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COMMENTS BY ROBERT WRIGHT ON THE STORR:l:NGTON DRAFT 

These comments are disparate, many being.minor points of drafting 
a nd a few being substantial . I comment on Storrington rather than 
Graymoor, s ince Storrington is the latest text I have received and 
because on the whole I like it much betten.- ,., My numbers refer to 
5t0rrington paragraph numbers, not page numbers. 

2 . Middle of paragraph: "the Churc~ , of England came later to 
understand that Decree as a repudiation . aE · its position": Do we 
really mean the Church Of England, or ratber . "Anglican writers" or 
perhaps "Anglican theologians"? If we mean · the Church of England we 
have to be able to cite some official document that · said this, and if 
so _what will it be? I do not see that any of the Articles clearly say 
this, but perhaps there is some other officiaraocument? 

(t 2. Third line from the end of the para.graph,· at the beginning of 
the las t sentence· What does "It" refer to--the narrower issue of 
justifi cation or the wider issue of salvation? This is unclear. "It" 
must hav e a singular antecedent in the previous sentence. 

. 4-7. These paragraphs set forth the four major difficulties or 
disagreements we claim to have been pres.e~t at the time of the 
Reformation, over the topics of faith, justification, good works, and 
the church. Onl y one of these four paragraphs; no. 6 on good works, 
refers t o "Ang lican theologians" and names one (Cranmer). Paragraph 4 
speak s onl y of Protestants, 5 of Reformation theologians (with a 
footn o te a b out Ang 1 icans), and 7 of Protestants. I am quite content 
to leave these references somewhat vague in ~he document, and we have 
cov ered ourselves in the first half of pa-ragraph 2. But for the 
purpose of explaining this "agreement" once we- finalize and issue it, 
I think it will be necessary, at least in th~ North American context, 
for me to have one or two specific Anglican writers of the 16th or 
17th centuries in mind who can be cited for each of the four topics 
"\ S exa mples, and in fact I think it would be g:.ood for the Commission 

0 3 a whole to know in a general way what authora it is speaking of in 
l ne se paragraphs. My own special i .za tion · iJ.s not the Reformation 

anywa y , and at 1 east in North America such a u trror s are not everyday 
knowledge even among Anglicans. So, could the author/ s of these four 
paragr aphs please be prepared at Llandaff · to identify who these 
English theologians were? My question also takes point from the 
comment of Fr. John Hotchkin of the U.S. Roman Catholic Bishops' 
Ec·umenical Secretariat, who when I shared the draft with him asked, 
"How were these particular Reformation teachings engaged in an 
Anglican context?" I know this question will be asked later, and -
without changing the text at all -- I would . like for us to have 
something of an agreed answer. 

4. Has it ever been suggested that the difference between us 
concerning the understanding of the fait;h t..hrough which we are 
justified was related to the difference betwee_!l !the fides gue and the 
f ides qua? The par~graph ~oes not quite say this, although the second 
sentence seems to hint at it. 

" t s. In the second line of the first sent-ence of this paragraph, 
l £ e ~the three underlined words intended to be a sequence? If so, 

should not "and" replace "or"? Or does the · sentence mean that the 
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15. After the disagreement about t:.})e .:.!'.elation betwee n 

justification and sanctification has been set QQt ·in paragraph .lt ~ nd 
footn~te 1, paragraph 15 then presumably s1;a.tes-. _our common a-greement 
on this point, but I am not sure that it do~s- !bhis , as well as ~ t 
could. In parti cular, r wonder whether or not the Commission believes 
that our Churches are now in agreement conce~.ning.·uhe problem. as it is 
so. well set out in footnote 1? The Lµ 1the?'~nl.'.Cathol,ic · dialo_gue 
~tat~m_ent (para. 156.5), for example, rea..cher.d . an -agreementtha:t -"'By: 
Justification we are both declared and maqe _righteous." ~Is : this . .what 
we also would say concerning the problem• ra·ise.d : in: footnote 1. and -i.f· 
so should we not affirm it more clear.ly• ceitl)ar in paragraph 15 or 
paragraph 18? or are we content to leave _Cath.ol.ics with _the · council 
of Trent and Anglicans with the New Testameftt Pn . this question, as the 
footnote implies? 

. -
• 16 & 22. 

{13~Ptism:? 

... - -
Do we intend to capitaktze the Eucharist - but not 

. 18 . Would we all agree that the ·;,,ic_/ifj~e.: of Christ on the · 
Cross, rather than the resurrectiQJ'l, . is the·· supreme -sign of- -di v ine 
love and mercy? ( line 5 ff.) If the· x;esu~.r~ction : were not mentioned 
here at al 1 I would have no particular difficulty with the sentence, 
but as it reads it seems to force me. t:o-taJ<e s-ides, in a way that I do 
not wish to do, over the question of whicn i.s _~supreme~" 

27. Kingdom is capitalized at the verY. end . of -the paragraph, but 
not earlier. 

2 8. This paragraph as a whole seems. rather p 1 at it ud-inous,. 
especiall y the bold assertion near the middle that "The Church ' s 
mission will always involve the direct proclamation of the message of 
Christ and intercession for the world.-" - ·Why : are these two items · 
linked in the same sentence? Also; is - the. paragraph as a whole 
intended to comprise all major points about- ~he· mission of the -Church~· 

F so, I suspect we can think of a few other ·pairtts "that need to be -
'(t "ded. For example, the ARC-USA Agreed Stat..ement on the Mission of · 

\. 1e Church stated that the Church's mission includes the worsh ip of 
God and the teaching of the Catholic faith. · Should these be included 
here? 

29. Fifth l ine, essential is misspelled L ; · 

• J 

My final comment concerns paragr~ph 2J of the Graymoor versioh, 
ab.out which a number of others have already_ raised various .quest i Otl$, 
as· we 11 as the proposa 1 of the Steering Com1ni ttee ( and others,)- 't"hat· 
"the paragraph on ' Practices 'n (presumably this paragraph) become a
short detached Note." I think we have to a-sk ourselves ca-r e fully 
whether we are, by so doing, subordinating out of the text the real 
dLfference that still exists between our Churches on the quest i on o f 
the church's role in salvation, which is the overall title of the 
agreement we assert we are reaching? As the- document now r e ad s it 
claims to be reaching agreement on four mAjor related difficulties 

at separated our Churches, to ~ome exten~, at the Reformation, and I 
r I Lnk it does a pretty good Job of this. But. there is another 

.estion that must relate to what our Churches presently teach, no"t 








