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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
b%p proposed for the removal of thess obstacles. I have been

considerably helped by a paper entitled 'The Recognition of Ministr

which Georges Tavard wrote for ARCIC I. Fhe—puropse—ef my—paper

The main obstacles stem from two distinct causss:
I. the condemnation of Anglican orders by Leoc XIII in 1896

in the Bull Apostolicas Curae (AC).

ITI. 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 mutual recognition of

ministriagﬁehvisaged by the p;EEent Pope and Archbishop of Canter-

bury in their Common Declaration of 1982,

I. Apostolicae Curae

Logigally there seem to be three lines of procedure open to the
Commission in an attempt to remove the obstacle to recognition aof
ministries which is constituked by AC. (A) It could attempt to
show that the Bulfg 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, If 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made the Bull no longer applicable today.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 acseptable form for
the conditional or absoclute (re)ordination of Anglican clergy.
" EE:uould not be right to cé?amn the Bull out of hawd as an unuarrant
wnwﬁv"”“ 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 X 4 =-CTS edition).



2
The request had apparently ¥¥¥¥ originated with the Abbe Portal,
who persuaded Lord Halifax, against the latter's better judgment,
that the process would promota‘unity between the two Churches,
(A) Was AC mistaken?
The argument of AC is set out ¥¥ in outline very early in the décume;

3
It has been the common theological opinion = and one confirmed

on several occasions by the pronouncements of the Church agd by
consistent

her EXKKXAMX practice - that the true sacrament of Order as Christ

instituted it, and therewith the hierarchical succession, lapsed

in England because, shortly after her secgession from the centre

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

sacred orders was publicly introduced in the reign of King

Eduard VI (AC 3).
As the arquwment unfolds, however, it becomes clear that th? orders
are considered to have lapsed, not just because the Eduardéna 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 ﬁﬁ;m), and the intention
of the ordaining bishaops in the sixteenth century was not sufficient for
the uagp administration of the sacrament (defect of intention).It will 4.
be seen that the reasoning depends on several interrelated arguments.

Many attempts have been made to show that the zzgmment fails because

ax- unsound,

one or mare essential links in the chain of reasoning & MIXXIK
(a) The argument from traditionf, Prom the century Rome regarded

orders conferred according to the Edwardine 8rdinal (reintroduced for
the ordination of Matthew Parker in 1559) as invalids. The Bull
attaches great importﬁgce to this arguagnt, 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 tbhat tradition apparently carried ifn the mind of

Paul VI in his decision concerning contraception.
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Some writiers, however, such as Greqgory Oix (The Question of

Anglican Orders, 1944), have called in question the upiformity of the
REF] Church's reasons fHg dissatisfaction with A;blican orders,
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 Florencs consédqrad }o be an essential part of the

- o A R e frumd T AC).
the sacramental act!\ The Bull itself states that as early as the
Gordon case of 1704 the decisive considerations were the same as those
which carried weight in 1896, namely the defect of form and intention

(AC 20).

( (?) The argument from defect of form in the Edwardine

EQ

Ordinal/. According to AC, the words used in the EO for the ordination
N

of a priest, 'Receive the Holy Ghost', 'do not signify dafinitﬁfely

<o
the prder of the priesthood (sacerdotium) or its grace and pouwer,

which is pre-eminffently 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 Sacrament of Order, canon 1). The Bull
co;cludas that the g¥dif/ form for the consecration aof a bishophzg
equally defective, because 'the episcopate ... is the priesthood in
the highest degree', and because the bishop has as a 'chief function'
that of 'ordaining
KNEXXBENAXNIKY ministergs for the Holy Eugharist and for sacrifice’
(AC 29),

One cannot refuﬂz'this arqument simply by pointing out that in
some rites of ordinatgggtiiﬁfgnised 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 uwhole. By this token, houwever, .
the Y@ Edwardine form mﬁ%t be related to the 'native character and spiri
of the Brdinal, which is that of a 'new rite' which 'has been introduced
denying or corrupting the sacrament of Order and repudiating any notion

o

whatever of consecration and sacrifice' (AC 31).
n
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The argument from defect of form has on_several occasions been
o

G)
subjected to criticism, Tt has been popnted that the theology of
oy, wclosive
Vatican II and of ARCIC I have moued away from so arc?!&%#a an ident-
the prlat'
ification of the essence of priesthood with ks eucharlatlc function ,
wcpressed Solely

gspecially when that Functlon is expressed——sov—exciusively zecessies

in terms of an 1nd1u1dua%\pouer to offer sacrifice and to consecrats,
(ii) Moreover, AC concentrates so much on the words 'Receive the

Holy Ghost'that it ignorés the words that follow, in which the
grdifdrd pouers conferred on the ordinand are defined as those of
forgiving sin, and dispe;éing the word of God and his sacraments,

It is arguable that the EO0 ¢gA¥ expresses here quite a full understa-

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

and spirit of the EO, 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 of bishops, priests and deacons, as they
have existed from the time of the Apostles. (I have treated points

W
b and ¢ more fully in Anglican Orders - a Way Forgard? (1977)).

