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ARCIC- I I 4 / 1 (8 3 ) 

Mutual recognition of separated ministries and c r1urcnes 
H ~NRY CiMDVIICK 

provisional and preliminary 
1. In this short,fpaper for ARCIC II it is assumed t nat our convers-

ations are not much interested in superficial generosities and 

courtesies between acquaintances who intend to keep their distance, 

but are engaged in a search for fraternal recosnition based upon 

unLty 01 ±a1th in the gospel mediated tnrough word and sacrament. 

We need to ask how difficulties specific to tne ordained ministry 

can be correctly stated and properly resolved. But the reconcili-

ation of mtnistry is evidently a question that asserts a primary 

place on tne agenda wnen community rivalry is already in process of 

bein~ purged away and when tnere is alread~ a ;:,rowing coo vergence 

in understanding coocerni ng eucharistic faith. ~e cannot usefully 

address our minds to the pain caused by restrictive rules about 

mixed marriages and bJ negative decisions on minis~erial validity, 

which are both symptoms rather than causes of division, until it 

is reasonably clear that in princtple a road towards unity in 

the one Lord of the one Cnurch is open for us to rollow. In other 

words, our task may be seen as tnat or ensuring tnat conteotions 

about peripheral ma t ters do not obstruct clear vision in the central 

quest Lohs. I venture to put this at tne beginlling of the paper 

because experience sno·:,s how few anglicans and Roman 0atholics 

perceive the symptomatic rat.her than causal nature of disputes 

about va,l.idity of orders. It is very coaamon to meet An_licans 

who take it for granted that Apostolicae Curae in 1896 was intended 

to be as painful as possible, who are aware that it no~ only remain~ 

'on the statute book' but l s enforced by aut~ority - witn ren ewed 

vigour since Arcncishop Coggan's request for Intercom.munion in 1977-

• and who think it axiomatic that 'Rome' cannot be seriously 

interested in any rapprocnement witn those in communi on with the 
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see of Cantertury s o long as the present policy remains official. 

1n the i r eyes the operat i ons or' a.RCIC are hardly to be tai{en 

ser1 0us ly . On t ne otner side of tne garden heJge I meet very 

tnoug,htful English Roman Cab.holies who would be delighted to see 

liumaoae Vi. t ae cancelled cut horrif led if .Apo~tolicae Curae were 

w 

to be removed . 'iith tne sple!J.did conf idence ·oorn of heart-warming 

renewal in i.nglana during the last twenty years sinGe Vatican II, 

tney feel t hat tne policy of total rejection of An0 lican ministry 

" is tne very ra1son d 'etre of Roman Gatnolicism la tne UK . To 

c oncede or compromi s e at tnis point would prejudice the distinctive 

oel1-cons c1. ousness or' tne RC community as representing the • authentic rejec t ion of secularism (with wnich some o1 tnem feel 
~Efu.D 

Anblicanism is ,by tne law of its ,ori~ins,a compromise), tne 
' 

true voice of a c ourageous moral stand e. ~ . on abortion and 

birth-contro l , and the ortnodox teacning Cnurch which Knows how to 
~ 1..iate r 1al neretics a re anotner matter.) 

deal with formal heretics within the f old~ un bo th sides, 

t nere1ore 1 tnere are many - prooably more than we think 

r or waom tne iss ue 01 ministertdl validity is virtually tne 

t oucns tone or neart 01 tne ec~menical pro olem. I t is like the 

UElY boil on the nose ; out cured more by penicillin in tne stomach 

tn~n by antiEeptic ointment s externally a J plied. • 

• 
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2. The church nistorian is mucn ~ware that disputes about 

ministry are a frequent 3CcomJ animent of tne suspension of 

eucharistic co!D.!tunion. This phenomenon arises from the inter

action of two tneological pr LnCLples, and of tne effect of 

practical division upon the way they are developed • 

.3. The first 01' these princjlples is that tne ordained ministry 

can have no proper existence apart from the Church in which it 

is called to exercise its function and 01fice. Tne second is 

that the gift of God's grace through word and sacrament is not 

created by, or dependent for its objective reality and 'causality ' 

upon, the meritorioas disposition or godl.Y state of feeling of 

• either the minister or even the recipient, of the sacrament. 

• 

In situations of eucharistic separation, quite different position! 

will be adopted in accordance witn tne priority of the first 

principle over tne second, or vice versa. ·rne baptismal contro

versy between Cypr i an and ~ope Stepnen turned on "tne validity of 

bapti sm received througn a scnismatic clergym°'1. Cyprian stands 

oL the first princ iple: granted that there is no salvation outsid• 

the Chu cch, the ark of salvation, the sacraments of both neretica. 

clergy and orthodox schismatics are equally null and void. 

Stephen answers him with the immemorial tradition of the Roman 

community that returni~ d1~senters are to be received by 

layin6 on of hands as pen Ltents (L .e. in the same form as 

in confirmation). •ro reiterat-e baptism is to fail to respect the 

majesty 01 Christ's name: i.e. it is his sacrament, not the 

m~nister ' s, as Augustine summarised tne matter ,Tr.Joh. 5 ,11). 

"' Be ware of 'quod ministri, tot baptismata' (Tr.Joh. 6,6); Bt Paul 
I spoke of mygospel, not of IIlJ baptism. Therefore the question to 

be asked is not whetner tne right sort of minister conferred 

the sacrament , but whether tne sacrament has been Biven as God 

• wills in water and in true faith in the name of tne Trinity. 

Validity and efficacy depend on G, d, not man: ex opere operato, 

non ex opere operantis (Ln 12th century language). 



(rt may b•. noted tna t in .t?ope St ephen ' s wa:i of r e cone U i.nei; 

schismatics by l a:y ing on of hands, tne re i s an ambi~ui t .:, ~ i. t 
~ 

is declared bJ Stepnen to be the receptLon of a pen i t eb t , r e s tored 

to co t.murnhnn a! ter a period 0 1 dis c L.l,>l .nar y exc lu s i.on f rom toe 

eucharist. But the contemporary anonymou s De Rebap t isma t e snoNs 

that this lay in~ on of hands is also understood to be Cont i r:nat i. on. 

