
,n~ct c ..ii 4 /z.. (b"~) 

Obstacles in the way of the Recognition of Ministries. 

Edward Yarnold, S.J. 

For obvious reasons I shall consider only those obstacles 

which stand in the way of the recognition of Anglican orders by 

the R.C. Church. In most cases I shall refer to ways that have 
,e..., 

ben proposed for the removal of these obstacles. 
/\ 

I have been 

considerably helped by a paper entitled 'The Recognition of Ministr ) 

which Georges Tavard wrote for ARCIC I. ·The pcrrot3~e oe. my paper 

The main obstacles stem from two distinct causes: 

I. the condemnation of Anglican orders by Leo XIII in 1896 

in the Bull Apostolicae C™ (AC). 

II. The ordination of women to the priesthood in some 

provinces of the Anglican Communion. 

The purpose of this paper is not to provide a complete study of the 

issues involved, but to set out, as it were, a map of the question, 

in the hope that it may help ARCIC to recognise blind alleys, and 

to plot the most expeditious course to the mut~~~ recognition _of 
- -· - -~··=:: -:::-- - ·- ·-

-· -----··-·_::,-,_. - -=-'-"--=-===----
ministries envisaged by the present Pope and Archbishop of Canter­
~ 

bury in their Common Declaration of 1982. 

I. Apostolicae Curae 

Logiually there seem to be three lines of procedure open to the 

Commission in an attempt to remove the .-0bstacle to recognition of 

ministries which is constitueed by AC. (A) It could attempt to 
l 

show that the Bulls verdict of 'absolutely null and utterly void' 

was mistaken. (B) It could attempt to show that, whether the 

verdict of 1896 was correct or not, Jt changed circumstances have 

made the Bull no longer applicable · today. (C) It could decline the 

attempt of proving either A or B, and seek an acueptable form for 

the conditional or absolute (re)ordination of Anglican clergy. 

~ would not be right to c~emn the Bull out of haad as an unwarrant-

able interfernce of one Church in the affairs of another. The 

initiative was not Leo's. The Pope was stating the simple truth 

when he explained that he had 'decided to accede to the request 

for a re-examination of the question' (AC~ 4 -CTS edition). 
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The request had apparently ~M~M originated with the Abbe Portal, 

who persuaded Lord Halifax, against the latter's better judgment, 

that the process would promote unity between the two Churches. 

t: 

(A) Was AC mistaken? 

The argument of AC is set out~~ in outline very early in the docume t 

It has been the common theological opinion - and one confirmed 

on several occasions _by the pronouncements of the Church a2d by 
consistent 

her ~MMMKMMX practice - that the true sacrament of Order as Christ 

instituted it, and therewith the hierarchical succession, lapsed 

in England because, shortly after her seciession from the centre 

of Christian unity, an entirely new rite for the conferring of 

sacred orders was publicly introduced in the reign of King 

Edward VI (AC 3). 

As the argu~ent unfolds, however, it becomes clear that the orders . 
' are considered to have lapsed, not just because the Edwardmne rite 

was entirely new, but because in its new form it was essentially 

defective in two particulars: the words used failed to express the . 
essential meaning of the sacram~ent (defect of form), and the intention 1 - --
of the ordaining bishops in the sixteenth century was not sufficient for 

I 

the vald administration of the sacrament (defect of intention).It will~, 
"" 

be seen that the reasoning depends on several interrelated arguments. 
wh;;,Je, ~ 

Ma n y at t empts have be e n ma de to sh ow that th e a 1 g , , ms 1 :i,,,l:; fa i 1 s be ca us e 
o..,ye_, unsound. 

one or more essential links in the chain of reasoning a ~IMMIM 

(a) The arg urns nt from tradition f, ham the century Rome regarded 

orders conferred according to the Edwardine Brdinal (reintroduced for 

the ordination of Matthew Parker in 1559) as invalidf. The Bull 

attaches great import~ce to this argu%nt, devoting to it about 16 

sections in the CTS edition, as compared with the theologocal consid-

erations, which are accorded about 11 sections. One is reminded of 

the decisive weight tbat tradition apparently carried i~n the mind of 

Paul VI in his decision concerning contraception. 
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Some w r it i e rs , how eve r , s u ch as Grego r y Dix ( Th e Q;u es t i o n o f 

Anglican Orders, 1944), have called in question the uniformity of the 
"' • w". 