(c) The argument from defect of intention. . AC allous little
KRAKBKIKY

space to this argument, XAKMX¥WKEXX¥EXEXTEXKEEXKXEAXTRX KX XA XY Iterpret-

5{. W
atlonﬁxhaue differed, but it is probable that Leo is concerned with
the intention of the bishops who performed ordinations according to
' i
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 and uhich is something that by Christ's inst-
ituﬁpn belongs to the nature of the& sacrament', i.e. the ordination

One RATO
of a sacrificing priest.AC acknowledges that in RC theology aTpgIsts~

about the effect of a sacrament does not in itself eca==

prove
KXXXKK# 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.



The validity of this argument has been called in question on

sseveral grounds:

(i) What Francis Clarﬁcalls the 'principle of positive exclus-
(Anglican Orders and Defect of Intention, 1956)
ion'/has been subjected to criticism, e.g. by JXJK Hughes, Stswards

of the Lord, 1970). Before AC many discusssions of sacramental

intentioﬂgssumad that if there were two contradictory intentions, the
stronger intention prevailed; on this premiss one could argues that
the intention to perform the EXXX¥XXXK 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
pescve
be a pdiece of play-acting. The Bull, however, argiies that theAint-

ention of excluding the priesthood nullified the intention of doing

.~

[}
what the Church does. Is this principle of posptive exclusion well

founded?

Roman
(ii) In the nineteenth century the/Holy Office decided that

baptisms perffcrmsd by certain Protestant missionaries wers to be
— meant
treated as valid, even though the missionaries IKXKKHEM the baptisms
to*be only initiation-cereméniss and not means of forgiving sins.
]

Why is the principle of posgtive sxclusion held to apply in the cass
of Anglican orders, and not that of the Protsstant baptisms?

(iii) As we have seen, the preface of the E0 expressed the int-
ention of continuing the orders of bishops}priasts and deacéns which
had exasted since apostolic tamss, Is not that sufficient evidence

justify
to AXX¥¥% the presumption that the bishops intended to do what the Church
oAl 2gaet AL - Souri fras ol f:nw.x_al

does, rather than the presumption, based on the rRative-charaseter—sof

-

the %U, thavﬁ the bishops uwere rejecting what Christ intended?

iv)

/The reasons R¥¥X 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 gnd 9): such an

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

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

trument of grace,AK¥XK¥X acting with human knowledge and freedom,
and not an automaton. In .other words, a sacramental rite is Christ's
action through his Church?; 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 &he purpose of not ordaining
sacrificing priests, even if th;f';;duhat Chrast intended as an
essential element of ordination,

(v) The argument of A0 needs to be examined in ths light of
work done recently on the understandlng of intention by such philoso-

J.T. Noonaw o wer & Dh.ts.:.l\-'cr..}lS'i"-)r

phers as RX EY.Anscombe abd E. D'Arcy, hes wsrpiry Lvpead B SRR Hgana it
ot VU MR W TR TRpuiad AW Vehid anarriape.

(q) The breach in the apostolic ¥ succession, According to AC
aven if}zsra cenceded that the defect of form was healed in the seven-
tesenth caglury by the addi¥ion of the phrase 'for the office and work
of a priest' after the words 'Receive the Holy Bhost', the addition

was made too late uheﬁ'a century had already elapsed sid? the
adoption of the Edwardine Ordinal and when, consequently, with
the hierarchy now extinct, the powsr 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 gfd apostolic succession in this vay 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 apostles+#(cf. ARCIC, Final Report, pp. 37-38).
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AC's understanding of apostolic succession, howsver, has been crit-
icised recently on tuwo other counts, Firaé}t cannot be proved that
before the Reformation HEXKEXKXX urdinations were always performed by
bishops; indeed, thers is spmé evidencs to the contrary. Secondly,
it is suggested that while espiscopal ordination is the full and nor=-
mal sign of apostolic succession, it is not the only expression
of that succession (s.q. Dombes Group, Agreed Statement on Ministry).
Even if the historic chain of ordination is broken, there is some degree
of apostolic succession in a cnmmq;ity'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 Churchlt is suggested, therefore, that in

Hhh‘—h@%_fh%A&C

some cases, in cluding that of the Anglican Church, even if

ef—vaiid ordinations wes—=bruksR, participation in the apostolic succ=
ession would be present to the extent that the Church was faithful to
the apostolic teaching’ In other words, this second type of apostolic
succession can provide what %/.Kﬁng called 'an extraordinary route to
ecclesiastical office’,

(e) The Bull's concept of validity has algo bsen called in quest=-
ion, It is suggested, for example, that no Church has the svidence by
which to judge that the orders of another Church are not true orders in
th mind of God. It has been suggested too that ualiﬁaty means no mors
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,

ed. 3f, Kent and RY.Murray, 1973).

