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ARCIC 149

NOTES ON THE DIRECTION OF THE CORKTISSION'S WORK
ON CHURCH AND AUTHORITY AND ON THE PORINGLAND
DRAFT OF FEBRITARY 1976

By the Bishop of Ossory

Those members who assembled at Poringland in February 1976

to prepare a draft for a further stage of the Commission's
work have put us all in their debt. They have invited
comments, and these notes, though they contain some comments
on the Poringland draft, are looking ahead to the meetings in
June and August and are mainly concerned with the final form
and content of ARCIC's statement on Church and Authority.
Such comments as are made are intended to be constructive for
we are all concerned that a final statement should be as
widely acceptable as possible and should be addressed to the
real situation in both Churches and should suggest movement.

The theme of the Malta Report is movement to unity by stages.

As I have some uncertainties about how the statement should
take shape - which may be shared by others -~ I am venturing
to put something of these on paper so tthat they can be assessed
by fellow-members. These notes are not meant to be taken as
dissenting from most of the work so far drafted but as asking
questions about the ultimate form and content of the document,

its direction, commendation and reception.

Perhups it would clarify the point if the problem (as I see it)
were stated. The bearing of this on the shape and content of
a final document may then become clearer.

The subject of Church and Authority raises a problem

which has two aspects affecting the form of a future statement
( (a) and (bv) ).

(a) The Windsor and Canterbury statements dealt with shared
areas, being substantial agreement on elements basic to our
common faith. Eucharist and ministry belong to the deepest
level of the ecclésial life, experience and organic structure
of both Communions. This fact helped to create the form of
the agreed statements. The objective was to show that, in
these shared areas, there exists a substantial agreement in
faith : 'Our intention was to reach a consensus at the level

of faith.'! Because of this it was possible to assert that
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'in what we have said here hoth Anglican and Roman Catholic
will recognise their own faith.!

In respect of Church and authority the situation differs in
practice. windsor and Canterbury started from where the
Churches are - two Churches with episcopal ministry, priest-
hood and eucharist. In the present case, there may well he a
substantial or even a full agreement on the nature of authority
and its purpose of maintaining the Church in the truth of the
faith 'once ror all delivered'. see, for example, the Poring-
land document (1 = 10). When it comes to the 'exercise and

1)

a Roman primacy, we are dealing with something not shared in

implications' of authority, particularly in connection with
the faith and in the ecclesial life and structures of the two
Communions. There is a difference as between shared areas of
faith and areas where in fact a divergence of concept and
operation exists in the Churches as they are. None of us is

interested in point-scoring or past polemies but rather in
pointing a way forward from the situation as it is. The

question then is whether this reality should be reflected in

the statement, with constructive suggestions about the exercise
and implications of authority. The difference as between the
situation with regard to Churcn and Authority and that reflected
in the two earlier statements arises also from the second

aspect of the probhlem.

(b) This stems from the fact that there are and have heen two
models of authority in the Church. One model, the development
of which is described in our draft, depends largely on acceptance
of a Roman primacy in defined terms. The other., which needs
spelling out because it continues as a 'live option', is the
multiple concept of authority. In the Church of the Fathers,
the process was by way of the appeal to Scripture, to resson

and to consensus. The Lambeth Conference of 1968 noted that
'the inheritance of faith which characterises the Anglican
Communion is an authority of a multiple kind'. (Report, p.82).
The same position was steted by Lambeth 1948.2 this is the

1) According to the Mzlta Report (22), our brief is 'to examine
the guestion of authority, its nature, exercise and implications!®

2) ‘'Authority ... 1is single in that it is derived from a
single Divine source ... It is distributed among Scripture,
Tradition, Creeds, the Ministry of the VWord and Sacraments, the
witness of the Saints, and the consensus fidelium ... It is
thus a dispersed rather than a centralised authority, having
many elements wnich combine, interact with and check each other.'
(Lambeth Conference 1948, Report, pp.84-5.).
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nub of the problem as between Anglicans and Roman Catholics.

It may well be thut the momentum of our draft documents has

not yet carried us to consideration of this point but so far

we have not explicitly indicated that there is a problem for us
in respect of the exercise and implications of authority. A
suggestion can he made later ( 10 ) about this, but the problém
was seen clearly and stated by Georges Tavard in his comment
(ARCIC 141) on the St. Katharine's Schema on Church and Authority.
(For the sake of convenience the relevant excerpt is attached

at the end of these notes).

From the point of view of the form and content of a statement,
the praetical problem is, as Georges Javard points out, that
there are two perspectives, Anglican and Roman Catholic, on
authority and primacy. To acknowledge this with openness and
to propose & way forward, as does the Lutheran/Roman Catholic
statement, is important for the ecumenical potential of the
statement.