RYC/ Church's reasons t%, dissatisfaction with A~glican orders, 
...,I 

concluding that they were condemned at different times for different 

reasons (e.g. for the removal of the tradition of instruments, which 
-

>" 
the Council of Florence con~mdered to be an essential part of th'2---

- ~ ~ ~ ~ k,~ w. /t-C.). 
the sacramental act/\ The Bull itself states that as early as the 

Gordon case of 17o4 the decisive considerations were the same as those 

which carried weight in 1896, namely the defect of form and intention 

(AC 2o). 

(b) The argument from defect of form in the Edwardine 
(ED) 

OrdinalJ. According to AC, the words used in the ED for the ordination 
r"\ 

of a priest, 'Receive the Holy Ghost', 'do not signify definitii{,ely 
'--' 

0 
the J>rder of the priesthood (sacerdotium) or its grace and power, 

which is pre-eminitently the power "to consecrate and offer the true 

body abd blood of the Lord" in that sacrament which is no "mere commemor 

ation of the sacrifice performed on the Cross" (AC 26, quoting the 

Council of Trent, On the Sacra~ent of Order, cano~ 1). The Bull 
n W-IL-4 

co~cludes that the ~i¢t~/ form for the consecration of a bishop~ 

equally defective, because 'the episcopate••• is the priesthood in 

the highest degree', and because the bishop has as a 'chief function' 
that of 'ordaining 
~~MX~M~~~I~I~~ minister~s for the Holy Eu~harist and for sacrifice' 

(AC 29). 
Q..... 

One cannot refutfa this argument simply by pointing out that in 

some rites of ordinati~ i~ognised in Catholic tradition the form has 

been no more precise than~ 'Receive the Holy Ghost'. Vague formulas can 

gain a more precise meaning from their context within the rite and 

within the life of the Church as a whole. By this token, however, 
L,\, 

the t¢ Edwardine form m~st be related to the 'native character and spiri 
f\ 

of the Brdinal, which is that of a 'new rite' which 'has been introduced 

denying or corrupting the sacrament of Order and re~udiating any notion 
So 

whatever of consecration and sacrifice' (AC 31). 
f\ 
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The argument from defect of 
U) 

form has on several occasions been 
.. t o...JC'" 

subjected to criticism. It 
{' 

has been po~nted that the theol~gy of 
,.., ~~,u..~,-.,e,... 

Vatican II and of ARCIC I have moved away from s~ e~clGGluo an ident-
the priet's ~ 

ification of the essence of priesthood with A=is eucharistic function, 
~rre.-s.s ~ s-ole.-lj 

especially when that function is ~pressed so exclasi'vely ~¼e:1:e:'-ii~d~·ffl:ii§a5°' 
}~ 

in terms of an individualApower to offer sacrifice and to consecrate. 

(ii) Moreover, AC concentrates so much on the words 'Receive the 

Holy Ghost'that it ignores the words th~t follow, in which the 

~/¢/~i~~ powers conferred on the ordinand are defined as those of 

forgiving sin, and dispetsing the word of God and his sacraments. 

It is arguable that the ED i~~t expresses here quite a full understa-

nding of sacferdotiurn. (iii) AC, in considering the native character 

and spirit of the ED, also fails to take into account the preface 

to the 1552 Ordinal, which expresses the purpose of continuing in the 

Church of England the orders ot bishops, priests ans deacons, as they 

have 8Xisted from the time of the Apostles. (I have treated points 
w 

b and c more fully in ~gl~can Orders - ~. lJa~- Foriard? (1977)). 