(f) Recently some radical attempts have been made to cut through
AC's Gordian logic by conﬁsidaring the link between baptism, Eucharist,
the Church and ministry. To be baptized is to be a member of Chgﬁst'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 1
Wi a rea



Eucharist and therefore a real ministry.

(9) ﬁ/ Tavard (art. clt.:a£=?9*5). Jeus ohIAE—aR_REF~of A
c s bl t leS‘ﬁTht’tEféBQﬂ/mhuunﬂﬂﬁp
Sl giqus, Octs v P S-880 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 corrsect, the Judgﬁment of AC is invalidated by the assumptiior
R orohate
perhaps inevitable in the nineteenth century, #ee=¥ly are sither totall,

present or totally absent, Consequently, even if sixteenth=-cebtury
and intention wue-
Anglican eucharistic faith/eess seriously defective, it would not
ordained ministry
follow that there could be in that Church no/fifAi£¥¥y avcording 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 om any future modification of his verdicH
it is not theologically impossible for the RC Church to admit that  tive
BRIXXWAXKXKMIKXAXEK because of the. state of theological and scumenical
understanding in 1896, Leo was simply mistaken in his judgment,

2ss
It might help to prespars the way for this raassment if it could bse

i
shouwn that é&q::;iﬁ;;;;;;s existed in the process which led up to the

COmnSSIOA
decsion of 1896, The Pope cannot be convicted of packing the pao®l

-

of peiti ﬁ&clusiuely with prople prejudiced against Anglican orders.,
~

But it would be useful to know in what form the vaery varied vota of

these periti were put before the Carﬁizals of the Holy 0ffice, with

3

the result that, though the commissiunﬁuas divided, the cardinals

voted unanimously for invalidity. Were the vota presented to the

‘ i, ' G
Cardinals without distortion pr prejudice? Woa e o {2l
Lo Ao N ieddaniand LSV

(B) It should appear from tha foregoing FgW@d¥K¢ observations that

it would be no easy task to prove that the wrong verdict was reached
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in 1896, ARCIC will not have achisved 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 heen suggested that one might more fruitfully atte-
mpt to establish that, esven if the verdict of 18896 was corrs¥dct, it no
longer applies because circumstances have changed, Thus it can be
arguesg that the argument from defect of form no longer applies becauss
of changes made in the XEEZX Drd%énal 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 01d Catholicg, whose orders Romse
does not question, in the consecration of some Anglican bishops, has
repaired, or at least is in the process of repairing)tha breach in the
apostolic succession by the injection, as it were, of a spreading
stream of validity within the Anglican Communion.

This reliance upon 0l1d Catholic co-consecrators, houwever, is itself

e attach

open to objsction, It has been thojght to KXXKK too much importance
to a succession of XKHIMIWKXX bishops considered as individuals rather
than as representatives of their churches., Nevertheless one must

distinguish sharply betwsen ordination received from an episcopus

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

own church is in communion, In the second case, of which 0ld Catholic
of
participation in Anglicana%¥¥®m ordinations is an example, ths presence/

Sitene

participatisg bishop does nctAattach 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
0ld Catholic Church, a church with which the Church &f England is in
communion,

All the same, many menbsrs 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, thers would be/a lessening of the 'legitimate
prestigs!' 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 Ct
mission may think it more profitable to attempt to find a way in which,

to put it bluntly, Anglican clergy could be ordained, at least sub

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

The first Lambeth Conference to bs held after World War I passed a
resolution expressing willingness to accept such conditional ordinatior
if it would help to briFg about resunion, Moreover, Anglicans
themselves felt obliged to make a not dissimilar ﬁ;huast of members of
the non-episcopal churches in the racégnt Englich proposals for a
Cowmsnant, namely in the requirement that the free churches should
present lsaders 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 besn suggested in which such a conditional ordinatior
could take place without implying the denial of Anglican identity,
Some are discussed in %L Tavard's article quoted above; some in

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

(a) An act of reconciliation betwsen the two Churches could invol\
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/ﬂyat they ars

not in communion with one another. The sigﬂhgagld also be explicitly
a sacramental sign repairing any defect of ecathoiicitty, so that by it
means of it each church supplied as far as it was able whatever was

‘-’
lacking to the ordegs of the other church in the eyes of God.,

(ba 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. Marriahes have been performed by proxy. Could not/
ordination also be performed without the physical involvement of all
concerned? If so, a represantative actioniXEKERXAEXKXKXKEKEEKEXKENX XK
X%Y¥ performed pertraps solely by the primates of the two churches,
or by Anglican and RC bishops in neighbouring dioceses, could be
p erhaps the sacramental sign by which whatever was lacking to the
orders of all the cleréy of the other church was suppliedw Perhaps
the rite need not involve the laying-om of hands, but could c;haist

simply in the concelebration of the Eucharist.