At Oxford, one member expressed the conviction that a basic
question to be investigated for the next meeting was whether,
in his own phrase., a Roman primacy is or is not 'part of the
works'. Certainly, in the mind of the Commission as reflected
in the discussion on the last day of the meeting, the two per-
spectives loomed large. (See the Minutes for 6th Sept;1975).
The fact that two members were asked to examine these per-
spectives and to prepare memoranda on the attitude of Anglican
ecclesiology to a primacy and on the Roman Catholic view of
primacy as an object of faith confirms this. Something of
this will have to find a place in what has yet to be written.
The main anxiety I have about our draft so far is not so much
with what we have composed. Rather is it that, in a document
in which Anglicans and Roman Catholics are seeking convergence
through joint examination of the subject, it somehow fails to
come through with clarity that there are problems which affect
the presentation and the substance of the document : (a) the
different effects resulting from shared areas of faith and from
areas not shared or partly shared; (h) the existence of two
models of authority; (c) the existence of two perspectives
of primacy.

The question was asked at Oxford, does Anglican ecclesiology

throw any light here ? A survey of the Anglican view-point,
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from the seventeenth century through the Malines Conversations
to Lambeth 1968 indicates that Anglicanism sees no necessary
equation between a primacy and the maintaining of the Church in

the truth and that such a primacy is not de iure divino. Today

interpretation of the meaning of this phrase has ranged from
'divinely constituted' to 'willed by God' and 'providentially
guided’. %hat Anglicans meant and mean by rejecting the term
would appear to be that they know no grounds for asserting that
such a primacy is an irreversible and essential constituent of

authentic ecclesiality. On the other hand, a brief survey
shows that they could coriceive of a primacy of order or dignity

within a strongly coyégial setting. Instances may be seen in
the writings of Field, Bramhall, Laud, Cosin, Andrewes, Montague
and Wake. The latter asserted that, in his own phrase, the
chair of Peter is preserved in all Catholic Churches}) Field's
and Bramhall's emphasis on the collegial context of primacy is
well known. The same points were made at Malines and taken
note of in the Report of the Lambeth Conference of 1968. Is
this the point of entry for the question posed in the last

sentence of the excérpt from Fr. lavard's comments ?

Mhere arc different views as to what should be the direction
of the statement. Neither Roman Catholics nor Anglicans can
be asked to reject their own history. They could however be
‘prophesied to' and invited to make history, by working out a
special relationship in communion. In view of the special
position of the inglican Comwrmunion as seen hy tne second
Vatican Council, the direction should be towards what Rohert
Adolfs OSA called 'a formula which would express the minimum
requirements for a new form of corporate unity, which I would
call colleginl communion between the Anglican Church and the
Roman Catholic Church.'

Anglicans can be asked whether they can see a role for a
renewed primacy in collegiality (cp. Report of Lambeth 1968,
pp.137-8). Roman Catholics can be asked if, in the 'hierarchy
of truths', they can visualise teaching on papal primacy as
being not so near to 'the foundation of the Christian faith'
that such a relationship is possible. Bishop Butler raised

this point in his paper 'Unity : An Approach by Stages 7!

1) Tavard draws attention to & similar view-point in Gaul in
the early Middle Ages (Papal Primacy and the Universal Church
(1974), ».210).




which was one of the preparatory documents for the Ilalta

Report. 1)
Here, the Malta Report's governing concept of unity by

stages, discussed under the heading of partial communion at
Windsor I, is extremely relevant to the present stage of the
Commission's work. Equally relevant are the limited

communicatio in sacris between the Roman Catholic and Orthodox

Churches and Pope Paul VI's several allusions to the 'almost
perfect communion' between the two Churches in spite of the

fact that Church and authority and primacy are at issue on
various levels between Rome and Orthodoxy. Even more important

2)

calls Bishop Butler's article on 'An Approach to Anglicans'

is the developing concept of sister-churches” ‘and here one re-

which contempletes the possibility of a necessary interim stage

3)

of 'collegial' relationship.

It is within the context of

the restoration of the communion of sister-Churches through a

process of unity by stages that the real perspective of Church

and authority emerges for the 'serious dialogue'.

1) ‘'Very difficult obstacles to organic unity between us remain
particularly in the field of doctrine (the papal primacy, in-
fallitility, 'modern' Marian dogmas, for instance). On the
other hand, it is common ground that 'the obedience of faith'

by which man 'entrusts his whole self freely to God' is a
personal assent to the revelation of God himself in Christ;

and that the reality of this assent may co-exist with a defective
apprehension of the material constituents of this revelation.

And it could be argued that the doctrinal differences between

our two Communions relate less to 'the foundation of the Christian
faith! than to elements in the deposit of faith which, while
important, are less important than those elements on which we
agree (cp. De Revelatione Nr.5, De Ecumenism fr.11)°',
Anglican/Roman Catholic Dialogue ed. Clark and Davey (1974),

pp. 102-3,

2) ecp. the articles in Istina (No.l, 1975) on 'Eglises-soeurs.
Implications ecclésiologiques du Tomos Agapis' (J.Meyendorff and
E. Lanne). See also the passage in his address at the
canonisation of the forty martyrs by Pope Paul VI.

3) The Tablet (l4th November 1970).







