conservative theology. In fact, I believe that he is part of the so-called theological left who 

embrace liberation theology. 

At the time of the RCC and LWF negotiating the JDDJ, Black people were fighting a titanic 

battle against the racist apartheid regime for their liberation, hence the JDDJ was treated as 
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a non-event by Maimela, whilst Nürnberger, the advocate of ecumenism, was overjoyed 

about the fact that an attempt was made to put to bed the conflict which originated in the 

16th century. But I must hasten to add, as indicated earlier, that he was disappointed with the 

outcome. It is my view that Nürnberger in comparison with Maimela, takes a centrist 

approach towards the JDDJ, whilst Maimela adopts an ultra-leftist approach towards the 

JDDJ. 

The intention of the JDDJ according to §5 is to demonstrate and promote a spirit of unity and 

conciliation and a common understanding on doctrinal matters. The views of the JDDJ on 

matters such as justification, salvation, and sin as well as other matters are treated on a 

spiritual level only and do not address the social aspects of life at all. Given the academic 

calibre of Maimela and his exposure as a public figure, one can assume that he must have 

been exposed to the JDDJ but do not see it worthy of his comment because it focusses only 

on a “pie in the sky.” It only focusses on the vertical relationship between God and human 

beings and ignores the horizontal relationship between human beings, which means for 

example that sins committed against fellow human beings are being ignored and priests 

grants absolution to perpetrators of oppression and exploitation without any reparation to 

the victims.  

Nürnberger (2004) describes salvation as comprehensive which include social and 

environmental justice. He believes that our right of existence before God is not only 

determined by our moral failure, but also by frustration, inexplicable fate, social injustice, and 

physical suffering. His view on other doctrinal matters differs theologically with that of the 

RCC as well as with positions of the of the LWF in the JDDJ. He believes that the Lutheran 

notion of “pure gospel” is problematic because it constitutes a new law. The unconditional 

acceptance of God in Christ has now become a condition which is not in accordance with the 

Gospel of unconditional acceptance. He also says that the spiritualization and 

individualisation is an illusion as well as the distinction between salvation and well-being. 

According to Nürnberger (2004), this distinction is artificial and unbiblical. Furthermore, 

according to Nürnberger (2005), the formula “justification by grace accepted in faith” is 

abstract, legalistic and its scope is very narrow because it only applies to sins and forgiveness. 

He even went as far as to say that it does not make sense and that the RCC position on this 

formula is more logical. He also says that Baptism and Holy Communion does not guarantee 
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salvation. He is of the view that Luther does not support the notion “forensic justification” 

and neither does he.  

6.6 Conclusion 

Whilst the LWF signed the JDDJ, Nürnberger and Maimela, two Lutherans who are professors 

in theology, clearly diverge from the content of the JDDJ. As indicated earlier they are both 

retired ELCSA pastors and yet ELCSA has signed it without any reservation. Maimela’s 

divergence from the JDDJ is implied. This conclusion is based on his soteriological position as 

expressed above, as well as his deafening silence about the JDDJ and treating it like a non-

event. Nürnberger’s divergence is both implied and explicit. This conclusion is based on his 

direct pronouncements on the JDDJ as well as his soteriological position expressed above.  

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/ 



 

143 
 

7. Epilogue 

7.1 Introduction 

The study focussed on the soteriology of Nürnberger and Maimela  to establish whether and 

to what extent they diverge doctrinally from the JDDJ. It also focussed on the reception of the 

JDDJ by South African Lutherans in particular, and Lutherans in the rest of the world in 

general. This includes Lutheran churches who form part of the LWF as well as non-members. 

The study revealed extremely little interest in the JDDJ by South Africans during its drafting 

and even after the signing thereof.  

This study is of great significance given the centrality of the doctrine of justification within 

Lutheran soteriology. Luther said about the doctrine of justification “if the article stands; the 

church stands; if this article collapses; the church collapse” (Busenitz 2017:21). In the 

Schmalkald Articles it is stated that it is the first and chief article and in the Triglot Concordia 

(1530) it is stated: “of this article nothing can be yielded or surrendered (nor can anything be 

granted or permitted contrary to the same), even though heaven and earth, and whatever 

will not abide, should sink to ruin.” It also states that it is the “ruler and judge over all other 

Christian doctrine.” One would therefore expect, that given the above statements, that there 

will be a high level of interest by Lutherans all over the globe in any discussion on the doctrine 

of justification by faith, especially if there is a chance that compromises might be made. 

However, this study revealed that such interest amongst South African Lutherans is basically 

non-existent. I therefore focused on two eminent South African Lutheran theologians, Klaus 

Nürnberger and Simon Maimela to determine whether they subscribe to or diverge from the 

JDDJ.  