'l'he two formulas in tne Gelasian sacramentary f or rec one dints 

heretics baptised outside the Catnolica are identical ~itn the 

prayer at the laying on of hands in Coni'irmation. ·f n e f act t hat 

imposition of hands may bear rnore tnan one meaning r ep.fpea r s i n 

modern proposals for reconciling separacea ~L a istrie s by ~utual 

layinc: on of hands, wnere tne one act s i~nif ies botn penitenc e • 

and reconciliation, botn toe overcoming ot past d iv i. s Lon ana tne 

invocati on of the Spirit ror tne colil!Il i s sion r or to~ r uture .) 

• 

• 
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4. Augustine brings a necessary qualification to this stress on 

• the objectivity of sacramental efficacy. ·rhe personal holiness 

of the minister may be less than is desi.rable and the f'aitn of 

the charcoal-burner recipient may be falterin8 and flicKering, 
. . • \.,..., .. ◄,. J,,..")-' 

• 

but subJect1.vely the m\.nister, /must at least intend to do what the ,. 
Churcn does. Total insincerity becomes _invalidating. Baptism 

is not valid if caricatured at the music hall. But ir the recipi

ent is insincere in his vows, august~ne af1irms the baptism to 

be valid, for it is an act of tLe Cnurch not dependent on how 

the recipient feels about it (Bapt. 7,102; c.Jul. 6,12).If he has 

received baptism with wilful mendacity, that is to his conaem..cat-

ion. So due form and authentLc intention emerge as tne criteria 

for validity: the minister may not do otnerwise than Christ 

commanded to be done, nor intend to do other than what the Cnurch 

does in tnis sacrament. Wherever tne baptism is received, 

provided that f"orm, matter, and intention are not clearly 

defective, that sacrament should not be reiterated. 

5. Tne problems become acute wnen tnis principle is extended 

(as Augustine extends it) from baptism to ordination 1n the 

case of orthodox schismatics. The Arrican Dona1;ists acted on 

• Cyprian's princ i.ple that mir1h,tr;, ts subordinate to ~nurch, and 

sacraments apart from tne one Churcn are inauthentic. So "t;hey 

denied all validity to Catholic sacramental acts, pollut~d by 

the apostasy of bi snops who surrendered Bibles and s~cred vessels 

in the great persecution. The episcopal succession in tne 

Catholic church was to them a diabolical counterfeit. ~atnolic 

clergy were mere laity who chanced to Know tne celebrant's 

prayer. Government support for tne Catholic churcn proved tnat 

Antichrist had come indeed. Donatists believed that at the altar 

Catholic cler6 y offered sometn Lflb unmentionable. ·.re ,.sion was sus-

f · tained by rows over mixei marriages and oy extremLst atrocities 

on the Donatist side, incluatng suicide martyrdoms wnich lef t 
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peaceful Ca'tboibics wond e r1ne; why they bore tne odium of responsi, 

b i li ty . 

5. Aubustine sought 'to overcome tne rancour by proposing a 

doctrine of the Ch~rch world-Nide wnicn made Donatism LOOK liKe 

petty regional patriotism, and by insisting on tne recognition 01 

Dona tis t orders. Nevertneless AUBUstinian principles were slow 
, 1 

to be acted on in the ensui ng centuries~ I ~ situat.1.ons of division , 

it seemed tne snort waj with dissenters to declare tne i r orders 

invali d from t he start. But in cotn East and west dist i nctions 

bet·Neen ,_. i r ferent icinds of dissenter bega n to be made. Tne uree.k 

churches took a negative view in principle of sacraments outside 

the Churcn, bu't i n particular cases cou~d relax tnis auste ri'ty. " 

After ~51 t n e Chalc edonians came to recoenise the valLdLtj of 

iJ..onophys Lte ord i na t ions, t nereoy rac.1.litat i n::: conversions to 

or thodoxy; tne ~onophjsites, a1 ter some hesitations at firs't, 

reJected Chalc ea onian orders and reordaLned conver'ts. A temoorarv 
• w 

a ltera t ion of' Cha i ceaonian policy under tne patriarcn Jann 

~cholas ticus, a trained canonist ~patriarcn 505-77 ) , p rovoKed 

orthodox protests. •rhe ,tuini sext council in ·rrullo .l 092) did not 

i nclude L~estorians an d 1ionoph,Ys 1.. tes amonc, tne neret i cs ,,no:::,e 

Pne pull o1 tne snort way decla ring or de r s are null lca n. 95). 

s eparatist or dinations null ' was nevertneless stron~ a t a ll times . 

(n Bri ta i n the tens Lons between the Celtic or Bri'tis n CnrLs tians 

and the n ewl .Y ins talled se e 01 Canterbury centred u ~on tne date 

of Ea s t er an~ ~ne t ons ure. Tne Roman parti in britain reordaine d 
Iri sh 

tho~e4who dLssented on the c owputa tL on oi ~as'ter, e spec La lly in 

tne t .Lme 0 1 ·rn eodo r e or '£arsu~ 'Nil O came 't o 6ante r t:,ur.)' w i t n a 

backe, r ound in ure eK c,qnon l aw. [n t ne med i eva l ~Jest w11enever 

pa s sion r an ni gn, tne order s 01 tne se~arated uody we r e decla r ed 

inval i d and null - nos t d r a H.a t ical l y wnen rope .ii or1nos us oi 1 ended 

t ne princes oi' Spoleto b;y cro..,ning, tne em) e r or r1.rno11l. 

1 . H. E. J . ~~¼ dreJ,' The d i s 2cminatio~ of~ t ~ u~ustin e ' s Joc trine of no l y 
order s during the l ate r ~at · t · 1 

~ .t' r 1 s 1 c a ge , 
J TS 20,l~o~ , 4 48 . 

• 
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riis corpse was exhumed for S.) 1.odical trial, ano all nis ordina-

tions declared null . [n tne rierce cam~aign 1or tne suppression 

01 simony in tne tenth and eleventn centuries, tne reformers 

declared SLmoniac ordinations not merely unc~n unical but 

wholly tnvalid, a tnesis venemently ad~Ccated by the p~ssiona te 

Cardinal Humbert and opposed by t'eter Damia.1l., Tne scnoolmen 

did not t ind that the autnori t tes of the past left t r1e.n w i tn 

any stng le view of the matter. Peter Lombard ~Sent.IV , 25) 
e 

records as one amon~ a number of opinions tnat sacraments 

celebrated accor'1Ln0 to tne for,n OI tne Cnurcn are true, ror 

the clerg,j' o1 the separatea bOO.Y d .) not lose t ,e 1Jower to ordain 

and to celebrate mass, and tnose wno nave received orders rrom 
, 

tuem are not reordalned on oetn~ reunited witn tne Cnurcn . 