(c) The argument from defect of intention • . AC allows little 
tMMMM~I~ij n 

space to this argument, i~~XK~MXt~~i~XIMX~MXXXMXMII~X~X~Mtt Iterpret-
4 ~ ~ ,\ 

ations have differed, but it is probable that Leo is concerned with 
(\, 

the intention of the bishops who performed ordinations according to , 
' the Edwardine r~te in the sixteenth century. The argument then is 

that the intention of these bishops must be judged according to their 

outward actions, above all their use of a new rite 'repudiating that 

which the Church does ans which is something that bJ Christ's inst-

' ituton belongs to the nature of th'1---sacrament', i.e. the ordination 
~ a....... ~ 

o f a sac r i f icing priest • AC a ck now 1 edges that in RC the o 1 o g y a- ,~ 
=-

~ about the effect of a sacrament does not in itself~ 
prove 
MtIK~KM an insufficient intention: the minimum intention needed is 

that of doing what the Church does. Leo's argument is that the six-

teenth-century Anglican bishops were not only in error about the efect 

of the sacrament: they had also formed an intention incompatible 

with the intention of doing what the Church does. 
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The validity of this argument has been called in question on 

several grounds: 

(i) What Francis Clar~calls the 'principle of positive exclus­
(An lican Orders and Defect of Intention, 1956) 

ion as been subjected o ~r ticism, e.g. by JXJ( Hughes, Stewards 

of the Lord, 197 □). Before AC many discusssions of sacramental 

intentior{assumed that if there were two contradictory intentions, the 

stronger intention prevailed; on this premiss one could argue that 

the intention to perform the gHiIMXI~~ rite of ordination according 

to the mind of Christ must have been for the Anglican bishops a 

stronger intention than any intention of excluding a sacrificing 

priesthood, for without the first intention the whole process would 
f'~~l"'-VC2... 

be a p~iece of play-acting. The Bull, however, argwes that the int-
i\ 

ention of excluding the priesthood nullified the intention of doing 

' what the Church does. 

founded? 

Is this principle of posptive exclusion well 

Roman 
(ii) In the nineteenth century the/Holy Office decided that -baptisms perf/ormed by certain Protestant missionaries were to be 

I,,,,"' meant 
treated as valid, even though the missionaries I~lM~MMM the baptisms 

to·be only initiation-cerembnies and not means of forgiving sins. 
~ 

Why is the principle of poscptive exclusion held to apply in the case 

of Anglican orders, and not that of the Protestant baptisms? 

(iii) As we have seen, the preface of the ED expressed the int-

ention of continuing the orders of bishops priests and deac~ns which 
) 

had exmsted since apostolic tmmes. Is not that sufficient evidence 
justify 

to ~IIM~ the presumption that the bishops intended to do what the Church 
~)~ ~•S~~-L.c,e~b 

does, rather than the presumption, based on the nativ.a cbaraote--r Gt: 

the ED, tha-t the bishops were rejecting what Christ intended? 
(iv) -' 
/The reasons KMiX underlying the RC Church's insitence on the 

intention of doing what the Church does are significant. Reasons for 

this insistence can be found in St Thomas (ST 3.64.8 qnd 9): such an 

intention is necessary in order to distinguish a sacramental act (e.g. 
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baptizing a baby) from a similar secular act (e.g. bathing a baby). 

It is aMlso necessary since the minister is called to be a human ins-

trument of grace,M~MX~~X acting with human knowledge and freedom, 

and not an automaton. In .other words, a sacramental ri ta is Christ's 

action through his Churchf; for it to be the Church's action the 

minister must intend it to be such; no other intention on the part 

of the minister is essential. Can it be proved that the sixteenth-

century Anglican bishops did not have this intention? To deny them 

this intention is to attribute to them the purpose of not ordaining 
o.A ~ 

sacrificing priests, even if th'N 4-e what Chr~st intended as an 

essential element of ordination. 