I have considered possible reasons for the lack of interest in the JDDJ by South African 

Lutherans and conclude that it is most probably because at the time that the protagonists 

were negotiating the JDDJ, we as black South Africans were engage in titanic battles against 

the oppressive, apartheid regime. Just prior to the signing of the JDDJ, I arrived in South Africa 

from the Czech Republic via Lusaka as part of my personal involvement in the liberation 

movement. By then I have never heard about the JDDJ. Liberation from the apartheid regime 

was taking centre stage above anything else for oppressed South Africans. The liberation 
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struggle was at its pinnacle at that time, so much so that less than three months after the 

signing of the JDDJ, the apartheid regime announced the unbanning of all the political organs 

of the oppressed masses and the release of Nelson Mandela and the rest of the Rivonia 

trialists, which opened the way for negotiations of cessation of hostilities and the transition 

to a democratic country. I am convinced that if I were invited at that time to a workshop on 

strategy and tactics on how to get rid of the apartheid regime, I would have much rather 

attended that than spend time discussing the JDDJ. 

The study further revealed that both Nürnberger and Maimela diverge from the JDDJ in their 

soteriology. Whilst Maimela’s divergence is implied, Nürnberger’s divergence is both implied 

and explicit. Their divergence is not only restricted to the JDDJ but includes divergence from 

certain aspects of the Lutheran doctrine as well. Both embrace the notion of comprehensive 

salvation which is not restricted to the spirituality of the human being but is inclusive of the 

socio-political and economic well-being of human beings. They also take issue with the 

spiritualization and individualization of the gospel. Maimela criticise a definition of sin which 

focuses only on the vertical relationship whilst completely ignoring the horizontal 

relationship. Nürnberger found the Lutheran doctrine by faith alone too legalistic and 

abstract, to the point where he believes that it does not make sense. 

I believe that further research ought to be conducted amongst Lutherans in post-apartheid 

South Africa to determine the level of support for the JDDJ even though the horse has bolted. 

It is clear that dialogue has become the new normal and South African Lutherans, and ELCSA 

in particular have been left behind, even though not by design. 

Quite a few developments, which includes break-aways, took place amongst Lutherans in 

South Africa. It is also my view that Lutherans, possibly due to the liberation struggle, 

neglected international ecumenical discourse. Even though ELCSA is a signatory to the JDDJ, 

extraordinarily little conversation, if anything at all took place amongst its members. We 

definitely have to raise the level of awareness amongst Lutherans in South Africa about the 

JDDJ as well as the current ecumenical dialogue to ensure that we are not once again left 

behind in the ecumenical dialogues. Furthermore, research is also needed to determine 

whether the LWF diverged from Luther with the signing of the JDDJ by making any 

compromises because Luther explicitly said, “of this article nothing can be yielded or 

surrendered (nor can anything be granted or permitted contrary to same), even though 
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heaven and earth, and whatever will not abide, should sink to ruin.” The JDDJ places the two 

protagonists in a very peculiar position: Either the RRC capitulated and in so doing 

undermined its doctrine of the infallibility of the pope and councils, or the LWF has 

compromised Luther’s position on the doctrine of justification. 

7.2 Reception of JDDJ by the RCC and Lutheran churches worldwide   

The JDDJ has the following to say about its own achievements when in §5 it claims that: “the 

subscribing Lutheran churches and the Roman Catholic Church are now able to articulate a 

common understanding of our justification by God’s grace through faith in Christ. It does not 

cover all that either church teaches about justification; it does encompass a consensus on 

basic truths of the doctrine of justification and shows that the remaining differences in its 

explication are no longer the occasion for doctrinal condemnations.” The document ends with 

a further claim by referring to it in §44 as a “decisive step forward on the way to overcoming 

the division of the church.” As can be seen below, the jury is still very much out on whether 

the JDDJ has achieved these claims. This study has attempted to contribute to this debate. 

The JDDJ was not unanimously adopted by LWC affiliated churches. Of its 124 member 

churches at that time, only 89 responded of which 80 voted “yes” and 5 voted “no” and one 

was not clear whether it was a “yes” or a “no”. More than a third of the member churches did 

not vote in favour of the JDDJ. Which in my view was more than enough reason to engage 

those member churches and try to obtain a greater buy in. Even the quality of the yes votes 

is suspect if one considers the ELCSA yes vote. 

Dorman (2001:421) describes the arrival of the JDDJ as follows: “News headlines regarding 

the signing of JDDJ ran the gamut from celebratory to cautious to critical.” That, according to 

me, is the correct description of the reception of the JDDJ by those who have an interest in it. 

Cassidy (1999:2), Cardinal of the RCC, said that “One of the most important acquisitions of 

the modern ecumenical movement has been without any doubt the reception by the 

Lutheran World Federation and the Roman Catholic Church of the consensus document the 

Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification.” The RCC in its official response said that 

“The Joint Declaration of the Catholic Church and the Lutheran World Federation on the 

Doctrine on Justification represents a significant progress in mutual understanding and in the 

coming together in dialogue of the parties concern.” Pope John Paul II referred to it as “a 
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moment of grace.” The pope further describes it as “a milestone on the not always easy road 

towards the restoration of full unity among Christians” (Dederen 2000:1). The LWF referred 

to it in its official response as “a document declaring that a consensus on fundamental truths 

regarding the doctrine of justification has been reached.”  