It .1.as not: an opinion mucn ravoured wnen r'eeling was running, 

hiBh. In fact, a ~urvey 01 medieval and J~tristic decisions 
l.L'l~oses the co .. clusi.on that tnere was not a unanLr.ously neld 

set of principles resulting in a sin~le harmonious policy about 

t he reordination (or not' of cler!:!;y 'Rho, for one reason or anotner, 

tound themselves on the wron~ side of the divide , and tnat tne 

vehemence of r eelin~ involved was more often tnan not tne 

decisive factor. Papal rulings were ort~n contr~dictory . 

b , In the case of the Donatist/Catnolic and tne ~onophJsite/ 

Cnalcedonian splits , i. t is noteworthy that tne Af-rlca n Catl.olics 

•11ere willing to go immt.nse distances to meet tne Donatists' 

deLands ,even, at the start 01 tne colloquy or Cartna~e 411 , 

declarin~ tneLr willLngness to stand down in favour 01 the 

Donatist b1snops if the verdict 'Nent aEain!::i t them), and that 

in t he sixth century tne Chalc edonians approved virtually every 
,Jacobite) 

f ormula dear t o the Monophjsite heart . New ly puclished/::ocument s 

of the Chalced.on tan/ Monophysite coU.01uy of 532 reveal a quite 

drama tic d~gree of acceptance of iionophy s i te content Lons by 

the Chalcedonians and Justin ian . But to no pur9os e . It s eems 
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to be the normal fattern in churcn nLstory ror tne side wnich 

rejects tne validity of orders in the otner camp to manifest 

the greatest resistance to moves towards rapprocnement. 

Rejection of orders is somehow the ultimate expression of 

anger and 9.bhorrence. 

7, Within medieval Catnolic discussions, tnere was one escape 

route wnere reordination was seen to be so offensive as to oe 

so~etbin~ to be averted at any price. Tnls lay in the telief that 

the successor or· St J?eter at Rome possesses s •1cn a p ower of tne 

keys tnat he has a dispensing power. J.formally his roie was to see 

tnat canon law was strictly ooserved. But as early as St Au~usti~ 

the Pope has a quasi-i 11,perial 9.utnori t y not to enr orce canons 

wnere r i c:our will produce scandal. ihen H Lncmar in che 9t.'1 

centur;) was forced, ag9.rnst nis will, to concede to .i'•)pe Hicola s I 

the validit:, of tne ordinations or" Eboo
1

of Rei.ms (who nad supported 
I 

a rebellion against Hincmar's patron LotnairJ, ne admitted ri~ 

error in nis sacramental tneo , ogy or canoniclil j1.1rlsprudence, cut 

~ranted tne .i'ope t o have dispensin~ power to va lldat~ the invalid. 

8. 'l'ne Rer orma-c.J..on was primarily experienced, <?n -cne Catriolic 

side, as a rebellion against tne Cnurch. ·rne in L tial issue or 

i ndulBences soon yielded to that of justif ication by faith, ' 

which in turn came to taKe second place to dis9utes aoout 

the Eucharist and about .i'riesthood. ·rne i>rotestants wanted 

ordination to be more wi,Jely rj erined tnan a specific, d istinctive 

commission to c elebrate "the i.ucnari.st and to _; ronou.n,~e absolution 

to t.t.e penitent.They wanted pries tnood to be seen as t ,1at 01 tne 

whole ~nurch, within wnicn a pastoral and evane,elistic ministry 

is devoted to preachine, . .Some amonb tnem re~arded a syecific 

priestnood as a s urvival of pagan ma~ic, LI not as an anachronist i c 

continuation o1 the Levit1cal priestnood end ed b~ Cnrist. They t 
disliked claims to meaiate between God and man tnrou~h tne 

p erformance of a ritual sacrifice requL rint=, permanen1; spec1a11 sts 

• 
' 
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set apart bl celibacy as a special caste wnich may feel greater ocli~ations 

to its own members than to the communtt,> it serves . .d.mOntI, J?rotestants a wL:e 
variety 01 positions came to appear. un 18 September 1562 tne (;ounci.l of 
'fl•ent began lengtny detates aoou-c a set of disparate pro_;?usLt i.ons: t.aat all 
baptised Christians e~ually are priests, arnong wnom tne magis-crate may app

oint one as mlni ::.ter for a ti Le after wnicn he reverts to lay statJJs; tnat 
~ew Testament ministry is exclusiyely preaching, no-c specisl responsioility 
for sacraments; that presbyters have power to ordain equal to bLshops; that 
ordination is no sacrament';,,.~ invisible grace and outward si~n (CTrid.IX 5). 

9.The Trent discussion of sacraments in general <.7th session,Marcn 15-+7) 
and of ordination in particular (23rd session,1562- 63) reveals wnat variety 
01 opinion about order was f'o11.nd among tne b1snops and tneoibogians .9rese.at. 
Most 01 the long discussion was not acout the Lu-cneraa tnes es about ordinat
ion (as one delegate trenchantlJ remarKed , ~TIA 181),but on wnetner the 
a~reed superiority of bishops to presby-cers rested on 'divine r1~nt'; or if 
that oerogates rrom t.ne uni,iue divine riga:t of tne .?ope,wnose le~ates :r.earec 
tne implication that cishops receive their colillllission direct trom ~od and ic 
independence of tne iope . ·..Jn tne essential ma ',t-:r oi ordina."t:ion, cl.tferect 
speakers found it in one, two, or all tnree of unction \.prescribed. bJ Inno
cent III), tne nancing of chalice and paten lpresc~ibed by ~u1::,enius IV,l<+.5~ ) . 
aad imposition of hands . Eugenius IV's decree to toe Ar~enians placed tne 
essence of ordination in the porrectio instrumen~orum witn ~ne words 'ReceivE 
power to offer sacril'ice and to celebrate masses for t.ne lLvin~ and for t~e 
dead,in the Name of the Lord, ~men .' une tceologian ~t rren~ e~plained toa~ 
imposition of hands is inessen-c i al 
not useless'(CT IX 35J. The bishop 