(v) The argument of AO needs to be examined in the light of 

work done recently on the understand~ng of intention by such philoso-) 
J -T. N00V\.:,...v-... ( ~ ~ I:)1.3,Sol llQ....1 '.9 72.. ~ 

phers as ~X Ej. Anscombe abd E. D' Arey h&...t ~~ ~ i~ ~~""'- ~1,.1.. 

~ v~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ v~ ~~o..r---
(d) The breach in the apostolic M succession. According to AC 
it 

even if/were cenceded that the defect of form was healed in the seven-

teeenth ce~tury by the addi~ion of the phrase 'for the office and work 

of a priest' after the words 'Receive the Holy ghost', the addition 
~ v 

was made too late whep a century had already elapsed si11t3 the 

adoption of the Edwardine Ordinal and when, consequently, with 

the hierarchy now extinct, the power of ordaining no longer 

existed (AC 26). 

This view of the apostolic succession is frequently derided today as 

the 'pipe-line' theory; but to give a theory a comic name is not to 

refute it. To con~ceive ~i¢ apostolic succession in this way does 

not necessarily involve placing overriding inmportance on a physical 

chain of hand-layings; at the heart of the theory lies the truth that 

ordination is not the delegation of authority by the people of God, 

but is the imparting of authority from Christ through the Church that 

is founded on the apostlesj,cf. ARCIC, Final Report, pp. 37-38). 
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AC's understanding or apostolic succession, however, has been crit-

icised recently on two other counts. Firstt cannot be prov~d that 

before the Reformation M~IMiM~MI ordinations were always performed by 

bishops; indeed, there is same evidence to the contrary. Secondly, 

it is suggested that while episcopal ordination is the full and 

mal sign of apostolic succession, it is not the only expression 

nor-

of that succession (e.g. Dombas Group, Agreed Statement on Ministry). 

Evan if the historic chain of ordination is broken, there is some degree 

of apostolic succession in a commu,.bity's conformity to Christ in mind, 

heart and life - a conformity which must be the fruit of the Holy Spirit 

whom Christ promised to his Church)t is suggested, therefore, that in 
~~~4t...• -C 

some cases, in eluding that of the Anglican Church, even if the c~ain 
~~"\ V' . 

of ~alid ordinations -trJe~ b1111<:;n, participation in the apostolic succ-

second type of apostolic 

extraordinary route to 

ecclesiastical office'. 

(e) The Bull's concept of validity has al~o been called in quest­

ion. It is suggested, for example, that no Church has the evidence by 

which to judge that the orders of another Church are not true orders in 
a. 

th mind of God. It has been suggested too that vali~ity means no more 

than the fact of being recognised by the Church, so that validity is 

the result of recognition, rather than that recognition is conditional 

upon validity (cf. J. Coventry, in Church Membership and Intercommunion, 

ad. Jj, Kent and R(,Murray, 1973). 

(f) Recently some radical attempts have been ma~e to cut through 

AC's Gordian logic by con~sidering the link between baptism, Eucha~ist, 

' the Church and ministry. To be baptized is to be a member of Chr):lst's 

body; to be a member of his body is to have the right of receiving 

his eucharistic body. Valid baptism, therefore, implies that the 

Church into which one is baptized is a 
real Church with a real 
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Eucharist and therefore a real ministry. 
: t) p. g 

( g ) o/, Ta v a rd ( a r t • c i t • ..p fk::- 6 "6) , 

C 

t applies to 

Anglican orders the principle that 'sacraments are not necessarily giv­

en to their fullest qualitative effect•, but may admit of degrees'. 

If this is correct, the judg-ment of AC is invalidated by the assumptwo n 
~o~ 

perhaps inevitable in the nineteenth century, :ee ba:l:I:y ar·e either totall y 

present or totally absent. Consequently, even if sixteenth-cebtury 
and intention w~ 

Anglican eucharistic faith/~ seriously defective, it would not 
ordained ministry 

follow that there could be in that Church no/~t~titii aacording to the 

mind of Christ, or that the apostolic succession was totally lost. 

(h) Leo XIII stated that his verdict was to be 'now and for ever in 

the future valid and in force' (AC 40). Indeed for a while it was 

not uncommon for RC theologians to attribute infallibilty to it. 

Nowadays few, if any would go to such lengths. 
) 

Therefore, despite 

Leo's attempt to shut the door on any fubure modification of his verdic i 

it is not theologically impossible for the RC _church to admit that J t:t,,e 

S~IIX~MMX~IMXMKM~ because of the. state of theological and ecumenical 

\ understanding in 1896, Leo was simply mistaken in his judgment . 
~ 

It might help to prespare the way for this reassment if it could be 

shown that l;.:::::X-:±i:;J existed in the proces: which led up to the 
C,O,w\.~t'v<A. 

decsion of 1896. The Pope cannot be convicted of packing the ~l 
~ .e,.., . 

of peiti ~xclusively with prople prejudiced against Anglican orders . ,... 
But it would be useful to know in what form the vary varied vota of 

these periti were put before the Cardinals of the Holy Office, with 
- ~h~ 

the result that, though the commission~was divided, the cardinals 

voted unanimously for invalidity. Llera the~ presented to the 
Wo--o L~ "- 1- - ~ r;; Cardinals ~ithout distortion or prejudice? ~ 