Whilst the euphoria about the JDDJ continues, mutiny about it has erupted within the LWF 

and the RCC, as well as outright rejection amongst Lutheran formations outside the LWF. 

Inside of the LWF, more than 250 German professors in theology as well as some American 

and Scandinavian professors, some of which are world renowned, opposed the JDDJ. 

According to Nyberg (1998:2), “Germany’s debate over the JDDJ has been characterized by 

cautious elation, serious reservations, partial rejection, and a great deal of confusion about 

what the document will mean at the practical level.”   Outside the LWF the most vociferous 

opposition came from the Missouri Synod and the International Lutheran Council as well as 

the Confessional Evangelical Conference, with the Missouri Synod as the most adamant of the 

three. McCain (2010:1) from the Missouri Synod used the words “a fraud and a betrayal of 

the Gospel”  to describe the JDDJ. The Missouri Synod in an article entitled “Confessional 

Lutheran Perspective” (1999:8) states that the “JDDJ does not settle the major disagreements 

between Lutheran theology and Roman Catholic theology on justification … fails to clearly 

define the word grace … and whether such grace is God’s undeserved favour … the centrality 

is lost in justification.”  

The Lutheran community is highly fragmented with the LWF representing by far most of the 

Lutherans. The fact that the LWF failed to reach an agreement on the doctrine of justification, 

which is the heart of Lutheranism, at the fourth Plenary Assembly in Helsinki in 1963, is 

indicative of the extent of divisions amongst Lutherans. I suggest that Lutherans seriously 

pursue unity amongst themselves, especially given the various engagements with other 

denominations.  

The RCC was not spared in this regard. From inside the RCC the voice of dissent came from 

the Vatican’s Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith and the Council of Christian Unity, 

who ironically voiced the same reasons as the Lutheran professors as the basis for their 

objection/reservations about the JDDJ. Dulles (2002:110-114), the Cardinal of the RCC raises 

nine issues which he refers to as “The problematic issues” which include: the nature of 

justification; the removal of sin; human cooperation; good works and merit; sufficiency of 
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faith; law and gospel; assurance of salvation; and the centrality of the doctrine of justification. 

In the article he presents the believes/views of both parties with regard to the above-

mentioned issues and argues that these issues have not been fully resolved. 

7.3 Reception of the JDDJ by Lutheran Churches in Southern Africa 

Lutheranism in South Africa is highly fragmented. The following are LWF aligned churches: 

Evangelical Lutheran Church in Southern Africa (ELCSA); Evangelical Lutheran Church in 

Southern Africa (Cape); North-eastern Evangelical Lutheran Church in Southern Africa 

(NELCSA); and Moravian Church in Southern Africa. There are also Unions of Lutheran 

Churches associated with LWF which include the Lutheran Community in Southern Africa, as 

well as the United Evangelical Lutheran Church in Southern Africa. There are also churches 

associated with the International Lutheran Council (ILC), which include: Free Evangelical 

Lutheran Synod in South Africa (FELSISA) and Lutheran Church in South Africa (LUCiSA). In 

addition, there is also The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod and the North-eastern Evangelical 

Church in South Africa. Last but not least, there are the two recently established ELCSA break-

away churches, Independent Lutheran Church of South Africa (ILCSA), and the Liberating 

Evangelical Lutheran Church in South Africa (LELCSA). Their association is not yet clear to me. 

FELSISA and LUCiSA are members of ILC which rejected the JDDJ. However, talks between the 

ILC and the LWF started on 24-25th February 2016 to discuss “From Conflict to Communion”. 

The ILC was invited to consider association with the JDDJ, and they committed themselves to 

consider it positively and even accepted an invitation to attend the “Joint Ecumenical 

Commemoration of the Reformation which took place on 31st October 2016.  

The South African Lutheran churches associated with the LWF, such as ELCSA, has signed the 

JDDJ even though I could not find any evidence of workshops or seminars being conducted to 

discuss it. ELCSA endorsed the declaration without qualification or comment. NELCSA, 

formerly known as ELCSA Natal-Transvaal endorsed the JDDJ but did so with a qualifying 

comment. ELCSA (Cape) has also signed the JDDJ with qualifying comments. ILCSA and LELCSA 

were part of ELCSA, which is a signatory to the JDDJ. They broke away a number of years after 

the signing of the JDDJ. I therefore assume that they are still embracing it. Then, of course 

there is the Missouri Synod in South Africa which rejects the JDDJ in its current form. They 
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believe that much more debate is needed to resolve fundamental problems that they have 

identified.  

As far as the JDDJ is concerned, I am of the opinion that in South Africa, Lutheran churches 

are not that far apart. In fact, it seems that ultimately the Missouri Synod might be the only 

faction which finds itself outside the fold of endorsing the JDDJ.  

The LWF would do well by attempting to address the high level of fragmentation amongst 

believers who claim that their faith is based on the Book of Concord and who regard Martin 

Luther as the person who gave rise to what is today known as the Lutheran Church. 