Fathers, saw imposition of 
which was introduced a~out 

'thougn since tne a~otitl e s used it,it is 
of SeBovia, on the autnor~ty of scripture 

hands as essential , not tne traditio 
the 11th centurj. rhe draft be1ore the 

and tne 
calicis 
Council ~ca.non 5) anathematLsed those who say unction is not merely unnecess -

• ary but pernicious and to be despised. •fi1i.s f'orm o:i words distressed one 
delesate t8?J woo thoug.n t tne traditio calicis essential, unction ines sential 
and teared tne anatnema mignt affect his view. The Dominican ~aglio ~25) sa~ 
both unction and imposition of hands as necessary , a.ad distL .~ui.shed the 
power o1 priestl.Y order bestowed at c;ne porrectio instrwnentor•.1m, witn 

•· 
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the words 'Receive power ~o 01fer sacririce ••• ~ from the power 
su~sequently 

of jurisdiction and absolutiontonferred at tne laying on of 

hands with the words 'Receive the Holy Spirit; wnose sins you 

remit, they are remitted, and •hose sins Jou •,.:;-:::...:::.::::::~~'~ are 

retained. ' It Ls noteworthy ta.at no one at 'l'r es_ 

the view that the necessary form for ordination snould oe located 
(Exaudi nos) 

in the prayer or collect1preceding tne Surswn Corda and Preface. 
( c....'O c.a..n-. 3) " . ' 

All speakersLtake it for granted that tne _powers bes-cowed in 

ordination are given in the i illperative, and do not consider 

that the form ought to be precatory. The question simply did not 

The Tridentine fathers assumed wnat everyone of the time arise. 

assumed; 

Ordical. 

the same assumption evidently moulded the English t~ 

·rhat assumption first began to be overthrown with 

the magistral work of Jean Morin, Commentarius de sacris ecclesiae 

ordinationibus (ParLs, 1655), Morin meticulouslJ studied all 

known ordination rites in the universal Cnurcn and observed 

d ifferences between eastern and western usages. He concluded t nat 

tne i1I.pos 1tion of hands and appropriate praJer are cons-cant 

for all orders and of dLvine LnstLtution, while o ~her ceremocies 

are 01 ecclesLastical Ln~titution and variable in tLme ana place; 

yet tne omission 01 the latter on private initLative a ~ainst 
0 

the autnority of the Churcn may surfice to render an ordination 

not merely illicit but even invalid, and the Churcn nas power to 

derine conditions of validity. ~orin saw that 'validity' is not 

a wholly objective concept, and that what is accepted as valid in 

one community at a given time and place may be deemed invalid in 

another context. 

10. More recent Catholic tneology has moved wholly away f rom the 

notion that the nanding over of chalice and paten, witn the 

accompanying words 'Receive power to offer sacrifLce ..• ', is a 

necessary con tituent of ordination to the presbyterate. Pius 

XII' s ~acramentum UrdLnis (ju November 
rules tnat 
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tbe matter in ordination is the imposLtLon of hands (in silence)
1 

while the form, indicating the power of order and the gr::i.ce of 

the Holy SpLrit is found Ln the preceding Preface, nae in the 

imperative 'Receive ••• '. For tne endilld, oi' controversy, it is 

ruled that the nandi.ng over of cnalice and paten is no necessarJ 

ceremony. I leave to Fatner Yarnold and otners to trace the 

developments of the present day. 

11. Trent and the Counter-tl~formation were faced with so 

radical a challenge to traditional eucharistic formulations and 

concepts of ministry that no question of recognition of protest

ministry could arise. But tne conservatism oi the English 

Reformation presented intricate problems. fne preface to 

the English Ordinal emphatically affirmed tnat the tnreefold 

ministry, which ha~ existed since the apostles' tLme, was one 

to which no one could appoint hLmself, and tnat this ministry 
( ' was being continued. The matter consis~ed Ln tne la.Ying on of 

hands. Unction was dropped. Tne !arm at tne ordinations of all 

three orders was Ullderstood to be in the imperative: e.g. 

at tne ordination of' priests t.ae coHect 9ra;y s for tnose 'now 

called to t.ae ofr ice of priesthood' that tne_y may be replenished 

'w:ii.tlh the truth of tny doctrine and adorned witn Lnnocency of 

life ••• ' but the conferring of tne powe~ of order is imperative: 

'Receive the Holy Ghost ,f,.,r tne office an-J wor.K of a priest in 

the Church of God, now committed unto tnee by the imposit i on of 
l 

our hand~, Whose sins thou dost for~ive, tn~) are for~iven; and 

whose sins thou dost retain, tney are retained. And be thou a 

faitnful dispenser of the word of God ana of nis Holy Sac raments; 

in toe name ••• ' ·roe newly wad~ priest is tnen nanded a Bible, 

••rake tnou Autnority to preacn the word of God and to minis-cer 

the holy ~acraments in tne conbresation wnere -cnou shalt be 

law!ully appoinced tnereunto.' 

r f . The bracketed "'ords and a s i.rn Lla;- clau,::ie in the o.c ie r l'or bl shops w~re 
~~ded in 1661 to avert prescyterian claims tnat bisnoos an~ presbyter s are 

equal. l So the contem12o rar,Y evi.dence o! H.Prideau.x:.) ·l'nere ,nay also nave 
teen a .,.,i sh to counter noUJan Ca'tuolic criticisi.aJ to wni.ch Brdillilall (o.-..8.:..) 
replied tta t the old 1orm was identical ~ith t ha t i ~ the Pon~ifical: 
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· ssion to celeorate the Eucnaiist 
12. The rite conf ers tne com.mi · 

ifies (as the Roman Pontif Lc~ 
I t nei tner denies,nor particularly spec \ 

· d1· st1· nct1·ve to prie5tnoo does),that what 1s d .l·s tne power to offer 

in the euchar1st a sacrifice for the wnole Cnurcn. 
'l'.he masterful 

· t ground for 
1 . t ~tapleton tnougnt it a sufficien cont r overs i a 1s .... 

