
Response of the French Episcopal Conference to the 
AR CIC Final Report* 

(I) GENERALEVALUATION 
We give thanks to God and we express our great gratitude to ARCIC for 
the exceptionally positive results contained in its Final Report - results 

• Published in D 11<·1m1<•111ation Carlwliq,w. 1-15 Sept. 1985. no. 1902. p . R6 7 ff. 
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which no one cou Id have hoped for a few years ago. They are the fruit of 
an authentic ecumenical dialogue and a model of mutual listening. The 
reflections which follow on the limits and the continuation of the present 
dialogue must be understood on the basis of this judgement. which is of 
prime importance. They could not even be expressed were theresultsnot 
so outstanding. 

In the Report's French presentation and translation. the term 'Final' 
has been expressed by the word 'Final' and not 'Definitive'. T his clearly 
shows it to be the report ofa commission which has concluded the work 
assigned to it by the respective authorities of the two C hurches' and for 
which it came into existence. This is also what emerges from the 
Common Declaration of Pope John Paul II and the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, signed at Canterbury on 29 May, 1982: • ... The Anglican­
Roman Catholic lntem1tional Commission has now completed the task 
assigned to it with the publication of its Final Report' and this 'bids us 
look to the next stage of our common pilg.rimage in faith and hope 
towards the unity for which we long'. 

So there can be no question of an already complete and perfect 
agreement between the two Churches since they are invited 'to proceed 
with the necessary evaluation' of the work put before them. 

At the invitation of the Secretariat for Unity, this is what we propose 
to do in this document. 

(II) REMARKS ON THE SPIRIT ANDMETHODOFOUR 
RESPONSE 
Our plan is to focus our response on the two questions set by the Rome 
Secretariat for Unity: to give a reasoned assessment of the work 
accomplished by ARCJC and to make a judgement about questions of 
faith. 

We understand the second question in the following way: we shall try 
to locate how far points belonging to the Catholic faith have been upheld 
by the ARCIC Report and deal t with adequately in a common language, 
on the basis of the distinction between, on the one hand, what unanimity 
in faith requires for a totally renewed communion, and, on the other 
hand, what legi t imate diversity and freedom of theological expression 
allow. 

We recognise that there is a problem here, because what Anglican 
tradition puts under the headings of 'fundamental' and 'not 
fundamental' does not always correspond with what we mean by the 
terms 'doctrinal elements' and 'theological opinions'. We shall come 
back to this. 

I . C f. Common Declaration of Pope Paul VI and the Archbishop of Canterbury, 
Michael Ramsey. 24 March 1966. 
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However, returning to what we wrote in 1978.1• it is necessary to be 
aware that, despite their efforts, it was difficult for those who drew up the 
documents to avoid a certain ambiguity of language at some decisive 
points. In the most general terms, any text taken as it stands is 
ambiguous. It escapes from this ambiguity in as far as it becomes the 
object of a common interpretation by social groups and milieus. This 
general datum is borne out by the experience of the way in which 
conciliar decisions have been received into the Church's life. We would 
like our note to contribute to the process of interpretation by saying how 
we, as Catholics, understand a number of particularly delicate 
affirmations. The conclusion of the work will call for the bringing 
together ofCatholicand Anglican interpretations. 

But we do not want to restrict ourselves to a simple sic et non as regards 
the result achieved. We are eager to ofTer a positive contribution to the 
progress of the dialogue by proposing ways which will enable us to go 
further in reconciling the divergences which still remain. We shall list 
some of these here in general terms before embodying them as full y as 
possible in the course of our response. 

A. Confessional documents and ecumeniC1lldialogue 
We think that theological research is needed to clarify both the link with 
and the distance from the confessional documents of each C hurch which 
new convergence texts and ecumenical agreements have to maintain . 
Two approaches seem quite excluded: neither confession may demand 
from the other a literal adoption of official documents which were drawn 
up during the time of separation. This would a priori remove every 
possibility from the ecumenical dialogue undertaken. Secondly. neither 
Church can speak or take action today with full responsibility unless it 
verifies that what it is now saying is in harmony with what it judges to be 
irrevocable in its past attitudes. The special fruitfulness of the 
ecumenical dialogue is to bring to expression in a new and truly 
reconciled language all the aspects of the truth of faith which arc 
contained in the traditions of each Church - aspects which have ofien 
been expressed from one-sided. polemical and ultimately negative view­
points. Greater fidelity to the Gospel asks from each dialogue partner an 
attitude of conversion in the way it speaks, both in what it has said and in 
what it has not said. 

On the Catholic side. we think this could be said: the Catholic Church 
owes it to itself as well as to its dialogu,e partners to sharpen up its 
conciliar and dogmatic hermeneutic. so as to avoid investing with 
irreformable character documents not intended to be used at that level. 
Whenever such an intention is clearly recognised. it is nowadays under-

I a. Reference to a first response made to the Secretariat for Unity in Rome about 
the A RCIC documents published at that dale. 
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stood to refer lo the positive sense oft he decisions in question. Howe,·er, 
the Catholic Church admits that the way in which some truths have been 
expressed was not only not the best way possible and remains open to 
improvement, on account of the inevitable historical and cultural 
conditioning in which it came about, but was also sometimes formulated 
from a one-sided view of the truth concerned. particularly as a result of 
the polemics of the time. It therefore needs to be integrated into a broader 
and better balanced problematic so as to become acceptable to our 
dialogue partners. The ecumenical dialogue is a place in which the 
Catholic Church is seeking this fuller expression. Once it has recognised 
ecumenical 'agreed statements·, they will constitute an officially valid 
interpretation of earlier documents. It is to this interpretation alone that 
our dialogue partners will be obliged to subscribe within the framework 
of rediscovered communion.1 

We would like to know the position of our Anglican partners on this 
subject because we sometimes feel ill at ease before what strikes us as an 
absence of a magisterium capable of establishing doctrine. As a result of 
this absence of a point of reference. we find we are relatively uncertain 
about the rule of common faith in the Anglican Communion, since 
ruptures can co-exist in the midst of ·comprehensiveness'. and 
sometimes on points which we hold to be essential for Church unity as 
such and which go beyond the legitimate diversity of theological 
opinions. Such is the case. for instance. with the split between 'Anglo­
Catholics· and 'Evangelicals'; the different commentaries on the ARClC 
Final Report are examples of this.' 