7.4 Reception of the JDDJ in other confessional traditions 

The RCC and the LWF reached out to several other denominations and on 23rd July 2006 at a 

conference in Seoul, South Korea, the World Methodist Council joined the JDDJ and adopted 

a statement which adds related aspects of the theology of sanctification. They signed a 

Statement of Association as well as an Official Statement. 

Unlike the World Methodist Council, the Anglican Consultative Council in April 2016 simply 

resolve that they welcome and affirm the subsistence of the Joint Declaration. They did not 

raise any objection to doctrinal matters in the JDDJ nor did they state their own beliefs as far 

as the doctrinal matters that are covered in the JDDJ are concerned. This is surprising given 

an article entitled “The Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification” in Churchman, an 

Anglican journal, in which two Anglican theologians, Gerald Bray and Paul Gardner raised 

reservations and criticisms against the JDDJ.  

On 5th July 2017, the World Communion of Reformed Churches confirmed their association 

with the JDDJ. They did so in the same manner in which the Methodists has done it by adding 

a document that clarifies their position, as well as an “Official Common Confirmation.” They 

clearly indicated their areas of agreement as well as areas of emphasis and new insights that 

they contributed to the JDDJ. I was surprised to learn about the endorsement of the JDDJ 

given the pronouncement made by Botman with regard to the relationship between 

justification and justice in the JDDJ. Further, Reformed theologians such as Conradie (2018:14) 

embrace similar soteriological views as Nürnberger and Maimela when he says that 

justification is not only about the forgiveness of sins, but about the restoring of relationships  
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destroyed by sin. He also states that even though sanctification is about personal piety, it is 

comprehensive and includes all aspects of society, which once again is the same manner in 

which they describe salvation and the gospel. Conradie, in his reference to the Belhar 

confession, describe the church in the same manner as Maimela (see 2018:14-15). Lastly, 

Conradie (2018:124-125) speak about the horizontal relationship (between human beings) 

that is of equal importance to the vertical relationship (between human beings and God).  

The above means that five so-called “mainline” churches have endorsed the JDDJ. The JDDJ is 

being promoted as an option to Lutherans outside the fold of the LWF as well as to other 

denominations. The JDDJ in its current form is being treated like the proverbial holy cow. It is 

cast in stone. No amendments were made to it when recommendations were made by 

dissidents within the RCC and the LWF. Instead, the parties added an Official Common 

Statement as well as an Annex to the Official Common Statement, nor was it amended when 

three other major denominations endorsed it. 

7.5 Wider Ecumenical Discourse 

The ecumenical wind of change is blowing across the spiritual landscape as a result of the 

Second Vatican Council’s Decree on Ecumenism (Unitatis Redintegratio). The introduction to 

the Unitatis Redintegratio states: “The restoration of unity among all Christians is one of the 

principle concerns of the Second Vatican Council. This movement towards unity is called 

ecumenical.” It must be noted that ecumenism is not a 20th century phenomenon. The first 

such council is referred to in Acts 15. Many similar councils followed which was recognised by 

many Christians as ecumenical. This include but is not limited to Nicaea, Constantinople, and 

Chalcedon. At the council of Nicaea (787), a criterion for an ecumenical council was 

established. That criteria are being challenged to this day (see Conradie 2013:21).  

Generally speaking, the term “ecumenism” refers to efforts of different Christian Churches to 

develop closer relationships and a better understanding of their shared Christian faith. In 

“Notions and Forms of Ecumenicity” (2013), Conradie gives a detailed description of what is 

known as the ecumenical landscape, especially how ecumenical structures related to politics 

pre- and post-1994. Conradie (2013:18) says that there is no single authoritative definition 

for “ecumenism” and instead offers 23 connotations which in his view may assist us to 

understand the term “ecumenism” in its different historical contexts. Conradie (2013:22) 
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states that “It should be noted that any church gathering cannot claim in advance to be 

ecumenical. Ecumenicity can only be recognised retrospectively, typically only centuries later 

and amidst much contestation. Accordingly, the word “ecumenical” becomes rather elusive, 

like an eschatological mirage.” In practice, ecumenism mostly takes the form of bilateral 

dialogues. According to Conradie (2013:46), the term “dialogue” was used for the first time 

in 1961 at a WCC assembly “as a way to speak of Christian relationships with people of other 

living faiths,” The need for dialogue to discuss doctrinal matters has been recognised already 

at the time of the Council of Jerusalem in Acts 15. Since that time, the church convened 

numerous councils, Nicaea (325) being the first (see Conradie 2013:21). According to Conradie 

(2013:22), “for some “ecumenicity” essentially means the search for structural unity amongst 

divided denominations through a complex “conciliar” process involving endless gatherings of 

church leaders.” Conradie (2013:31-32) points out several challenges with such an approach 

which includes but is not limited to, “the tendency to equate the ecumenical movement with 

leaders, offices, meetings and resolutions”; ecumenism becomes bureaucratised. 