~~~ ~~ ~~~ 
(8) It should appear from the foregoing i~~iiKt observations that 

it would be no easy task to prove that the wrong verdict was reached 
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ARCIC will not have achieved much if, while proving that 

the judgment of'certain invalidity'was unjustified, it cannot provide 

grounds for a more favourable verdict than that of'doubtful validity'. 

It has therefore been suggested that one might more fruitfully atte­

mpt to establish that, even if the verdict of 1896 was correMct, it no 

longer applies because circumstances have changed. Thus it can be 

~ that the argument from defect of form no longer applies because 

of changes made in the %HHX Drd~nal in 1662 and later; again, if the 

Anglican Communion endorses the ARCIC statements on Eucharist and Min­

istry, there will be a case for concluding that the argument from 

defect of intention no longer applies. Moreover, it is often 
bishops 

asserted that the participation of Old Catholic~, whose orders Rome 

does not question, in the consecration of some Anglican bishops, has 

repaired, or at least is in the process of repairing the breach in the 
j 

apostolic succession by the injection, as it were, of a spreading 

stream of validity within the Anglican Communion. 

This reliance upon Old Catholic co-consacrators, however, is itself 
u- attcich 

open to objection. It has been thojght to ~IMtM too much importance 

to a succession of I~MI~IM~MI bishops considered as individuals rather 

than as representatives of their churches. N~vertheless one must 

distinguish sharply between ordination received from an episcopus 

vagans and that received from a bishop of a church with which one'a 

own church is in communion. In the second case, of which Old Catholic 
of~ 

participation in Anglican~ ordinations is an sxample, the presence/ 
~~'--f'~ 

participatipg bishop does notAattach the Anglican ordinand to a chain 

of individual bishops reaching back to the apostles; he brings the 

ordinand into that part of the apostolic succession that exists in the 

Old Catholic Church, a church with which the Church mf England is in 

communion. 

All the same, many me~bars of both the Anglican and Roman Catholic 

communions feel that if Anglican orders could be recognised only on 
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such 

these grounds, there would be/a lessening of the 'legitimate 

prestige' of the Anglican Church~ as was deprecated by Pope Paul VI 

(quoted in Final Report, p. 91). 

(C) In view of the difficulties involved in trying to establish 

the fact that AC was either mistaken or is no longer applicable, the Cc 

mission may think it more profitable to attempt to find a way in which , 

to put it bluntly, Angl_ican clergy could be ordained, at least ~ 

conditions, by RC bishops, without loss of integrity or self-respect. 