(. 

thl· s r;te to be invalid that it was not t n.Lnk i ng ordinations by ~ 
) 

t n e Roman ri t e. He a 
0
d not ar:!, ~e a bout details of form and 

intention . Ht was or course ri~ht in thi.nKin~ tnat tne moving 

ecclesia stical m.Lnds in t ne .Ene;lisn .1.\eformation , in so far as it 

was not j ust a polit ical necessity imposed on tne ~nslish ~overnment 

by its amoitionsto get papal jurisdictLon out of England and 

to be i ndependent or bot h Franc e ana Spain ) wanted the mass not 

to be a propitiatory ofr eri ne oy tne celebrant on benalf of a 

pas sive con~reBat ion but an a ~tive part Lctpa tion wnere all 

communicants snare in tne sacramental bodyand blood of Christ, once 

sac r iriced for our r ed emp t i on. The papal excommunication of 

Elizabetn in 1570 was answered by tne autnorisation of the 39 

Ar t icles of 1571 1enyinl F,oman jurisdic t i on i.n England ( art. 3'?) . 

lbe a rticles also associ ated tne Cnur cn oi .C::ne;l and witn -ine .t1. eformat

ion at two poLnts 01 eucnaristic doctri ne : i.n re Jec ting t he term 

~rans uostant i a tion as as annintla , Lon or tne me tapnysica l substance J1 

01 tne bread and 'Nine and t nereror e a t r ansior mation or the s i g:i i nto 

the tning, sie,ni.l°Led without remainder; and in ecnoing Melanchton' s 

censure or tne notion l,. not, Lt must be sai d , cnarac teri s ti.c of 
.Lieuie val euchari s t ic t heoloe,:,, a.ud , in trut.1, a t i1eol ogi-:: a l u1an of 

s t raw) t hat the onc e f or all sacrifice of Christ atoned for 
oriBinal sin , wnile the ma s s i s a ~rop~tiator y oi1erin

0 
for the 

re11issi on or" the pai n an<i suilt of actual sin , art , 31, f oll o.11ine; 

tne Come ~sio Au~ustana and its Apol ogy ) . So t ne s ilence of the 

i:..nc:; lish Ordinal aoout tne orferiab of sacrilice for t ne l i vin:s and 

tne dead mountinBl J emerged a s a c ruc ial i ssue, Ln whi ch eacn s i ae 

seems co have misre~resenterl the otner . In RC e;y es , tne 

n~~l tcans were under lR1nglL3n i nrluence : ~ef ec t s i. n t ne 0raina l 

• 
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re sulted 1rom 8tsbelief in tne Heal rresence andfrom ~uritan 

pressure to sa~ that epis copate and presbyterate are i dentlcal 

ranks 01 ministry. Bramhall aescrites An~lican oellef ae faith 

that the sacrifice o1 the eucharist is identical with tnat of the 

Cross, not a new meritorious satisfactLon or new supplement t o 

t.ne merits of ehrist' s Passion: 'ile do read Lly acknowledge an 

eucharistical sacrifice of praJer and 2raise; we profess a 

com:r.emora tion of tne sacri1' l ce of the Cross; and t.u the Langua~e of 

Roly Cnurcn, tn1nes com.~emorated a1e related as i f tne~ were then 

acted •••• ~e acKnowledse a tlepresentatton 01 tnat Sacrirlce to God 

the .L'a ther, we acknowled ge an Impetratio.a'pf tne benef' it of it, we 

maintain an ApplLcation of its Virtue. cio nere is a Co!llluemorative, 

Impetrative, Applicative SacriILce. upeaA distinctlJ and I cannot 

understand what ;you can aesire more.'~ t/orKs, ed.1677, ~i • .35-6 cf . 255 , 

' I n the holy ~uchari s t OUF consecr ation is a repetition of that 
which wasdone by Christ,and now by him tnat consecratetn in tne 

person of Cnrlst; •.• Likew Lse La Epi scopal consecration ... In 

botn consecrations Cnrist nimself is the cnief consecrator st1lL. 

Then ii power of consecration be notnLnb else but power to do that 

which Christ did and ordair.€d to be done, our priests want not poweJ 

to consecrate.' It was a claim that En~lisn Ro~a.n Catnolics 

could hardl;, be .keen to ad.mi t. ·.rne anglicans r esolutely 

aIIirmed tne validity of Roman ~atnolic orders and did not reordain 

unless there were ver ;;- serious douots inci eed. ·rhe Raman ~athol ics 

regarded Anglican orders as null and t nerer'ore reordained con-.ert 
l 

clergy, tr.ough not without douots and nesitations su11lciently 

widespread to maKe Apostolicae Curae a felt need in 1896. 

1.It will be recalled that amon~ ~rench theolo~ians, . 1723-32, there 
was a vigorous debate about the val tdi t.x of Anglican orders ,,, i th 
Courayer for and Le quLen against. Both that con~rove~sy and 1tne 

debate or the 1890s ha~ as tneLr backgroun~ h?p7s ~or fea~s) of 
•~placing a Catnolic policy of convert cng 1~d1v1d~al Anl!,lica.I?-s one by 

t e with ~ progra.mm~ f'o~ 'corporate reunion by s tm:,, ly rem0v 1.as the 
.rrier 01 excommuntcatLon. 



■ 

14 

who felt the hurt tney were ln tended ~ o 
13 . ~he An~licans, however, 

· se val Ld ltj in tneir orders, soon ~, 
feel by Roman refusal to recogn.1 

... he sa,ue si tua t LOil in relatio:, to 
f~und themselves io virtual!~ u 

. the 
In 1061 tnose who came to power in non-episcopal cnurcnes. 

restored Church ot England did not easily forget tnat during 
th

e 

Commonwealth tne Presbyterians and Independents had Killed the King, 

executed the Archbishop of Canterbury, proscribea episcopacy as if 

tne thin end of the Counter-ueformation wed~e, and persecuted 

· those who continued to use the BooK of' Common .Pra;yer. .ii'i-:: llows 

of Oxford and Cambridge colleges bad been turned out to starve. Now 

their friends were in control again . To make it clear that episcopa ,a 

ordination •.11as essential infhe Church of Ene,land, 1;hey modi1ied tne 
w 1..~u., 

wordins 01 the preface t o tne urdinal to make this unambi~uous, a nd 
~ 

tnereby ex:)erienced tht exodus of Baxter and o~ner ~resbyterian 

ministers who could not accept reordination sLnce it implied 

some l ack in their previous ministry . 
I • Arcn t L~nop Bramnall sougnt 

to c omp rehend tne se mini s ters by inser~ing into tneir Letters of 

Orc ers a clause declarinB episcopal orct ln~tion n J t to i~p ly 
( 

the invalidity of their previous ministry but to be supplemental, to 

comply with the canons, to heal schism, and to remove a 41 doubt from 

the 1aithful: In other words, the reordination was Ln effect being ' 

interpreted as a cond itional or supplemental sacramenta l act. The 

ex-presbyterian minist ers were not being treated as rebe llious 

sch t ~matics, but as authentic ministers of the Gospel who, tnrough 

tne i mpositL on of hands, were bein~ rec eived lnto commun i on wtnh 

tne hi s toric episcopal order. 