2. Cf. M.rsterium F.cdesiae. Declaration of the Congregation for the Doctrine of 
the Faith. 24 June 1973: 'All thing.~ considered. it must be said that the 
magis1crium·s dogmatic formulations have been capable from the beginning of 
communicating revealed truth and. without being altered. they continue to 
communicate it to all who interpret them properly. But ii in no way follows that 
each formulation had and will keep that capacity to the same degree. This is why 
theologians endeavour to ascenain exactly what intention of teaching these 
different dogmatic fonnulos really contain and in so doi ng they render great 
service to the magisterium of lhe Church. 10 which they are subject. For the same 
reason. early dogmatic formulas and otherssimilarto them generally remain alive 
and go on bearing fruit in the Church ·s habitual usage. in such a way, however. 
that at opponunc times new studies and statements arc added to them which 
preserve and illuminate their original meaning. ~orcovcr, it has sometimes 
happened that in this habitual usage by the Church some oflhese formulas have 
yielded to new ways of expression which. proposed or approved by the 
magistcrium. set out the same meaning more clearly or more completely'. 
3. When we a~k our par1ners this question, we arc thin king, for cJ1ample. of Dr 
Stcphcn Sykes study. ThC' lntetrity n( An~licani<m. of debate~ at 1he 1978 
Lambeth Conference on the ordination of women. of debates at the General 
Synod of the Church of England on the same subject and on the way ministerial 
priest hood is concei vecl of. 
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B. Structure and organisation 
The ARCIC documents sometimes speak of the 'structure of the Church' 
in a strong sense (cf. A111hori1y I. 5; Elucidations, 1981. 4). As we said in 
our first, 1978. response, we would like the Commission to distinguish 
more precisely, in everything to do with the Church, between what 
belongs to its esse and what is a consequence of its bcne esse or _its 
organisation; in other words, to make a distinction between eccles10-
logical aspects (Church order) and organisational aspects (Church 
organisation). Th is distinction is essential if a certain 'woolliness· which 
affects some central affirmations is to be overcome. It should be clearly 
understood on both sides that the esse is bound up with God's plan for 
the Church and must be the object of a unanimous recognition in faith. 
while the bene esse and organisation are areas in which legitimate 
differences connected with particularities of history, cultures. peoples 
and traditions can be rreely expressed. 

C. The principle ofintegration 
By the principle of integration is here meant the concern to bring into 
mutual relation within a greater truth those aspcctsoffaith which each of 
our two traditions throws into sharper relief. though at times in a 
one-sided or partial way. This Commission has already made very 
considerable use of this principle and it has made possible their best 
results. We feel that if this principle is recognised for what it is and used 
more deliberately and purposefully. it would enable still further 
progress. 

D. The historyldoctrineproblematic 
The principle of integration is also of value in the problematic sele~ted. 
The Catholic problematic is more explicit and more directly doctnnal: 
its pul'l)Ose is to discern as clearly as possible what !s part of faith. in_ the 
light oft he mystery of the Church Jure divino. But 1t must~ recognised 
that its sense of living tradition does not always seem to be in harmony 
with some scientifically acknowledged historical data. 

T he Anglican approach, on the other hand. pays the greatest attention 
to history and to the early practice of the Church on which it re0ects. It is 
in history that it recognises data of doctrinal import, b~! there_ is 
sometimes a persisting ambiguity about the level ofreoogn1t1on which 
is accorded to these facts.• 

We recognise that ARCIC committed itself to a positive problematic 
by joining together both historical approac~ and doctrinal statement !n 
its reports. It needs to go further along this path to ~eac_h more so_hd 
results. Progress of this sort indicates that each confession 1s undergoing 
a movement of conversion as regards its outlook and habitual reflexes. 

4. Cf. bclowp.)44.C. 
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On the Catholic side, it is not sufficient to invoke the authority of 
Church documents as if they were authors rather than guides offaith. If 
their aim is indeed to interpret Scripture and Tradition, their 
interpretation must be carried out in the light of Scripture and of the 
Church's living Tradition: this inevitably brings into play their relation 
to history. History read in faith therefore also has doctrinal value, which 
does not mean that historical criticism may dictate 10 faith affirmations 
which it should rightly make itself. Some conciliar expressions have 
given interpretations of T radition which were certainly accurate in 
meaning but which paid scant respect to positive data. poorly under­
~tood at the time of their formulat ion . This creates a new problem for 
any doctrinal presentation of faith which is unable to incorporate the 
best established exegetical and historical results, to which the Anglican 
tradition has contributed so powerfully. Faith is unafraid of any kind of 
truth. and whi le it does not challenge the irreformable judgements of 
Tradition . it must strive to take account of them in a more rigorously 
historical way, and this can only help to deepen their significance. 

On the Anglican side, there is a need to recognise and state more 
clearly whether what is understood in the data of history is a contingent 
fact or a fact of tradition, that is, as something normative for faith. Seen 
from this angle, some expressions in the A RCIC Report seem to be 
ambiguous and leave theCatholic reader feeling rather uneasy. 

Besides the history/doctrine problematic, mention must be made or 
the fact of culture. From its origin the Church in England took on a very 
particular colouring, and this became even more pronounced allerthc 
breach with Rome, which cut it off from continental and Latin 
influences. It developed in an insular culture and civilisation which 
brought about the estrangement of which we are aware at present. The 
Anglican approach is more empirical and pragmatic: it does not like to 
be juridical or legalist. though it sometimes is. An Anglican lives his or 
her faith but is hesitant about de.finin1tit. 