Furthermore, it appears as if the church have hires officials to be ecumenical on her behalf. 

The laity cannot leave ecumenism to the clergy, specialists, and theological experts. Conradie 

(2013:32) points out that the above approach leads to challenges as far as reception of 

ecumenical documents and resolutions are concern. The reception or lack thereof is a case in 

point in this regard. Probably the biggest challenge facing ecumenism is how to accommodate 

the Pentecostal churches who break away from mainline churches (see Conradie 2013:65). 

According to Conradie (2013:33-34), structural ecumenism is in a state of crisis. This view is 

supported by de Gruchy who said “a growing lack of ecumenical enthusiasm these past few 

years and a growing spirit of denominationalism;” also, by Smit “The earlier enthusiasm is 

gone. The vision is lost. Some talk about “crisis”, ”stagnation” and “standstill” as well as Tsele 

who describe it as “sorry state of atrophy” and a “winter of despair.” Naude argues that the 

ecumenical movement have failed to define the nature of unity that is required. He further 

argue that we need an ecumenical attitude instead of ecumenical structures (see Conradie 

2013:35).  

Upon the conclusion of the Second Vatican Council, the RCC immediately embarked upon the 

implementation of ecumenism as per the Vatican’s decree. It had dialogues with Anglicans, 
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Pentecostals, Baptists, Lutherans, Methodists, Reformed Churches and Seventh Day 

Adventists. 

At the Second Vatican Council, the RCC adopted a Decree on Eastern Catholic Churches which 

decreed that the sacraments of Penance, Eucharist, and anointment of the sick may be 

conferred on eastern Christians. In January 1964 Pope Paul VI and Patriarch Athenagoras of 

Constantinople met in Jerusalem. On 7th December 1965 they released a statement in which 

the mutual excommunications was revoked. The RCC and the Greek Orthodox Church  

established a joint commission that met five times over an eight-year period during which 

they produced three documents. Dialogue between the parties was disrupted at the time of 

the collapse of the communist regimes in eastern Europe. The collapse of the communist 

regimes gave rise to the re-emergence of the Eastern Catholic Churches, who demanded their 

property that was confiscated and given to the Orthodox (see Robertson no date: 1,2) .  

To resolve the above, the partners met in June 1993 in Balamond, Lebanon and produced a 

document entitled: “Uniatism, Method of Union in the Past, and the Present Search for Full 

Communion”. Just like the JDDJ, the Balamond document was met with mixed reactions. The 

Balamond document “hinges on two central affirmations: on the one hand, the method which 

has been called Uniatism, is rejected because it is opposed to the common tradition of our 

churches. And on the other hand, it unequivocally affirms that the Eastern Churches have full 

right to exist and to act in response to the spiritual needs of their faithful.” It call upon Eastern 

Catholics to participate in dialogues at all levels. The document also rules out proselytism 

between Catholics and Orthodox, affirming that salvation is available in either Church (see  

Robertson nd:3). Due to lack of consensus, the Orthodox insisted that that the same topic 

must be the subject of discussion, but it must be a more in-depth discussion. On 12 October 

2002 Pope John Paul II and Patriarch Theodist of Romania called for the resumption of the 

dialogue. The pope also expressed his esteem for the Orthodox; he returned the Kazan icon 

of the Mother of God; as well as the relics of Saints John Chrysostom and Gregory Nazianisn; 

and a church in Rome was return to a local Greek community; he also visited Athens in May 

2001 and asked for forgiveness for all the injustices of the past. I believe that these act paved 

the way for greater trust towards the RCC, hench the could conclude the document entitled: 

“The Ecclesiological and Canonical  Consequences of the Sacramental  Nature of the Church: 

Conciliarity and Authority in the church” (see Robertson no date:4). 
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If one compares the process and content of the JDDJ with that of the Balamond document, 

one can come to no other conclusion that the LWF sold itself short. To add insult to injury, 

the Orthodox did not even endorsed the Balamond document, even though the RCC made 

substantial compromises such as, salvation is available in both churches. The RCC was even 

prepared to amend the ultimate document twice, whilst the LWF had to accept an unaltered 

JDDJ which was found unacceptable to many.  

Furthermore, a Decree on Non-Christian Religions was also adopted which makes special 

reference to Jews, Muslims, Hinduism, and Buddhism as partners for dialogue. During the 

mid-1990s, Pope John Paul II went on a campaign to apologise for the sins of the Catholics 

committed during the crusades and against indigenous peoples, women, suspected heretics, 

non-Catholic Christians, Muslims, and Jews. He also invited the leaders of other faiths for a 

prayer service to Assisi in Italy to pray for world peace. In 1986 he became the first pope to 

enter a synagogue and the Great Mosque of Damascus in 2001. In 1990 he declared anti-

Semitism a sin against humanity and God. I believe that this act is indeed a demonstration of 

reconciliation and contributed to open the way for further dialogues.  

