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) Oi‘flclal synodlcal comment upon the Canterbury Sta,tement has so far
been sparing, though that whlch has been- made has beén in the main warm
and has generally endorsed the Statement '

The follomng synodlcal bodles a.re‘known to have made comments so far:

(a) The Angllcan Church. of Canade.. In June 1975 the Canadlan General
Synod .gave approvel to the Eucha.r;s _‘_e,nd M:Lnlstry Agreerients., The
: Synod recognlsed an 1dent1ty of i’al 4h: expressed in the: ARCIC documents.

(b) The Church of Engla.nd. - In. November 19714 the General Synod was
addressed by the' Roman Catholic Co—Chalrman of the Commission on its
work. The Synod gave the bishop a standlng ovation and subsequently ,
passed a motlon welcoming both Statements and commending them to the.

- study of the Church, particularly at-the parochial level. The
. - Centerbury Statement was also well received by the Convoca.tlons of
. Canterbury and. York meetlng sepa.rately"?durlng the pr
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iThe Church of the Prov1nce of South Africa. The Standing CommIttee
.0of the Provincial Synod meeting in April. last year app01nted

a committee to examine the Statement with a view to its endorsement
. by the 1976 Synod ‘ : o

The South Pacific Anglican Council. In 197h the Coun01l issued a
statement Welcomlng the agreement espec1ally in its empha51s on ‘the
total ministry of the Church in its mssion and on the part the ordained
ministry fulfils in this as a focus of leadershlp and unity, The
Council requested a recons1deratlon ‘of the Roman Cetholic decision

‘6n Anglican Orders, as expressed in: Apostolzcae Curae, on the basis
of the. new context to mlnlstry expressed by the Canterbury Statement

The Eplscopal Church ‘of the U.S. A.:In October 197h the House€ of
,_Blsh0ps received and’ endorsed the Agreed Statement and commended
it to the Church for study and evaluation, and to the 1976 General
Conventlon for such actlon as it might care to meke. The Bishops
saw thelr own falth and the falth of the Church in the document

-Th Church in. Wales._ The Standlng Commmtee of the Governﬁlng Body
;ﬂrequestedults‘Doctrlnal Commlss1on;to comment on uhe Agreed

,'affectlng the dec151or on.Ang ;can Orders made b3 ”the Roman Cathcllc
© Church in the Bull"postolzc,eﬂcyrae. ‘He'saw. he!Statement as brimgng
S the day of reconc1 atior of the Chuehes nearer. The- Pres1d1ng Bishop
‘:'01 the Eplscopal Church of phe‘U S AL expressed s1m11ar sentlments.

» On the negatlve s1de the total agreement of the Comm1331on has been
o 'questloned by an apparent dlscrepancy of, 1nterpretatlon ‘between the
. wcommentarles of. the Rt. Rev..Alan Clark and the Rev. ‘Julian Charley
‘over. the: phrase Wanother realm of the gifts of the Spirit"™ (13). The
Editorial of the English journal "Theology" drew particular attention
to this in its edition.of February 197k. Nevertheless the document has
received a generally better: assessment from Evangellcals than the
Eucharlst Statement.

ROman'Catholic Response‘*

The Vatican Secretarlat for Promotlng Chrlstlan Unity has invited
comment on the Statement from Episcopal Conferences. Distinguished
theologlans, including severel members of the International Theological
Commission, have also commented in detail on the Statement. In general
informed Roman Catholic reaction has been more speclflc in its
theologlcal criticism both positive and negdive.

. .The following Episcopal Conferences are known to have made
comments so far:
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vc»_Episcopal;Conference Of»Argentina.,'mhe Conference offered a syntnes1s
- of the views of theologlans " and generally welcomed the document asg -

positive and expres51ng Catholic doetrine, though us1ng tuntraditional

language. An absence of proper treatment of Orcder as a sacrament

vas regretted. » :

Episcopal Conference 0f Belgium. In the summer of 197h the Belgian
Hlerarchy commented favourably on the Agreed. ‘Statement. whllst posing
certain questlons. “Their comments showed cons1derable famlllavrtj
with ‘traditional Angllcan thought and it was recommended that the
document be. publlshed for study. In the llgh‘t of the Statement they
felt there was a real poss:.blllty of frultfully open 111 the questlon '
, .of Angllcan ordlna‘clona. i :

.nplscopal'Conference of“Canada." The blshops‘" WIL responses"together'v
with those of other competent” 1nd1v1duals and’ groups, went 1ntoea
comp051te set of "Observatlons" on the Statement in March 19Th

third accepted the - Statement w1thout quallflcatlon Whllst the bulk
naccepted At with” some reservatlons and a small mlnorlty regected it.
,,In general those who welcomed the document saw 1t as 8, solld

(a) L
T 'con51deratlon by the mheologlcal CommlSSlon of the Hlerarchy, ~”“”
. the Conference resolved to receive the Statement for: study, noting
'.,,that it was deserv1ng ‘6f serious cons1derat10n. They ;also ‘asked
,for clarlflcatlon both of dlvergent 1nterpretat10ns and 1n the llght

as a sacr1f1c1ng prlest.k

'_'(e) Eolsch&lConference of Ireland. The Irlsh Theologleal Commlss1on
K ‘,gwas glven ‘the task of: commentlng upon : the Statement and t8 findings
S Were accepted by the Conferénce 1n March 19Th : mhe reactlon was
‘generally favourable bua oubts Were exoressed as 16 whether 1t
. would carry the Evangellcal w1ng of Angllcanﬂsm. It was. also
N ST .ouestloned vhether ther doctrlne of the mlnlstry as’ expressed in the
AR f-‘S‘t‘,a.tem.en*l: was sufflclentlj set ina’ sacramental theology of orders.
B EE ‘The’ nature of the mlnletry as pndest Ty was felt to ‘be essentlal to
eny expression of the doctrlne of mlnlstry.. ' :

(f) Episcopal Conference of Rwanda and Burundi. The Conference wrote
to the Secretariast to say that the Statement had caused some discussion.