This cultural heritage seems to us to have influenced the process of 
decision-making in this Church in a particular way. It has followed the 
long English legislative and parliamentary tradition: proposals, and 
discussions at different levels (parishes, deaneries. dioceses), in order to 
discern the sensus fidelium. T he emergence of the international 
Anglican Communion has not modified this basic scheme. In their 
dialogue, the two Churches must not forget these differences in approach 
and heritage. 

E. Lex orandi and lex credtndi 
Taking the line of the ARCIC Report and in the same spirit, the greatest 
possible account should be taken of the relation of /ex orandi and /ex 
credendi. and. in more general terms, of the relation between Church 
doctrine and Church practice. Anglicanism has no confession of faith 
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other than the Prayer Book (the Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion 
establish the position of the Church of England in sixteenth century 
debates; not all provinces still adopt them). For Anglicans. the liturgy is 
the place where in the end faith and doctrine, whi_ch the~ woul_d 
otherwise be reluctant to define conceptually, arc verified. Liturgy is 
indeed a source of authority. However, we have a question to ask: are not 
liturgical divergences sometimes caused by a lack of doctrinal solidity. 
despite the use of the c;ame ritual bases? 

(III) REMARKS ON EACHOFTHETHREEDOCU~EN_TS 
1. Eucharistic Doctrine (Windsor Statement. 1971; Eluc1dat1ons, 
1979) 
In these two documents we find the essence of Catholic belief about the 
Eucharist. 

A. The idea of memorial (anamnesis) 
Today this is the idea used by nearly all Churches to e:ilpress Christ's 
sacrifice in the eucharistic mystery ( Windsor, 5: Elucidations, 5). The 
idea of memorial is employed in the same sense in De sacra liturgia (47), 
and in his eucharistic hymn St Thomas Aquinas wrote: 'O memorial<! 
morris Domini'. 'Memorial' terminology is thus embedded in a very old 

tradition.5 

When the Windsor Statement speaksof'Christ's death on the cross . .. 
the one. perfect and sufficient sacrifice for the sins of the world' (5). it i-s 
echoing the words of the 1662 Prayer Book (still in use). . 

We find in these texts a number of ideas and an overall thrust which 
parallel De sacra lit1tr1tia (4 7). The fact that the Council document is 
more developed and elaborated does not at all detrac_t from ~his parallel. 
Windsor, 5, Elucidations, 5 and De sacra l11urg1a, 5 hnk together 
Christ's death and resurrection: in other words, it is the paschal my~te'?' 
which we celebrate (cf. Windsor, 1 and Elucidations, 6). T he Euchanst 1s 
the memorial of 'the totality of God's reconciling action' in Christ 
( Windsor, 5). T his is an echo of the preface quoted in De sacra ~i~urgia, 
the Easter Preface: 'By dying he destroyed our death, by nsmg he 
restoredourlife' . . 

However if the notion of memorial is to have its full scriptural 
richness. sh'ould the present real ity of the memorial not be stated more 

explicitly? 
5. The 'memoriale' of the Constitution Di' sacra litur,:ia, 47 '. and t~c General 
Introduction to the Roman Missal, I, 7 is always translated_ m official French 
editions by 'memorial'. The French edition of the Roman missal uses the word 
very often (Cf. Eucharistic Prayer 4, Preface ofMaundy Thursday, prayer over the 
gifts of Maundy Thursday, and of Mass 2. Ordinary Time ~tc}· Reference m:1Y.~ 
made to J. M. R. Tillard's anicle: 'Vocabula,re sacnfic1el et E~char_ist1~ • 
frenikon . 1980/2. pp. 145-74 (see also One in Christ. 1981 /4, Sacnfic1al 
Terminology and the Eucharist, pp. 306-23). 
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B. The presence of Christ 
This is affirmed by several passages in the texts: 'Communion with 
Christ in the Eucharist presupposes his true presence, effectually 
signified by the bread and wine which, in this mystery, become his body 
and blood' (Windsor, 6). ' ... in communion we eat the flesh of Christ 
and drink his blood' ( Windsor, I 0). 'Before the eucharistic prayer, to the 
question: "What is that?", the believer answers: " It is bread". After the 
eucharistic prayer. to the same question he answers: "It is truly the body 
of Christ. the Bread of Life" • (Elucidations. 6). When the text says that 
'Christ is present and active, in various ways, in the entire eucharistic 
celebration· ( Windsor, 7). it is following the line of De sacra liturgia. 1. 
Finally, the ordained minister who presides at the Eucharist is indeed 
acting in persona Christi: 'It is the same Lord who ... through his 
minister presides at that table, and who gives himself sacramentally in 
the body and blood of his paschal sacrifice· ( Windsor. 7; cf. Canterbur,r. 
13 and Elucidations on Ministry, 2). 

The documents declare this real presence to be something objective. 
not dependent on individual faith, yet, since Christ gives himself to us. 
the believer must receive this gill in faith ( Windsor, 8). Both our 
traditions have at times insisted on only one of these aspects, though the 
document makes the good point that: 'neither emphasis is incompatible 
with eucharistic faith, provided that the complementary movement 
emphasised by the other position is not denied' (El11cidations. 7). In this 
balanced presentation we can see the fruit of ecumenical dialogue and 
the enriching of one tradition by the other. 

C. The permanence of Christ's presence 
However, because the clearest statements about Christ's presence in the 
Eucharist are made in the framework of a study of the celebration, the 
eucharistic action, some Catholics fear that the recognition of the real 
presence as a fact transcending every attitude of believing reception may 
not be adequately tested out, despite what is said in Elucidations, 8: this 
rightly recalls that the first purpose of reservation-which has a very long 
tradition - is the communion of those who cannot share in the celebration 
(the sick, the absent). The Pra.ver Book of 1662 requires that if any 
elements remain after communion has been distributed: 'the Priest, and 
such other of the Communicants as he shall then call unto him, shall . .. 
reverently eat and drink the same'. which certainly seems to indicate the 
permanence of the presence. This is the practice in Anglican churches. 