Apart from its dialogues with the RCC, the LWF also had and are still in dialogue with 

Anglicans, Methodists, Reformed Churches, Baptists, and Mennonites. The Evangelical 

Lutheran Church in America (ELCA) is also involved with bilateral dialogues with African 

Methodist Episcopal (AME), African Methodist Episcopal Zion (AMEZ), Jews, Muslims, and the 

Orthodox Church. It must be noted that all these bilateral dialogue partners of the RCC and 

the LWF, are busy with their own bilateral talks with other dialogue partners. The ecumenical 

wind of change is blowing strong indeed. 

Upon the conclusion of the JDDJ, the RCC and the LWF took their dialogue to the next level. 

In 2015 they produced a document entitled “Declaration on the Way: Church, Ministry and 

Eucharist.” The preface to the document states that “This document … is a declaration of 

consensus achieved by Lutherans and Catholics on the topics of Church, Ministry and 

Eucharist as the result of ecumenical dialogue between the two communions since 1965.” In 

2017 the parties produced another document entitled “From Conflict to Communion.” In the 

introduction it states that “They have come to acknowledge that more unites than divides 

them: above all, common faith in the Triune God and the revelation in Jesus Christ, as well as 

recognition of the basic truths of the doctrine of justification.”  
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This is a road that has been travelled by the RCC and the LWF since August 1965 when the  

“Joint Working Group” met for the first time in Strasbourg. They have been in dialogue for 

more than five decades and even agree to celebrate the 500th anniversary of the beginning of 

the Reformation in 2017. Several national and regional studies took place in America, 

Germany, and Sweden. 

When the RCC and the LWF concluded “From Conflict to Communion,” they agreed on the 

following “Five Ecumenical Imperatives” which states that Catholics and Lutherans: 

1) should always begin from the perspective of unity and not from the point of view of 

division in order to strengthen what is held in common even though the difference is 

more easily seen and experienced. 

2) must let themselves continuously be transformed by the encounter with the other 

and by the mutual witness of faith 

3) should again commit themselves to seek visible unity, to elaborate together what this 

means in concrete steps, and to strive repeatedly toward this goal. 

4) should jointly rediscover the power of the gospel of Jesus Christ for our time.  

5) should witness together to the mercy of God in proclamation and service to the world 

(quoted verbatim). 

The above-mentioned ecumenical imperatives provide a clear indication that the LWF and the 

RCC intend to continue on the road of ecumenism. In September 2001 we witnessed the 

establishment of Christian Churches Together in Baltimore, which consisted of Protestant, 

Catholic, African American, Orthodox and Evangelical/Pentecostals. This ecumenical structure 

is regarded as an appropriate model for the promotion of ecumenism at local and national 

level. Whilst it is regarded as an appropriate structure, we must bear in mind the discussions 

and pronouncements by Conradie (2018) the inadequacy of ecumenical structures.  

Rinderknecht (2015:70) is of the view that “differentiated consensus has proved to be an 

ecumenical viable method. It represents the widespread experience that communality can be 

recognised in difference once a relationship of mutual listening has been established.” The 

JDDJ does not use the word “differentiated consensus.” Rinderknecht (2015:76) states that 

“a somewhat different understanding of consensus has arisen out of the experience of the 
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dialogues termed “differentiated consensus” by Harding Meyer and further developed by 

Mina Hietamaki.” According to Rinderknecht (2015:12), differentiated consensus 

attempts to convey the insight of recognising in the other church’s position a 
different, but nonetheless recognisable Christian confession. If unity in difference 
is not accepted as a possibility, no dialogue’s proposed consensus can be received. 
Theologians will continue to merely repeat the same confessional lines that have 
characterised polemical theology since the sixteenth century. On the other hand, 
should the possibility be entertained that two different confessions might share 
the Gospel of Jesus Christ, expressed in different systems of thought, using 
different terminology, making different assumptions, and emphasizing different 
commitments, the ecumenical goal of reconciliation is possible.  

He further states that it “seeks to describe the theological insight that the supposedly 

contradictory statements may not in fact be contradictory” (2015:34).  

7.6 Personal Reflections as Lutheran Pastor 

I am a Lutheran pastor, ordained in 2001, two and a half years after the signing of the JDDJ. 

Prior to my ordination, I served for more than a decade in ELCSA as an elder. In all these years 

I have never been invited to a workshop or a discussion about the JDDJ arranged by ELCSA. In 

my research about the JDDJ, I could not find any official ELCSA document, or an article or book 

written by an ELCSA scholar on the topic, except for the one, Klaus Nürnberger, discussed in 

the chapter above. Biyela (2014) only refers to it when he referred to Nürnberger in the 

context of the JDDJ. However, ELCSA (N-T) in its synod report, endorsed the JDDJ. I also came 

across the Synodical Report to 58th Regular Synodical Convention of FELSISA in which its 

Bishop, Dieter Reinstorf presented a paper entitled ”Justification and the crossing of 

boundaries” (2012) without referring to the JDDJ at all. Given the above, I was incredibly 

surprised to read in a LWF report on the responses of member churches to the JDDJ, that 

ELCSA, ELCSA N-T, and ELCSA Cape voted in favour of the adoption of the JDDJ. I was 

confronted by the burning question: How could Lutherans in South Africa neglect a doctrinal 

matter of such importance, but I concluded that it is most probably because of the fact that 

South Africans was engage in a battle against the apartheid regime. In many instances the 

church was at the forefront of this battle.  