14 . Catholic t heology i s l amilia r witn tne pr actic e 01 cond itional 

captis m where there i s doubt or hesita tion. ro extend thi s co noly 

order is sim_p licit:, it self. ·roe An~licans oi t ne l a t e 17t h cent ury 

were powerf ul lJ att r acted ty this path a s a n approach to tne 

1onconf ormist mini s t ers wh os e departure f rom t ne Churcn oi England 

• 
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had been rooted in their inabilit~ to tnink their non-ep ~scopal 

ministry deficient. In 1689 a commission was appointed to propos e 

revisions in the Prayer Book to facilitate compreneosion, and 

considered a suggestion that non-episcopal ministers be o!'fered 

conditional ordination witn the impli~ation toat their present 

ministry was not deemed null and void, yet so.:netning was 

~eeded for its fuller perfection. 'rne commission's labours came 

to nothing, but evoked from William Beveridge tne prescient warning 

that such language ran the risk of equivocatio~ - toe ordainer 

believin~ tne previous ordination to be in fact invalid, tne 

ordained believing his previous 

15. Conaitional Ordination can 

separated ~inistries only if tne ordinatLon to whicn doubt a~tacbee 

was by a bisnop in aue succession it mi~nt ~erna~s te as~ed li 

~on Hincmar's princtples) a restoration ofc.coaununion bet•Reeo 

Rome and Canterbury would be racilitated oy toe dispensing power 

of the Apostolic See . But in reconciling episcopal and non

episc&pal m.nistries it is not easy oo see how or ~nere any •Jis9eo

si.ns power can be found within the normal frameworK of traditional 

theology of the sacramerit of order. This proble1a has beset regional 

church union s ~hemes wnere ~nglicans and non-episcopal churches 

have come to~ether. [n toe Gnurcn of South India all mt uisters 

were accepted as equal fro~ tne day of inau~uration i~ 19~7, but 

it was pledged tnat no m_nister not episcop~lly ordained would be 

forced on a congregation not convinc~d oi the sufficiency of his 

orders; all new bisnops accept consecration in tne his:oric 

success ion; cler!!,y ln the threer'old ministry are ordained und e r an 

Ordinal which stands out for its exceptional mer.i. ts. 1~evertheless 

tne temporary presence oi' ministers wltnout episcopal ordina tion 

troubled some, and th~ Lambeth Coruerence or 1946 as~erl that 

in future unions the mLni s try oe united 1 L'Om the s tart. c~ont:rovers:, 
in lnglanJ a bout s .rndia d 

nad been l L 
v Sive a~d ;n3slJn~te.) 
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16. Since the ministers of non-episcopal churches re~ard • 
Wn. 011,", ne ..,.ative jud ~ment on the su1'iiciel\-..~ 

1 episcopal ordLnation as a o 

• · .\nglican side eolscopal ordin-of their ministry, and since on tne n. • 

ation is necessary, the prov LS ion of a unification rite is taxing 

be Unl· ted 91· mply by mutual i mposit ior and difficult. Can ministries 

of hands with prayer·: It would then be understood tnat tne prayer 

would be to God to ma~e up whatever LS lacK1ng in tne orders ceing 

reconciled. It wouLa not be reordination, out a si_n or mutual 

acceptance and validation. In 1975 the Groupe des Dombes 

(Roman Catholic and Reformed from France and Switzerland) pro~osed 

reconcili 1tion 01 minis,;rles by mutual layin~ on of hands on tne \\°' 

e~press understanding that on tne Catnolic side this would mean 

ordination witnin tne normal episcopal succession but not a 

rejection of the substantial reality of' ministr:, in tne neformation 

churcheswhcse value LS manii'ested C.) its fruits, wnile on the 

.i?r·otestant side it would sibnify reco5niti.on of tne reality of 

the ministry of word and sacraments in tne Catholic cnurcn. (See 

Modern Ecu.118.lilical Documents on tne Minisi;r.y, .::>.i?0t( 1975).It must be 

s tre s sed that tne Groupe des Dombes had already ~one 1ar towards 

mutual recognition in eucnaristic faith. rnat tne fre ~cn Protestant: 

were able to put theLr names to ta~ pr o~osals is 1n 1tseli a 

s i gnificant breaking of t ne ecumenical ice. Tne Dombes proJ osals 

avoid all su _~est ion of supplemental ordination. It is presupposed 

tnat tne Reformed church i s not witnout tne apostolic succession 

but lacks the fulness of the sign of apos tolLc succession. 



• 
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17. Supplemental ordination is not easJ to def Lne preci~ely. 

It had some vogue in Engli sn discussLons about 19~7-'+6 . I ns 

presupposit , on is that t oe divided state of tne Crrnrcn limits 

all ministries: An~lican priests can minister only Ln An~lLcan 

churcnes, 1~1etno<iis-cs in Methodist c,1urene:::;, etc. Diviston cnaKe s 

all ministries limited, relative to tneir own com!1.iunitJ· , ;ind 

therefore imper1ect. Could union be brou6nt aoout between 

two ecclesial bodies i! all tne ministers of one wer~ to 

receive ordination, in the cus-comarJ Iorm, at tne hands or tne 

other, and vice versa? This would at least nave tne merit of 

expressing tne ctifr erent 1md.erstand Lnt.,S oi min Lstr.Y and or11er 

that the two bor.ies may well nave. Or woulct it be correct to 

interpret the supplement a~ consi s ting in j urisdiction r atner 

tnan in tne grace and power ot order? ·.rhe rnain difficulty, 
(_aj 

clearly, is to reconcile tne convictionAtnat in ordination 

tbroue,h a bisnop in due succession tnere is a valid act 

entaili!la permanent consequences f~r tne pe rso~ ordained, 

Wi tb the notiorP\nat Ghrist' s comm LS S Lon sornenow needs to be 
"' 

supplemented b) some administrative ecclesiastical formula. 