As for the practice of eucharistic reservation, it has been observed fora 
very long time in some Churches of the Communion6 and it is tending 

6. The Prayer Book of1he Episcopalian Church of Scotland says: 'According lo 
long-existing cuslom in the Scottish Church. !he Presbyter may reserve so much of 
the consecrated Gins as may be required for the Communion of the Sick, and 
others who could not be present at the celebration in Church'. 
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nowadays to spread to others. without putting to one side the fact that it 
is well-nigh unknown in some. It should be noted that a number of 
churches and cathedrals - and not just those of the Anglo-Catholic 
tradition - have no hesitation about placing the consecrated species in 
the chapel set apart for personal prayer. a fact indicating a certain 
devotion . 

A certain disparity at the level of practice can always be accepted. 
However, we are astonished that the document can include the bald and 
sweeping statement of Elucidations , 9: • ... others still find any kind of 
adoration of Christ in the reserved sacrament unacceptable'. whatever 
the case may be. with explanations adduced to justify this position. 

2. Ministry and Ordination (Canterbury S tatement, 197 3; 
Elucidations, 1979) 
The Canterbury Statement. as a part of the whole Final Report. rightly 
insists on the role of the ordained ministry as at the service of the 
koinonia of the Church, in the ministry of word and sacrament centred 
on the Eucharist, in the service of the gifts oftheSpirit within the Body of 
Christ. and in the ministry of reconciliation (Intro., 6). The text itself is 
careful to si tua te the ordained ministry within the ministry of the whole 
Church and of the various ministries whose role it is to give structure to 
Christ's Body. taking separately ministries which involve ordination. 

A. The interrelation of the mi.nistry of the whole Church and the 
ordained ministry 
The document makes a clear distinct ion between ministry in the life of 
the Church {3-6) and ministry which involves ordination (7-13). This is 
what the Second Vatican Council did in the Consti tut ion Lumen 
Gentium by placing chapter 2 on 'The Church, the People ofGod'before 
chapter 3 on hierarchy and episcopate. Christ's priestly, prophetic and 
kingly functions are realised in this People. From such a perspective 
there is less risk of identifying the Church solely with the ordained 
ministry of bishops, priests and deacons; the ordained ministry 
constitutes one oft he visible, sacramental signs of the Church. 

With regard to this readjustment of balance in the Catholic doctrine of 
the Church an inverse readjustment in the Anglican presentation would 
be desirable: this has been marked from the beginning by a concern to 
uphold the common priesthood of all the faithful and by a hesitation 
about the sacramental character of the ordained ministry. There is also a 
reticence in the Canterbury Statement connected with expressing the 
structural function of the ordained ministry as part of the very nature of 
the Church. 

This is particularly marked at two points: the apostolicity of the 
ordained ministry. and ministerial priesthood. 
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{a) The apostolicity oftheChurch and the apostolicityofthe ministry 
The document adopts a historical approach in presenting ordained 
ministry; it first shows (3-6) how ministry involving ordination emerged 
in the post-apostolic Church, then how the terms 'bishop' and 'priest' 
came to be applied generally to this apostolic ministry. Now, it is the 
ministry of which the Church in its totality is the subject which the 
document connects wit h the mission of the apostles: • All Christian 
apostolate originates in thesendingofthe Son by the Father. The Church 
is apostolic . . . because it is charged to continue in the apostles' 
commission to communicate to the world what it has received' 
(Can1erh11r.1·, 4). 

The conciliar Constitution (chapter 3. para. 20) puts this sending by 
Christ into direct relation with the ministry of bishops, priests and 
deacons. In this way it is presented as structuring the Church precisely as 
the apostolic Church. The Final Report contents itself with a comment 
in £l11cida1ions. 4 on the ministry of the second century: ' It was 
recognised that such ministry must be in continuity not only with the 
apostolic faith but also with the commission given to the apostles·. It 
could be wished that this statement had been brought out more clearly in 
the document. 

(hJ Common priesthood and ministerial priesthood 
In the chapter on ministry involving ordination (7-13) there is some 
hesitation about the organic and sacramental character of this min•istry 
within the common priesthood of the whole Church. Paragraph 7 
describes in pragmatic terms how the ordained ministry is at the service 
oft he common priesthood oft he faithful: 'Like any human community 
the Church requires a focus of leadership and unity, which the Holy 
Spirit provides in the ordained ministry'. This is to speak more in terms 
of a sociological and functional necessity than of a properly structural 
and sacramental role. 

Admittedly, in 13, the document notes, with reference to the priestly 
vocabulary applied to the ordained ministry: 'Nevertheless their 
ministry (of presidency at the Eucharist) is not an e)(tension of the 
common Christian priesthood but belongs to another realm of the gifts of 
the Spirit'. And this phrase is put more fully in Elucidations, 2: 'T he 
word priesthood is used by way of analogy when it is applied to the 
people of God and to the ordained ministry. These are two distinct 
realities which relate, each in its own way. to the high priesthood of 
C hri st, the unique priesthood of the new covenant. which is their source 
and model'. All the same, more precision could be wished for in linking 
together ministerial priesthood and the common priesthood. 

8 . Elements specific to the ordained ministry 
We find the text very satisfactory in dealing with the specific elements of 
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the ordained ministry. It lists and describes the various ways in which 
ordained ministers exercise their responsibility, their episkope. in 
preserving and increasing koinonia in the Church. 

Bishops. assisted by presbyters. lead the Church in fidelity to the 
apostolic faith through the ministry of word and sacrament ( Canterbury. 
9). They are ministers of the Gospel, with responsibility towards the 
Word of God (1 0). They are ministers of the sacraments with authority 
to pronounce God's forgiveness of sins ( 11 ). Through the ministry of 
word and sacraments - particularly those of baptism and of the 
absolution of sins- they are pastors:· ... the ministers have to guide the 
community and to advise individuals with regard to the implications of 
commitment to Christ' (Canterbury, I 0). 'Authority to pronounce 
God's forgiveness of sin. given to bishops and presbyters at their 
ordination, is exercised by them to bring Christians to a closer 
communion with God and with their fellow men through Christ and to 
assure them of God's continuing love and mercy' (Canterbury. 11 ). 