(g) National Conference of Catholic Bishops of the U.S.A. The Committee

: on Doctrine of the National Committee of Catholic Bishops reported
a firmly negative judgment on whether the Statement expressed
Catholic doctrine.. One. of the general - obJectlons to the document-
was that it made no appeal to the teaching authority of the Church.
However the Cormission for Doctrine, Ecumenism and Inter—Rellglous
Affairs of the FNational Conference of Catholic Bishops commented
very p051t1vely in Feltruary 1975. With considerable p051t1ve ,
crltlclsm.there was also the request for further study about the
Church's role in the abiding offering of Christ. The Commission felt
-that the °tatement opened the way to a reconsideration of Anglican
Orders. . .
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,v‘ﬁplscopal r‘onference of Zambla.' At the July 197h EplS"Opal Meetlx:g
‘approval was given to the Statement with a reservutlon on divergent
_winterpretations and a request for clarification on the priesthood

" of the faithful and the ordalned prlesthood the pr¢est as not merely
chosen to pres1de at the Eucharlst and on Apostollc Succe5510n.

Comment s by 1nd1v¢duel Rcman Cethollc theologlans naturally vary

from person to person One. of the moré 51gn1f1cant contrlbutlons

came from Fr. Yves Conger 0.P. He asked whether the Statement
satisfied the demands of the Catholic faith.  He saw these as
'ordlnatlon to an srec1f1c (spec1al) mlnlstry, in succe551on €0, apostollc
faitk, which.is unrepeatable, in the service of the unlty ‘and. harnmny
of- the Church" He saw zhese questlons answerea afflrmatlvely by .

'the Statementuquot all Roman Cathollc theologﬂens commented so. .
p051t1ve1y as Congar bat most welcomed the Statement as a. -

s:.gnlflcant adva.nce .

Natlonel Angllcan/Roman Cathollﬂ Commlss1on s Response

Naturally natlonal Ang¢1can/Roman,Cathollc,groups can be con51dered

~T"organlsatlon of conferencesﬁ

:_;The Present Work of tke Compiss! Authorlty f?"f

, v Though some work had already bee ~done on the questlon of authorlty
_,'(represented in the 'Venlce Papersf'Sectlon I) “the’ Comm1351on began its
- -work on. authorlty 1n earnest at rottaferrata, near Rome, in the autumn
.Q‘of 19Th There three sub—comm1551ons worked -on. the. themes of the New
,'Testament ‘and Authorlty,_Eccle51ology and £01non1a, Infalllblllty and
Soos Indefectlblllty. The 3ub=¢commissions produced worklng papers on these
' - - three themes which were then cons1dered by the wholé Commission. . A
.0 - pumbe¥ of 51gn1f1cant papers wére prepared for the: meeting by, individuals
- and’ groups and the Commission 1tself qomm1851oned four papers on
Authorlty in the New Testament Prlmacy, InfalllbllLty and. Jurisdiction
in preparatlon for its meeting in 1975. Durlng the Commission's
meetlng at Grottaferrata it was received in audlence by His Hollness
Pope Paul VI st Castelgandolfo. :

‘ A sub-commission met in London during the early summer of 1975

and produced a preparatory schema for the full Commission treating of-
authorlty up to, but not including, the problem of Primacy and Infallibility.
The schemsg, 1ncluded discussion of the fundamental authorlty of Christ,

the Scriptures, the baptised Christian vis-4-vis the world, holiness

-and special gifts and within the latter the particular authority of the
ordained ministry, the local churches in Synod and Council, and the
authority of the consensus of the Pecple of God. The aim was to allow

the full commission to move straight into the heart of the problem by
continuing the discussion from that point onwards. :
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v - The: Comm1351on met in. Oxford durlng the autumn and con51dered the
»comm1551oned papers and the sub-commission’s schema. The Commission split
.1n‘o two sub-comm1ss1ons, one to deal with Primacy andhthe other

In alllblllty . The first sub—comm1s31on ‘continuéd on from the preparatory
schema and dealt with Prlmacy producing an 1ncomplete draft under the

general tltle "Unity".  The: sécond sub-comm1ss1on in deallnc with
%nfalllblllty produced an 1ncomplete draft under the general title
"Truth".  Two memoranda were commissioned for the 1976 meeting, one on

the’ compatlblllty, ‘or otherwise; of some form of universal primacy with

;Angllcan eccle51ology, ‘the other on: the understandlng of the Roman primacy

as de f%de . for &.Romax . Cathollc.. Durlng the Comm1551on s Oxford
eetlng both thl Si_retary General of the Angllcan Consultatlve ‘Couneil

: "of Canterbury v151ted 1t durlng 1ts worklng

- s
- ummer. to complete -and- put together the tw’ drafts produced at Oxford
71n 1975 in preparation for the full Commission meeting in Verke: in the
18 Stlll an open questlon whether a consensus on.
*It‘ls also open whether such

: nfaln two statements Slde

q evtlon of Pr;macy"and;Infalli 111ty. xNevertheleSS'the
' ' ".'I,a common nswer o the: ba51c,quest10n as.

Jproc ss 1n alffefent ways.f_q<