As a Lutheran Pastor in ELCSA, I can unequivocally say that nothing has changed between the 

ELCSA and the RCC at the local level in the South African context. I am still not allowed to 

celebrate the Holy Eucharist with my family at the funeral of a family member who happens 
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to be Catholic. I am not even welcomed as a Pastor even though I was requested to introduce 

myself upon entry in my clerical shirt and black cassock. This is more than 20 years after 

signing the JDDJ and nothing much has changed! 

I therefore concur with Nürnberger (2003:16) when he says that “the Declaration had little 

impact on the two churches.” Nürnberger (2003:16) also challenge the statement that 

justification unconditionally brings us into communion with God, because it fails to bring us 

unconditionally into communion with each other.  

Furthermore, as a Lutheran, I have been taught about “justification by faith alone.” The 

particle “alone” has a dominant influence on Lutheran doctrine. Indicative thereof is the fact 

that Lutherans talks about the “five sola’s” of their doctrine. The fact that the JDDJ is about 

the doctrine of justification makes one sceptical and suspicious because the conflict of the 

16th century was not about “justification” but about “justification by faith alone” because 

Catholicism confesses “justification by faith and works/merits”. 

I had great difficulty to find areas of agreement in the JDDJ which use to be in contention 

since the 16th century. The section entitled “Explicating the Common Understanding of 

Justification” consists of areas where the parties “confess together” and I am of the opinion 

that none of these areas were in dispute prior to the dawn of the JDDJ. I believe that the only 

area where there was real progress, was in §15 which states “By grace alone, in faith in Christ’s 

saving work and not because of merit on our part, we are accepted by God and received the 

Holy Spirit, who renews our hearts while equipping and calling us to good works.” 

As an advocate of ecumenism, I welcome the ecumenical wind of change that is currently 

blowing across the globe. However, apart from the fact that the LWF and the RCC are in 

dialogue, I am of the view that not much was achieved. One expected much more significant 

agreements after fifty years of dialogue.  

Other areas that I find disturbing is the fact that the centrality of justification is denied and 

reduced to one amongst “several criteria.” The RCC continue to reject the Lutheran axiom of 

“simul iustus et peccator.” In footnote 9 of the JDDJ it is stated that “the word church is used 

in this Declaration to reflect the self-understanding of the participating churches”. This 

implies that the Catholic doctrine of “Extra Ecclesiam nulla salus” which means “outside the 

church there is no salvation,” still applies and church refers to the RCC only. Which means 

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/ 



 

156 
 

that the Lutheran church is not regarded as a church but merely as a religious community and 

neither are their clerics being recognised. 

In the Annex to the Official Common Statement of the JDDJ in Sub-paragraph A, the following 

terms are written: “being made righteous” and “God imparts,” whilst Lutheran doctrine 

maintain that we “are declared righteous” and that “God imputes.” Even the accentual 

differences between LWF and the RCC as far as concupiscence is concerned has been watered 

down in Sub-paragraph B. Lutherans understand concupiscence as sin whilst Roman Catholics 

regard it as an inclination. 

Another key criticism is that the JDDJ does not address critical doctrinal matters such as 

ministry, sacraments, papacy, purgatory, indulgences, devotion to Mary and meritorious 

value of good works. The JDDJ acknowledges that not everything that the parties confess has 

been addressed. I believe it was a brave step to venture into the arena of dialogue about 

matters that caused conflict since the 16th century, however, in the same breath I must say 

that the outcome is disappointing so much so that a new word such as “differentiated 

consensus” had to be created to try and make the JDDJ more acceptable.  

Rinderknecht (2015:70) admits that differentiated consensus has failed to convince those 

who were not part of the conversation during dialogues. Rinderknecht (2015:314) further 

argues that the weakness of differentiated consensus is the fact that ecumenical consensus 

is always done on behalf of the wider church. Therefore, those who were not party to the 

dialogue is than challenged to compare the results of a dialogue with their own 

denominational tradition and confessions. Hence, we find so many people who oppose the 

JDDJ because they have not been part of the process reaching a differentiated consensus. 