T hey preside at the celebration of the Eucharist. thus giving 
sacramental expression to their responsibility for oversight in the 
Church and in cells of her unity ( 12). T his presidency at the Eucharist. 
the memorial of Christ's sacrifice. is seen in sacramental relation to the 
priestly action of Jesus; thus ministers are: 'representative of the whole 
Church in the fulfilment of its priestly vocation of self-offering to God as 
a living sacrifice' (Canterbury, 13). The Elucidations state more fully: 
• At the Eucharist Christ's people do what he commanded in memory of 
himself and Christ unites them sacra mentally with himself in his self­
ofTering. But in this action it is only the ordained minister who presides 
at the Eucharist, in which, in che name of Christ and on beha(f of his 
Church, he recites the narrative of the institution of the Last Supper, and 
invokes the Holy Spirit upon the gifts' (2). We find that the italicised 
phrase in this quotation authentically expresses Catholic tradition 
concerning the sacrificial dimension oft he Eucharist and concerning the 
particular role of the ordained minister who presides. 

C. The episcopate and apostolic succession 
One of the points which has caused difficulty in Catholic/ Anglican 
dialogue concerns the way in which ordained ministry, more precisely 
the episcopate, is to be located in the apostolic succession. From this 
perspective we find that the document expresses the traditional doctrine 
of apostolic succession considered as a succession of bishops at the head 
of a panicular church in fidelity to the apostolic faith, freed from a 
one-sided theory about transmission from an ordaining bishop to a 
bishop ordained. 

The text does justice to this doctrine, first, in its description of 
episkope. 'T his responsibility (for oversight. episkope) involves fidelity 
to the apostolic faith , its embodiment in the life oft he Church today. and 
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its transmission to the Church of tomorrow, Presbyters are joined with 
the bishop in his oversight of the church .. .' ( Canterbury, 9). On the 
other hand, it says of the ordination of bishops: ' In the ordination of a 
new bishop, other bishops lay hands on him, as they request the gift of 
the Spirit for his ministry and receive him into their ministerial fellow­
ship. Because they are entrusted with the oversight of other churches, 
this participation in his ordination signifies that this new bishop and his 
church are within the communion of churches. Moreover. because they 
are representative of their churches in fidelity to the teaching and 
mission of the apostles and are members of the episcopal college, their 
participation also ensures the historical continuity of this church with 
the apostolic Church and of its bishop with the original apostolic 
ministry. The communion of the churches in mission. faith and holiness, 
through time and space. is thus symbolized and maintained in the 
bishop. Here are comprised the essential features of what is meant in our 
two traditions by ordination in the apostolic succession· (Canterbury. 
16). These explanations are important in clarifying what the Anglican 
Communion means by the expression 'liistoric episcopate' to indicate 
the role oft he episcopate as one of the foundations oft he Church's unity. 

D. Ordination and institution by Christ 
With regard to the sacramentality of ordination, the document makes a 
distinction classical in Reformed theology between the two evangelical 
sacraments, baptism and Eucharist whose institution by Christ is 
attested by the Gospel, and the other sacramental rites and actions. 
When it decribes the ordination of bishops. presbyters and deacons as a 
sacramental act, the document is not speaking in terms of a direct 
institution of the ordained ministry by Christ. But it would be inexact to 
conclude that Anglican tradition sees in ordained ministry no more than 
a human creation . . fi!tmPntum quoddam humanum. and is therefore 
rejected by the Council of Trent (session 23, canon 3). 7 The Canterbury 
Statement indeed presents the ordained ministry as having played an 
essential role in the life of the Church since apostolic times, and adds: 
' ... we believe that the provision of a ministry of this kind is part of 
God's design for his people' (6). Elucidations, 3 specifies: 'Those who are 
ordained by prayer and the laying on of hands receive their ministry 
from Christ through those designated in the Church to hand it on; 
together with the office they are given the grace needed for its fulfilment'. 

However, this still raises an ecclesiological question: is there not, 
behind the Catholic and Anglican conceptions of the institution of the 
sacraments - of ministerial ordination - by C hrist, a difference in the 
way Christ is understood tobe not just the founder of the Church. but the 
(rnrndatinn oft he Church? 

7. D196J . J 1st cdit ion. 1957. 
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E. Ordination of women 
The development of the practice of ordaining women to priestly 
ministry in a number of Churches of the Anglican Communion creates a 
new obstacle to the reconciliation of our two communions. 

This practice should not be envisaged solely on the level of Church 
discipline but in the light of a tradition unbroken from the beginning of 
the Church. What is the significance and value ofthis tradition? Would a 
change in it detract from the basic doctrine of ministry in the Church and 
prove incompatible with the mutual recognition of ministries and the 
re-establishment of communion between our two Churches? These are 
some of the points which will have to be considered as the dialogue 
continues. 

3. Authority in the Church (The Venice Statement, 1976; Elucidations, 
1981 ; 'Authority II', Windsor, 1981) 
Already in 1978 we gave our reactions to the first text (Authority /). We 
repeat our basic agreement with the trend of the presentation and with 
the ecclesiology undergirding it. It was well judged to begin with 
Christian authority, then to speak of the episcopal structure of authority 
within the Church which works by a constant exchange between the 
Christian people and the ordained ministers. It is right to locate 
authority as in the service of the communion of churches beginning with 
the panicular churches. fi rst at regional level and then at the universal 
level. Allowing for the comments which follow, we judge the 
problematic of authority as a matter of faith. and of the nature and 
meaning of dogmatic formu !as to be excel lent. 

The Elucidations contain a number of useful clarifications which help 
to complete the first report. 