Therefore tne tendency since tne Lambetn GonI' erence L9-+8 \_.A1hich 

sharpJ.y criticised the not ion 01 aupplemer!tt1.l ordinQ t 1.00) has 

been to leave as undef ined as possible wnat is bein3 conveJed 

rrom one side to the a .her in toe act of reconc ~l La tio~,other 

than mutual recognit Lon and acceptance. 

18. 'rhe union 0 1 cnurches in Nortn Inrlia and Pa.t<:Lstan in 1970 

was brou3ht about through a rite ~or un111c~tion 01 minis trie s . 

Tne rite began w itn a state1r,ent of im;entlon to unite t he 

muii s trie s , and to continue tne threefold mintstryi with a 

declarati on that tne HolJ ~pLrLt h~rt used all tne ministries , b ut 
n, "-t.-.4.l 

separation had orou~nt lim1ta tioni now bJ praye r and / layin~ on 
C f\. 

01 hands ,on r epresentative s) tneJ as.t<:ed God t o ~ive wnat ever 
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ijnd au~noritv ea ch rn i ont • 
• 1 e COJl!lllSSiOil ~ " c;, 1ul lne ss of Christs grac , 

, 1 ordination was ad:nitted ~ ) 
c e ed ... !lotning su15Best ing supplementa 1 
to the lansuage or the actions oi the unirication r ite . Eut 

~ ~outn India who ielt their critics ~e specially from the Cr.urcn 01 ~ 

way nad been better ) obs erved tnat the form of rite concained 

. 1·f tne An,~lican bishops all t he ele~ent s 01 epi scopal otdinat1on ; 0 

·,r;no too IC part in toe rite re~arded farmer non- episco9al mini5try 

as tnere oy validated, they were guilty 01· themselves undergoing 

a &Lna 0 1 repetit Lon of tneir own consecration to be b1snops . 

I t was an evident po i nt of wea.Kness tnat tne rite d1d not expressly 

c l a i m to be providi ng episcopal ordination. 

19 . Si :ni l a r i mprec i sions troutled tne An0 lican-~etnodist union 

scnem~ i J ~ngland wh Lc n 1ailea 1n the 1960s. rne reconciliation of 

minist r ies was t o be achieved by a unitication rite which contained 

e v er✓ essent i al element of episcopal ordination witn mutual 

1mpos1tton of nands. ·r nat is, the rite was in effect both an 

ordir.a t i on and an act or mutual commLssi on i.e.::. and recognition . 

The r it e was never described as an ordina ti on or i'Jletnodist 

min i s ters taking part, but was very obviously a cond itional 

or ainat ion, t ne cond 1ti on no~ever bein0 of an unusual Kind. 

I t was not , in e11 ect, be Lng said: ' Ir jOU nave not already l 
receiv ed or d i nation b.) c. i snops in due succession ' , but 'It' God 

requi r es epis copal ord ina t ion in due succession to confer valid 

ministrl i n t he DLStoric order ... ' Tne unificat1on rite was 

ther efore 01i ensive to Hi lY} ~n~licans and to Ansl1can ~van~elicals , 

both being certain on tue point whicn ~as supposed to be in doubt 

~thoue_h certaLn in oppos tte directLons - the ~ign Anglicans that 

it i s requi r ed , tne ~vangel t cals that it i s not ) . 0n tnis rock 

t he scneme sank . 

l 
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20. The English Covenant scnemelror uniting the Cnurcn of 

England in eucnaristic fellowsnip and ministerial order with 

tne United neformed and wetnodist ~and sJOaller) bodies avoided 

amb.tguities aoout a unificatton rite wnicn would be an ordination 

to some and a co.:nmissionLng to otners, and sou~ht to acnieve 

the goal by establtshin6 episcopal ordination ~or all ruture or-

-:dinations but deemLDt, it suiiicient for all exlstLng non-

episcopal ministries to be brougnt into communio.d.vitn tne diocesan 

bishop. This ima~inative scneme maj have surfered more rrom tne 

way ~anci tne timetable) in wnicn it was ~re:3em;ed tnan from 

defects inherent in tne scheme. ~evertneless, it was not oovious ly 

compatible witn tne Catnolic con~ep tio~ or apostolic succession 

in whicn the due succession oi btsnops and episcopal ordination 

are the sacramental siB,O and instrument. fne Covenant scaeme, 

in short, seemed t o its critics to presuppose tnat tne Courch 

01 Cnrist consists of a lar0 e numoer of cna r Ls,:ia t Le oodies, 

none 01 which is se~n t o approximate to tne one rlock unrier 

Jne ~hepherd for whicn Christ prayed, but all e ~ually true 

or equally defect ive, then comin~ to~etner 10 mutual recognition. 

le goes without saJin~ tnat apos t olic s uccession i s a ~ucn wi de r 

thin~ tnh~ ep1scopal successton, tut tne way L~ ~nich an~lic~ns 

have aiscovered t ne_r own self-derinition in cr1 e1r· ~.) ·.1 s t, espec1.a l l. 

in the per LO'J 1 rom vewa l to ·l'norndi Ke and Jonn Jo m~on, from 1 570 

to 172V, while warnin~ tnem a~a1nst 'uncnurcnLnv' non-eJ i s copal 
l 

bodies , ha s also stopped tnem 1rom thlnxLn~ tne e;iscopa l o~der & 

s uccessi on -'l merely s econdary and rl ispensatle matter. Lt was no 
C.•i ...... c-

doubt a s eriou s f~rtne r caus e of da,nas e to tneiscnem~ t i,at the 

pro;,onents had saie li t t l e about e ucfw.rLstic l a icn. 

l. As embodiment of Cnri st' s savin~ actL O~ in thl J Norld, t he Churc h 
a s sures the valldLt) of s acraillen tal acts, d o ~ J ecla Les ~lor exam~le ) 
that t~i s i s what the Church ~e~nb by Euc~arLst. ~ut N~ere div is L~n 
has come in, it ls not eas J t o 1= ua. r a.1t ee t ..1at l over t!Jere' God d ~e s not 
act,or that the Lnef ficacy of 