( The first Lambeth Conference to be held after World War I passed a 

\ resolution expressing willingness to accept such conditional ordinatior 

"' if it would help to bri~g about reunion. Moreover, Anglicans 
4-

themselves felt obliged to make a not dissimilar r~quest of members of 
r 

the non-episcopal churches in the receint Englich proposals for a 

Cooenant, namely in the requirement that the free churches should 

present leaders for episcopal ordination at the hands of Anglican 

bishops, and in the inclusion of a ceremony which was interpreted by 

some Anglicans as a conditional ordination of all the free church 

clergy. 

Many ways have been suggested in which such a conditional ordinatio n 

could take place without implying the denial of Anglican identity. 

Soma are discussed in G/. Tavard's article quoted above; some in 

L/, Guillot, Ministry in Ecumenical Perspective, 1969. 

(a) An act of reconciliation between the two Churches could invol v 

a mutual laying-on of hands, as a sign of reconciliation, which 

would also repair the defect of catholicity which the ministries of 

each of the two churches suffer from the very fact'%at they are 

not in communion with one another. The sign could also be explicitly 
~o¥t'o\-~ 

a s a cram e n ta 1 s i g n rep a i r i n g a n y de f e ct o f ea LI i o 1 i cci t- y , s o th a t by t 1, 

means of it each church supplied as far as it was able whatever was 
r-' 

lacking to the ordejts of the other church in the eyes of God. 

(b~ The possibility that a corporate act performed by representa -
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tives might have the effect envisaged under (a) might be worth 
conditional 

exploring. Marriages have been performed by proxy. Could not/ 

ordination also be performed without the physical involvement of all 

concerned? If so, a representative actian+XM~~~XMMX~MMXM~ijijMMIMMXI~ 

tM~+ performed ,t3atl1ap~ solely by the primates of the two churches, 

or by Anglican and RC bishops in neighbouring dioceses, could be 

perhaps the sacramental sign by which whatever was lacking ta the 

orders of all the clergy of the other church was suppliedy Perhaps 
0 

the rite need not involve the laying-am of hands, but could c,P'nsist 

simply in the concelebration of the Eucharist. 

(c) The term sanatio in radice, taken from the canon law of 

marriage, is somet,.ehmes applies to the matter in question. The cases, -
however, are not parallel. In marriage, at least according ta RC the-

('"' 

□ logy, the pa~tners are themselves the ministers of the sacrament. 

Consequently to ~validate an invalid marriage it is not always necess-
-~ 

ary to r~peat the ceremony, en thQ gPeunde that the couple have already 

performed the sacramental sign, which was invalidated by other factors, 

~ith regard to Anglican orders, howeyer, the point at issue is precise~ 

f._c. ~he sicramental sign was ~J;y performed, and in particular 
(2,.-

w~her it was performed by a competent minister. It seems therefore 

that, on these considerations, Anglican orders could not be validated 

without a new sacramental sign. 

(d) Some writers have suggested other ways of supplying whatever 

may be lacking to another church~'s orders. G. Tavard (art. cit.), t 

' ' referring to Y. Congar, 'Quel~ues problemes touchant les ministeres', 

(Nouvelle Revue Th~ologigue, Oct. 1971, pp. 797-799), discusses the 

relevance of the principle Ecclesia supplet, a pastoij, principle 
~~ ~"'a--'\ 

which appelas to the salvific nature of the Church ixJ supply what may 
/\- "-

be lacking in the administration of a sacrament. Theologically one 

could justify this principle on the grounds that even an invalid sacra­

ment will be the means by which Christ brings grace and salvation 
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through the Church, provided that it is received with the right dispos -

itions. In Orthodox theology the principle of eco~omy plays a simil-

ar role. Congar suggests that, if the RC church and another church 

decide on mutual reconciliation on the basis of unity in faith , 

the recognition of ministries would take place by way of 

'reception'. 