The 1981 document (A11tlwrit,1· If) continues from the most difficult 
points and marks a real advance in agreement compared with the earlier 
texts. 

We are grateful to the Commission for having pointed out so clearly 
both the points about which the Anglican Communion remains uneasy 
(immediate jurisdiction of the Roman primate) because it fears an 
interpretation of these in practice which would violate its own legitimate 
traditions, and the points on which agreement cannot yet be called 
complete (Marian dogmas. infallibility). 

A. Universal primacy and the See of Rome 
This crucial question in ecumenical dialogue receives an amazingly 
positive approach. Some texts lead one to think that the problem is 
basically solved. However. we would draw attention to the bewilder­
ment caused by several series of expressions which seem not to be in 
perfect harmony with each other and which may therefore give rise to 
divergent interpretations. 
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(a) A first series of expressions states in clear terms that universal 
primacy is part of God's plan. We would understand this as meaning that 
it is part of the very mystery of the Church, or of its esse, of which it is, in 
the strong sense oft he word. a symbolic expression. 

'The importance of the bishop of Rome among his brother bishops, as 
explained by analogy with the pcsition of Peter among the apostles, was 
interpreted as Christ 's will for his Church' (Authority I, 12). 

' If it (the "divine right" of Peter 's successors) is understood as 
affirming that the universal primacy of the bishop of Rome is part of 
God :S desiKn for the universal koinonia then it need not be a matter for 
disagreement' (Authority I. 24, b). 

'We agree that such visible expression is the will of God and that 
the maintenance of visible unity at the universal level includes the 
episkape of a universal primate. This is a doctrinal statement'. 
( Ef11cidat ion,·. 8 ). 

'Given the above interpretation of the language of divine right in the 
First Vatican Council, it is reasonable to ask whether a gap really exists 
between the assertion of a prim acy by divine right Uure divino) and the 
acknowledgement of its emerRence by divine providence (divina 
pro"identia)' (Authority II. 13). 

• ... this particular difficulty may no longer be an obstacle to Anglican 
acceptance. as God 's will for hfa Church, of a un iversal primacy of the 
bishop of Rome such as has been described in the first Statement on 
Authority (para. 23)' (Authority II. 14). 

'However, we believe that the primacy of the bishop of Rome can be 
affirmed as part of God's desiRn for the universal koinonia in terms 
which are compatible with both our traditions. Given such a consensus. 
the language of divine right used by the First Vatican Council need no 
longer be seen as a matter of d isagreement between us· (Authority II, 15). 

'Yet it is possible to think that a primacy of the bishop of Rome is not 
contrary to the New Testament and is part of God'.f purpose regarding 
the Church's unity and catholicity, while admitting that the New 
T estament texts offer no sufficient basis for this' (Authority I I, 7). 

This series of texts is incontestably the longest such. Using various 
formulations. it expresses a fact of prime importance. It links Christ's 
intention with the declaration of God's plan. though the last quotation 
above expresses this relation to the New Testament in a negative way. 
(b) A second series of texts uses the terminology of'appropriateness·. 

' It seems appropriate that in any future union a universal primacy 
such as has heen described should be held hy that See· (AuthoritJ' /, 23). 

• . .. we agree that a universal primacy will be needed in a reunited 
Church and should appropriately he the primary of the bishop of Rome. 
as we have specified it' (Authority I I. 9). 

'Therefore. while to locate a universal p rimacy in the sec of Rome is 
an affirmarion ac a d1jfi•rent level/mm the asserrion of the necessity/or a 
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universal primary , it cannot be dissociated from the providential action 
oft he Holy Spirit' (E/11cidarions, 8). 

If what was said in the first series of texts is given its full meaning. then 
it should not be possible to go on speaking oft he universal primacy of the 
See of Rome as something appropriate rather than as something 
necessary. When the necessi ty of a universal primacy is distinguished 
from the See which has exercised it. is the See of Rome not reduced to an 
item of historical contingency? If the necessity is recognised. there must 
be perceptible signs of its beginning and continuation. When the text 
speaks of 'an affirmation at a different level' is it not making a kind of 
separation between primacy as a necessity and the primordial witness to 
it given by Tradition? This does not mean declaring that the primac~ of 
Rome is in itself incapable of being transferred elsewhere. but holding 
togetherthe affirmation of its necessity with the Roman succession. 
(c) One text limits its affirmation to a si mple historical fact: 'T_he only 
see which makes any claim to univer.al primacy and which has 
exercised and still exercises such episcope is the see of Rome. the city 
where Peter and Paul died' (Authority /, 23). 

Curiously. the text from Authority II. 14 quoted above with reference 
to 'God's will for his Church' refers back to this very different 
expression. which we find to be on quite another kind oflevel. 
(d) It seems difficult to reconcile one text with the quotation from 
Authority!, 12 given at the head of the first series of quotation~: 'Jus 
divinum in this context need not be taken to imply that the universal 
p rimacy as a permanent institution was directly founded by Jesus during 
his I ife on earth· (A whority II, I 1 ). 

This affirmation would certainly benefit from being taken in the 
context of a hermeneutic linking together the historical data and that 
primordial reading of the foundational event made by the living 
Tradition of the Church. 

Again, full agreement on the universal primacy of the Bishop ofRome 
would have to contain, on the part of the Catholic Church, a clear 
explanation of the ordinary limits which the primate wou_ld s~t himself 
in carrying out his 'immediate· jurisdiction in order that this might serve 
to build up the Church, that is, to uphold the particular churches and 
respect the legitimate diversity lived out in the Anglican tradition. 