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

marriage, is somagelmes applied to the matter in question., The casses,
however, are not parallel, In marriage, at least according to RC the=-
ology, the pa;Enars are themselves the ministers of the sacrament,

Consequently to PMvalidate an invalid marriage it is not always necess-
ary to rppeat the cersmony, nn—thopgggaﬁda~%Hﬂt the couple have already

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

With regard to Anglican orders, howeyer, the point at issue is precise-

]

LY WHETHERthe sacramental sign was walidly performed, and in particular
uﬁéher it was performed by a compstent minister, It seems thereforse
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.,), ¥
referring to Y. Congar, 'Quelques problgmas touchant les ministéras',

(Nouvelle Rsvue Théalng;ggp, Oct, 1971, pp. 797-799), discusses the

relavance of the principle Ecclesia supplet, a pastor principle
which appelas to the salvific naturs of the Church tﬂmgupplxkuhat may
be lacking in the administration of a sacrament. Theologically one

could justify this principle on the grounds that sven an invalid sacra-

ment will be the means by which Christ brings gréca 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 economy 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’'. In our opinion, KWEXKXMXERXEEEKEMYXYEKIUXEN
ARENXHEMXARX KN EXEAXNBXXEXKINEXXK this reception would involv
the use of economy on the Catholic sids,

(e) Mention must be made of the visu of those who hold that
validity of orders is proved EXXXXXXXXX¥ by the charismatic effectivense
of a church's ministry. All that a church would need to do would bs
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 think
ing that went into the English covenant schems, It would involve, of
course, a revolution in RC sacramental theology, according to which
it is possible for invalid sacarﬁgnts to be a means of gracse, beacuss

'God is not bound to the sacraments',

IT, The ordination of women

In the last ten years two Vatican bodies have written reports on
the ordination of women. The Biblical Commission stated that KKXXMH

did not justify the conclusion that 45 rvercsrbter
KAKIKEXHR scripture KEXHEKKMXKEEXEXEXKIAXKEXMKAABXXEREEXKENBXEXHIRAKINKXER
TE=ser—that

gﬁﬁﬁhx&ﬁﬁ;xxﬂ women could not be ordiained as priests, The Sacred
Congregation kfor the Doctrine of the Faith affirmed, with arbuments
draun partly from scripture, that it was a matéer of faith that women
could not be ordained/ as priests. ARCIC must decide uhether it
would be likely to ssrve the cause of dg;ty by enetering into this aren
Whether the ansuer to that question is yes or no, another related
field of inquiry seems important: ﬁ; what extent are (a) ecclesial
communion and (b) mutual recognition of ministries possible betusen

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

faith that women should not bs ordainedz Anglicans, who experience
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this question as an internal theological and pastoral problem, can
give advice hers, Nevertheless the domestic relations of the Anglican
Bommunion and the relations between RC's and Anglicans with regard
to the ordination of women are not in all respects parallsel. The
Churches of the Anglican Communion have never questioned one another's

ministries, ~&or RXXAN RCs ., houwsver,—aét—is—a matter—of—findirg—ea—

¥fepr—tho—first—time—
—~ay—Of TBC0gnising tha ordery of the—Argiicamtommuntomr— The RC Church

is faced with the problem of finding a way of recognising Anglican
orders in general, ¥KXX¥ without prejudice to its own reservations aboat

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

L})Tha first kind is theological: s#ince 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 uhose gAnpdhidn/
Eucharist, {éf celebrated by a woman, one is bound in faith not to
participate? (ii) The second kind is pastoral and practical. What
would be the attitude of Anglicans if Kg the RC Church ¥XX¥ recognissd
the orders of Anglican men, while maintaining its view that the orders
of women are invalid? What practical pastoral problems would ws

be creating for ourselves?

e % & &0 O0C 0509 0SSO0 e e 0 eSS0 SO DPe SN

As requested, I have set out what seem to me to be the mountains and
the chasms that KXi await us on the road to the recognition of ministrie
Clearly, it would be unnecsssary as well as unwise for ARCIC to try
to climb every mountain. Baeforse bseginning 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 politicalBy as wsell as theolog~-
ically. We would not be likely to succeed if we chose a route that

one or other

would involve gf¥ church in a theological revolution,

big Tinal word. TheLarning is given by some of the authors quotsd
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The il
here recognition of ministries is only to be envisaged
N < Tra.  Foanri
which can accept one another as i i
faith, Perhaps ARCIC should try to define the degres
faith which is needed for the restoration of communion

recognition of ministries,

14
between churches
essential
of unity in

and the