1

tnose
1

mi nis tri es i s 0a eta Ln. All Ne ma: 
sa '' . th 

J i s at one cannot 
act on doubt . 
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) tne uneasJ interaction 21. ·ruis paper started (para.'+ I rorn 
b~t..,een "two principles, both in themselves er1iI.)' Lnf:!; and non-controver-

sial: aJ tna ordained ministry pro;erly exercises its rlunction auct \ 

of f'ice only wi ,:;nin the one Church; \. b) God's grace in word and sacra

ment is not dependent on numan dispositions; wnicn is not to say tnat 

intention and faitn are not re~uired. We all accert tnese prinCLples 

Lut then apply them ctiiferently. As bet-'leen Canterbury and Rome, 

it seems cleartnat Rome has given ~reater wei~nt to the 1irst 

principle at l~ast in its dealings witn the phenomenon of Ang licanism, 

"Nhile Cantertury nas acted more on tne second; nei-cner perna;,s with 

strict consistency , e.g. Rolllan Ca tnol ic ::iu-cnor L t,y reco:5n is~s th~ 

valid i t;y of orders coru erred by episcopi vagantes, tno11~n 11ever allo·,v

ing those so ordained to exercise mini~tcy, wnereas Anglicanis'I! nas 

not recognised · validity Ln . ordinations by sch Lsmatic bisnops 

with valid orders who pass out of communion ·.•;i,:n the see of Canterbu\ -

anE_licar, approaches to unity have tenderi to start 1 ram stron~ affir

mation of the operation or God's grace as fruitful amonb all disc1~las 

·,.,,ho love and serve tne Lore; but 'their 'te~acio us no le. to ep LS CO_~a.l 

succession ancl ordination nas Ben':! rall,y been I el t c:,.:., non-episcopal 

churches to be incom~renensibly intransigent - as ir we nad a retisn . 
.n.nclica..cs n'3.ve not always succeeded iu corL.municati.n0 now 1:ney see 
tne episco~al order as a sign of unit~ and continuity in tne universal 

Church, and as a vehicle and. sar·e!!uard ior a.postal ic doctririe a.c.d 

practice. Episco~al succession and a_t>')Stolic succession are r..ot 

interchaneeaole synonyms, but the 1irst is a vi..si..ble and i..nrieed 

sa~ ~amental si~n to serve tne second. ~n~lican stress on tne second 

oi tne t wo principles above nas led to an oi,:;e,1 exae,gerated and 

distorted stress on orders apart from ecclesio Logy and eucnaristic \ 

faith. •rn- r aul t is part of our Aug ustinian inneri tance. 11· this 

otservation is just, it follows that in our que s t for mutual recogni-
tl"--'y 

tion of mini s try we should not get very far if we~concentrate,on old 

questi ons of the essentials 01 order, iorm, in t ention, etc. ~tnou~h 

we shall cert a 1nl.;i not be able to neblect tnemJ; ·:ie can .ot asK 

sensible que s tions aoout the ordaineu ininistr,y exceJt .Ln tne context 

oi ecclesiology and eucharistic f1:1.ith. In itom!:3.Il ~atholic e a rs, f or 

example, 'in-cercornmunion' has ~enerallJ· c cme to mean o. supe rf 1cial, 

well-meanLne; hosp itality presup_pos i.n~ "tb.a't God intend e<J ni s Cnurch t o 

consist oi numerous groups, eacn feeling itself called oy tne Spirit 

and tnen ask1.ng rival co,umunlties to acKnowleri~e autnenticitj in 

the frui -c,s of evangelistic zeal ana nolincss - ·out remaini.n t:, e ssenti

allJ s eparate in faitn, o rder, life , and worK, and not co~inb t oget~~

in 1undamental faith on suc :1 cent 1a l matt ers !:I.S eucnarist. 

1 
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22. The second Vatican council evidently regarded a valid 

eucharist as tne sine qua non for tne recognition of a community 
as Church·. It did not affirm the existence oi churcnes and deduce 

that,because the~ exist, tneir eucnarists are valid. In 1896 

that 'lfhich was understood to be supremel;y cnaracteristic and 
distinctive oft.he Catholic doctrine of priest.hood was the power to 
otfer propitiatory sacrifice in the mass for the living and the 
dead:-&' fne concept oi priestnood in the documents of Vatican II 
and otner Roman Catholic statements since tne council, in addition 
to the new liturgies and now almost universal practice of 
the congregation receivin5 communion, looks liKe a major movement 
towards rapprochement. ARCIC-I's windsor statement on eucnaristic 
doctrine, at certain poi.nts :t'Uled out in tne Canterbury saatement 
on ~inistry and vrdination, mapped out a route of consensus we 

• can travel together. Aiter lons ponde,in~ of the CDF Observations 
and other cri -cicisms from otner ·1uarcers, I re!lla i.n persua,jed 

• 

• 

tna t t:1e road mapped remains a good one, thou~n it may need s0me 
better fenc1n~ here and tnere. f wLll not restate nere consid
erat i or.s wnich r was allowe--l to print in •rHE w.ui~·rH, 11'1ay 198..5, 
but believe that some of tne necessary fences are containe,j there. 

· 1. I have been unable to discover wnetoer Ln toe debate preceding 
apostolicae Curae consideration was given to tne ~ray~r of 
Ublatlon i.n the Anglican Cornmun.ion rite i:1 tne BooK of C0 .:.,o.on 
rraJer lrepeated in Hite B oi the E~5lisn Alternative Service BooK , 
·,1;nere tne celebrant prays Goti to •~rant tnlit ,. y the merits and 
deatn of thy Son J e sus Christ and thro11~n fai.tri in nis blood, 
·1.e and all th;, ,,mole Churcn may obtain remission o.t our sins an.d 

all other benel its o.t' h LS passion. ' A substaat L ql ,.?halanx of 
17th century ans lican theoloe;ians understood these words to 
mean a plead1ne of Christ's sacrifice on benali or the wnole 

Ghurch 1 militant and in paradise , and to be applying tne be!'ler·its 
01 Chriet•~ propitiation in sucn a sense as to justify tne~ in 
arr ir.minc.. tne eucnar i st to be pro pi tia tory sacrifice - but not 
in anJ sens e an addition to or an ofierin~ independent of 

Cal vary. illhile the Cur ol ine div Lncs did not tninK •r rent, s 
euchar i s t ·_ c lanc,uage utterlJ f"el i c i tous, tney we c-e rnore dee~)ly 
-.;one erned a t out the w i tnholc t n~ of toe cup fr om trie l a L t y , Ltl 

••,h i. ch the.; .-. ere mos t r eluct:~nt to see a tni.n:::, Ln, 1 i f l'erent . 
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