B. The authority of councils 
Regarding the authority and inerrancy of.councils AR~I~ say~ :ery 
accurately: 'When the Church meets in ecumenical council its dec1s1ons 
on fundamental matters of faith exclude what is erroneous' (Authority I, 
19). However, Elucidations, 3 is not without ambiguity wh~n it says: 
'The Commission is very far from implying that general councils cannot 
err and is well aware that they "sometimes have erred": for example the 
Councils of Ariminum and of Seleucia of 359 AD'. Again, 'neither 
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general councils nor universal primates are invariably preserved from 
error even in official declarations· (Awhority II, 27). It seems to us that 
the Commission's problematic should be sharpened up on three points 
in this matter: 
(a) Only the recognition and approbation of councils attests their 
privilege ofi nerrancy. The example of Ariminum and Seleucia is typical 
of a council that set out to be ecumenical but which found itself divided 
from the outset, because of irreconci lable factions. into two rival 
councils, in which pressure groups had free play. Seen in this way, there 
were a considerable number of councils, after Nicaea, which adopted 
formulas that had been declared heretica l. The Robber Council of 
Ephesus in 449 and, for example, the conciliarist assemblies of the 
Middle Ages could be included in the same series. Therefore only those 
assemblies officially arlcnowledged and confi rmed deserve to be called 
ecumenical councils. T his historical fact gives the practice of 
confirmat ion by the Bishop of Rome its full significance. 
(b). The_a_ppro~ed councils di? not intend to make the whole body of 
their dec1s1ons 1rreformably binding in faith . This happened only in 
cases when they could be sure of divine assistance keeping them from 
error. So it is important that a conciliar hermeneutic should discern to 
what degree a uthority is involved in each separate decision. 
(c) In the same spirit. we would like the often recurring expression: 
'fundamental matters of faith' (Authorit.v I. 19: Elucidat ions, 3) to be 
replaced by: 'points which s trictly belong to faith '. T his is because the 
dividing line between the Churc h's incrrancy and its capacity to err 
passes between what belongs to faith and what docs not belong to it. 

C. Rtteptlon 
The theme of reception plays an important role in ARCIC's outlook. 
and justl y so. We find it to be a central fact at the doctrinal as well as the 
ecumenical level. where it can operate according to the principle of 
integration referred to above and ease the way for reconciliat ion. 
{a) Reception played a considerable ro le in the tradition of the 
undivided Church. as is seen in the light of the fif\y years needed for 
Nicaea to be received , or the hundred years of crisis which foll owed the 
Council ofCha lcedon before it could draw together a consensus. which 
was nonetheless incomplete. It should also he noted that the quite 
original act of reception achievetf hy Chalccdon gave ecumenical 
authority to the first Council ofConstantinoplc. which was no more than 
a regional council at the time it was celebrated. Again, it was an act of 
reception which gave the Councils of Carthage and of O range equal 
authority in the doctrine of grace. Reception is a fact of the Church. It is 
regrettable that Catholic theology in modern time~ forgot it. It has only 
been rediscovered since the Second Vatican Council. 
(b) The ecumenical difficulty is to ma ke the proper connection 
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between the recognition and confirmation of a council by the Roman 
primate·and its reception by the whole body of the Church. These two 
facts do not operate at the same level and care must be taken not to treat 
them as if what is allowed to one is taken away from the other. Though 
the ARCIC text perceived many aspects of this problematic in depth 
(e.g.: 'Reception does not create truth nor legitimize the decision' 
Elucidations, 3). it still seems to us that it treats confirmation and 
reception as too di rectly related: '(Reception) is the final indication that 
such a decision has fulfilled the necessary conditions for it to be a true 
expression of the faith ' (Elucidations, 3); and again. the disagreement of 
the Anglicans with the idea that the forma l decisions of the Bishop of 
Rome: 'can be known to be wholly assured before their reception by the 
faithful' (Authority I I. 3 1 ). 

As regards the confirmation of councils. this is the problem which 
immediately arises: how is the authority proper to the Gospel and to 
Church authority to be interrelated? ARCIC is right to say: ' the 
assurance of the truthfulness of (the Church's) teaching rests ultimately 
rather upon its fidelity to the Gospel than upon the character or office of 
the person by whom it is expressed. The Church's teaching is proclaimed 
because it is true: it is not true simply because it has been proclaimed 
(A111lrority II, 27). Only. this affi rmation is not to be understood in the 
sense that some third party is needed to judge whether the decision made 
by C hurch authority is in conformity with the G ospel. All authority 
in the Church is in the service of obedience to the Gospel and all doctri­
nal authority is in the service of that scriptural obedience which 
witnesses to the Gospel. The principle oft he authority of councils and of 
the Roman primate in matters of faith is therefore radically relative to the 
message of Scripture. Its task is to maintain the comprehension of this 
message in the Church in truth. It is therefore dangerous to make 
authority twofold (by reception) since its task is to manifest the 
scriptural foundation of what it affirms. T his it has received from the 
living tradition of faith and it returns it to this tradition. showing why 
and how such an am rmation is a necessary actualisation of tradition. 

In this consists the Church·s fai th in a magisterium pri vileged with 
inerrancy. To appeal to a third party (whether individual conscience or 
reception) to judge this conformity is actually to deny the charism of this 
doctrinal authority and to become involved in a progression ad 
infinitum. 

All these considerations hold good even ifat the historical level what 
happened de facto has come to be held dejure: it was because the Fathers 
of Nicaea spoke like the apostles that the Church understood an 
ecumenical gathering of bishops, in union with the primate of Rome, to 
be assisted by the Spiri t and preserved from error. 
(c) Reception works at another and no less important level. It is a fact 
which becomes clear afler the event. It usually extends beyond a single 
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generation because it enters the life and thinking of the Church 
gradually. It expresses the concrete meaning which the People of God 
recognise in and bestow upon the definition as they absorb it in their own 
way into the flesh and blood of Church life. Reception becomes part of 
the actual meaning of the definition. It does not indeed contradict it but 
enriches it, i't brings out what is implicit in it. and also makes clear its 
limits and shows what is needed to complete or correct it. This process 
involves the whole bod:, of the Church and it enters into what ARCIC 
has well described as an exchange between doctrinal authority and the 
Christian people. 