I agree with Rinderknecht (2015:33) when he states that the underlying assumption of the 

critique of those who oppose the JDDJ, have expected it to settle the conflict with declaring a 

winner and to demonstrate that Trent or Lutheranism erred. That, in my view, is a natural 

expectation and those who oppose the JDDJ should not be blamed for that. Instead, the focus 

ought to have been on the achievement of the differentiated consensus. If any, all that it has 

achieved is that the protagonists are now civil towards each other. Otherwise, everything else 

have remained the same. It is like a situation where the parties have agreed to disagree. There 

is still no communion between the parties. Differentiated consensus failed to take us forward.  
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7.7 The Achievements of the JDDJ 

The JDDJ is not the first ecumenical agreement concluded by Lutherans. The Barmen 

Declaration was concluded in May 1934 by Lutheran, Reformed, and United churches with 

one accord in a confession of the one Lord of one, holy, apostolic church. In 1973 the 

Leuenberg Agreement was ratified by Lutheran, Reformed, and United churches as well some 

pre-Reformation churches such as the Waldensian Church or the Czech Brethren from several 

European countries. The Meissen Agreement between the Evangelical Churches in the 

German Democratic Republic, the Evangelical Church in Germany and the Church of England 

was signed in March 1988. Then in 2007, post JDDJ, we witnessed the inter-church agreement 

between the Evangelical Lutheran Church in Germany and the Evangelical Lutheran Church in 

America. What is fundamentally different between the above agreements and the JDDJ is the 

level of clarity in them which is absent in the JDDJ. Last but not least, there is also the Canberra 

Statement adopted by the World Council of Churches in February 1991. This statement is an 

agreement on visible unity which is clearly defined in the statement. The LWF had clear 

examples in these agreements in terms of formulating the specifics required for visible unity, 

and yet they failed and instead produced a vague agreement when it comes to the issue of 

visible unity in the JDDJ. The agreement between the Evangelical Church in Germany and the 

Evangelical Church in America presents a sample agreement for the highly fragmented 

Lutheran churches in Southern Africa.  

The LWF and the RCC has been in dialogue since 1965 but it was rather low keyed and not 

widely publicised. The JDDJ has put ecumenical dialogue squarely in the public domain. It 

definitely attracted the attention of significant role players hence we saw the Methodists, 

Anglicans and Reformed Churches endorsing it. It has also taken the sting out of 16th century 

conflict in that the interaction between the parties are cordial and civilised. However, it has 

also exacerbated the conflict within the RCC which was triggered by Vatican II.  

I believe, if nothing else, the JDDJ has laid the foundation and paved the way for future 

dialogues. Here I want to cite as an example the conclusion of “From Conflict to Communion” 

and “Declaration on the Way, Church, and Eucharist” between the RCC and the LWF. The 

current dialogue is not restricted to the RCCC and the LWF and the doctrine of justification. 

Briggs (2005:1) wrote in an article titled that “One by one, the battle cries of the Reformation 

that have divided Christians are losing their emotional power.” He bases this statement on 
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the dialogue between U.S Lutheran   and Roman Catholic theologians who concluded an 

agreement on Sola Scriptura reflected in a statement “The Word of God: Scriptura and 

Traditions.” 

It is interesting to note the different dialogues and dialogue partners which those Lutheran 

churches, who are not associated with the LWF, are involve with. The International Lutheran 

Council (ILC), for example, had several dialogues with the Pontifical Council for Promoting 

Christian Unity (PCPCU). The LWF, ILC, and PCPCU also had a multilateral dialogue. Even the 

Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod (LCMS) is engaged in talks with the North American Lutheran 

Church (NALC) and the Anglican Church in North America (ACNA).  

The ecumenical winds of change continue to blow. Different denominations which once were 

hostile towards each other are now talking. 

7.8 Conclusion. 

In his article “The Reception Process: The Challenge at the Threshold of a New Phase of the 

Ecumenical Movement” Pottmeyer (1996) discusses the concepts “koinonia/communion” 

which, according to him, describe the form of Christian unity and “dialogue and reception” 

which describe the way to unity. He is of the opinion that dialogue in truth with one another 

to achieve a more complete reception is the way to full communion (see Pottmeyer 1996:1). 

According to Cardinal Cassidy, reception is one of the biggest challenges facing us today 

(Pottmeyer 1996:2). Konrad Raiser, cited by Pottmeyer, offers the following as a reason why 

reception of results of dialogue is difficult: “The path thus far travelled in the ecumenical 

movement have taken the separated churches as their starting point and sought to overcome 

the division by convergence and formal agreement.” Pottmeyer states that during the process 

of dialogue, the parties realise that the reasons for their separation was caused by 

misunderstandings or historical conditioning and therefore no reason for their separation 

(see Pottmeyer 1996:2).  

Pottmeyer (1996:2) states that according to Raiser 1  the process of reception will never 

advance as long as individual churches evaluate declarations of convergence in light of their 

 
1  Raiser made these statements in Una Sancta for 1996 
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official teaching. They continue to protect their own identity which distinguishes them from 

other churches. Raiser is of the opinion that churches need a “conversion,” a change of 

attitude.  

I clearly hear the voice of Rinderknecht (2015:12) when he says that if unity in difference is 

not possible and theologians continue to repeat their traditional confession during dialogue, 

there will never be consensus. However, Nürnberger asks the question: Can unity be based 

on consensus? Firstly, we will not always agree, so total consensus is unattainable. Secondly, 

it should be about unity and not about consensus. That unity which Jesus prayed for in John 

17:22-23. But that unity is only possible when we emulate Jesus by the unconditional 

acceptance of the unacceptable. 
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