IMWMIMMMXMMXXMijXEMXMMIIMXMIM~XIM this reception would involv 

the use of economy on the Catholic side. 

(a) Mention must be made of the view of those who hold that 

validity of orders is proved MMMiIMMMlIM by the charismatic effectivene 

of a church's ministry. All that a church would need to do would be 

to recognise that the ministry of the other church was used by God as 

a means of grace. I take it that this view underlay some of the thin k 

ing that went into the English covenant scheme. It would involve, of 

course, a revolution in RC sacramental theology, according to which 
e.-

it is possible for invalid sacarm.,ants to be a means of grace , beacuse 

'God is not bound to the sacraments'. 

II. The ordination of women 

In the last ten years two Vatican bodies have written reports on 

the ordination of woman. The Biblical Commission stated that M~XX~M 
did not justify the conclusion that i~ wa t abe&r 

MMMI~XMK scripture MMXMM~~MXtMMMXtM~lMXMMXMMMMXXXM~XXXMMXMiMI~MKIM~XMK 
o F.: l_a-1 t,i:;::::t1 ,'a't 
~M~M~X~MM¥XMM women could not be ordiined as priests. The Sacred 

Congregation tror the Doctrine of the Faith affirmed, with arguments 

drawn partly from scripture, that it was a mateer of faith that women 

could not be ordainedJ as priests. ARCIC must decide whether it 
"'-

would be likely to serve the cause of u~ity by enetering into this aren , 

Llhether the answer to that question is yes or no, another related 

field of inquiry seems important: 
0 

TJ) what extent are (a) ecclesial 

communion and (b) mutual recognition of ministries possible between 

a church which ordains women and one which regards it as a matter of 

faith that women should not be ordained~ Anglicans, who experience 
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this question as an internal theological and pastoral problem, can 

give advice here. Nevertheless the domestic relations of the Anglican 

eommunion and the relations between RC's and Anglicans with regard 

to the ordination of woman are not in all respects parallel. The 

Churches of the Anglican Communion have never questioned one another's 

ministries. f;or IU06~~ RCi, h0\icl~vgr, mt is a matter oP Pi11ding a 
MfaF the first ti~9 

way a F reoo gnls Ing t'fie ord"ers or ti ,e A 11glica II Co111111a11io11 The RC Church 

is faced with the problem of finding a way of recognising Anglican 

orders in general, ~MIIM without prejudice to its own reservations aboat 

the ordination of women. The difficulties~ seem to be of two kinds. 

0) The first kind is theological: s_.Since orders are not an individual 

possession, but ecclesial and collegial, can a Church regognise the 

orders of only some individuals (viz. the males) within another Church 

without recognising the orders of all? To put it another way, can 

one say that one is in communion with a Church in whose ti~~~~t~~J 

Eucharist, i¢f celebrated by a woman, one is bound in faith not to 
'-" 

participate? (ii) The second kind is pastor~! and practical. \Jhat 

would be the attitude of Anglicans if~~ the RC Church MMIM recognised 

the orders of Anglican man, while maintaining its view that the orders 

of women are invalid? \Jhat practical pastoral problems would we 

be creating for ourselves? 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

As requested, I have set out what seem to ma to be the mountains and 

the chasms that M~I await us on the road to the recognition of ministrie 

Clearly, it would be unnecessary as well as unwise for ARCIC to try 

to climb every mountain. Before beginning the work, the Commission 

needs to plan the route which is most likely to bring us to our destin-

ation. In doing this we need to think politicaliy as well as theolog-

ically. \Je would not be likely to succeed if we chose a route that 
one or other 

would involve itf church in a theological revolution. 

One final word. The~arning i • s given by some of the authors quoted 



~ 
14 

here recognition of ministries is only to be envisaged between churches 

yhic~ can accept one another as :~t~se~n essential 

faith. Perhaps ARCIC should try to define the degree of unity in 

faith which is needed for the restoration of communion and the 

recognition of ministries. 