Therefore, as we see it , the Anglican members of ARCIC are wrong to 
speak of: 'a duty to reserve the reception of the definition for study and 
discussion' (Authority JI, 29). For if the decision is recognised to be an 
expression of the evangelical truth borne by the living tradition, 
reception will come about in its own kind of rhythm. In any case where 
the sensus fidelium does not recognise that the scriptural message, 
already lived out in the Church has been concretised in the decision, 
reception would not take place. 

Can one imagine an official decision not being received? This has, 
beyond argument, happened in the case of decisions which did not 
involve the Church's inerrancy; and it can be envisaged as a limit 
situation for decisions of that kind. It would not mean that the decision 
taken was formally in error but that for reasons needing analysis 
(historical contingency, the language used, etc.) it has not spoken to the 
living faith of the Church. It would not have injured the truth of the 
Gospel but neither would it have achieved its kerygmatic purpose. The 
assistance of the Holy Spirit does not rule out this sort of si tuation. 

D. Infallibility 
The ARCJC Report recognises the indefectibility of the Church 
(A 11thority I, 18). It usually avoids the term 'infallibility' except to 
introduce it as a point of difficulty leading to an acknowledged disagree­
ment between Catholics and Anglicans (Authorit.v JI, 23-33). We are 
simply setting out a few renections fort he continuation of the dialogue: 
(a) We wonder whether this d ifficult problem is not treated too 
exclusively in terms of the infallibi lity of the Roman primate. The 
overall way in which ARCIC's work has proceeded would suggest 
beginning with the infall ibility of the whole Church and then going on to 
the organs responsible for maintaining it in truth (Awhority II, 32, note 
7). 
(b) We recognise that the term infallihility can give rise to serious 
misunderstandings and that it is burdened by a particularly heavy 
confessional dispute. For our part we would propose the perhaps slightly 
less heavy expression 'freedom from error' (exemption d'erreur) which 
we think is in harmony with what Catholics intend to say: the 
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impossibility of being mistaken in matters of faith (cf. Lumen Gentium, 
12). It would certainly be more easily accessible to Anglican mentality. 
AR CIC in fact refers to 'our belief in the preservation of the Church from 
error' (Authority Ii, 32). 
(c) The central doctrinal problem is that the whole Church's freedom 
from error in faith is to be understood as a 'moment' or 'dimension' 
within its indefectibility. T his sort offreedom from error in faith must be 
limited to its own proper sphere of faith. It docs not involve denying that 
the Church has ever been mistaken in the whole range of its different 
pronouncements. Vatican II clearly states this freedom of error 
belonging to the People of God: ' The body of the faithful as a whole. 
anointed as they are by the Holy One. cannot err in matters of belief. 
Thanks to a supernatural sense of the faith which characterizes the 
People as a whole, it manifests this unerring quality when "from the 
bishops down to the last member of the laity" it shows universal 
agreement in matters of faith and morals' (Lumen Gentium. 12). 
(d) Accepting this basic datum. it is important to ask ourselves about 
the organs by which this freedom from error is expressed on the one hand 
and maintained on the other. For the Church is a ministerially 
structured community, as ARCIC explicitly recognizes. It is then 
normal for the ordained ministry to have a specific responsibility and 
charism in this sphere. This is how ordinary and extraordinary 
magisterium is spoken of in the Catholic Church, whether collegial or 
personal (the Roman primate). But as ARCIC's note points out 
(Authority IT, 32, note 7): ... infallibility ascribed to the bishop of Rome 
is a gift to be .. . an organ of the infallibility ofthe Church'. 

As regards freedom from error, it could be said that there is agreement 
on three points: 
- the indefectibility oft he Church; 
- the necessity for a judgement on questions offaith in order to maintain 

theChurch in truth; 
- the competence of a universal council and of a universal primate to 

pronounce such judgements. 
On the other hand, there is still disagreement about: 

- the guarantee of divine assistance attached to the function of the 
bishop of Rome 'by virtue of which his formal decisions can be known 
to be wholly assured before their reception by the faithful' (A11thorit_1• 
/1,31 ); 

- the recognition oflhc Marian dogmas; 
- the use of the word 'infallibility' (though the document avoids it). 

(IV) CONCLUSION 
In order to clarify a number of points we find it necessary: 
- to delimit as precisely as possible what belongs 'strictl y to faith '. This 

would be to assist what Cardinal Ratzinger calls a 'hermeneutic of 
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unity· capable ·or opening doors where hitherto only locks and bolts 
have been visible' and which 'will lead to a reading of the declarations 
of both sides in the context of the whole tradition and with a deeper 
understanding of Scripture; of studying how far decisions taken since 
the separation bear the inark of particularism in language and in 
thought' (cf. Documentation Catholique, 2 September 1984, 860). 

- and, using this method, to make clear what are the minimum demands 
in the sphere of faith which the Catholic Church should formulate 
with respect to the Anglican Communion in order to renew full 
communion with it. 
We are grateful for the Report's final paragraph which turns back to 

the life of the Churches and encourages 'significant initiatives' to be 
'boldly undertaken' (Authority I I , conclusion). These texts must now be 
tested by life, for it is in 'living together· that our loyalty to what we have 
declared together will be corrected and verified. While Anglicans arc 
anxious about the universal jurisdiction of the bishop of Rome, 
Catholics fear that the action of the Holy Spirit. to which they look, may 
not always be easily Pl'rceptiblc: in the parliamentary-style procedures of 
General Synods. 

Just as the central theme of koinonia runs all through the Final 
Report. unifying the different documents, it seems to us that the place 
and action oft he Holy Spirit are also central. more so perhaps in texts 
which deal with authority. a point not without significance. This twofold 
emphasis directs us straight to the heart of what is essential, which we 
share. and can only help to illumine the points on which we are still not 
entirely in agreement. for we are in the presence of'substantial' but not 
yet 'full' agreement. 

By reading the Final Report critically, we are showing that we have 
taken this document very seriously. We hope we have done a useful piece 
of work by bringing out all its positive content and all the ways it opens 
for new steps forward to be taken. 




