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Lambeth and Vatican Responses to 

ARCIC-1 

lntrodudion 
I. Wi th the issuance of the /\nglican-Ronrnn Ca tholic Internat ional 
(\rn1111issiPn ·s Final /?!-port in 1982. a new context was established For 
J\n~l il':111-Ro111a11 Cathnlic dia logue. a wntcxt shaped in large measure by 
1hc • i11vi 1a1 iun for rcsprnisc :ind rccep t inn Iha\ accompanied the Vi11al 
ffr/>Ort. Now 1h,11 responses have been given lly ho1h Churches. the 
t'\llltexl has changed again. We of A RC-USA understand thisco111ex1 tobe 
rnK· 11f c\>nti11uing study aud reception, which we look forwanl to with 
ltnp<: thal further darilicatinns o f lhe issues addn.:ssed hy thi, dialogue at 
"vcrv kvd will dtTIK'll 1hc unit)' that \\t' :ilr<:ady shart· :111d hnng us closer 
I() th •• 11 full unitv I h:11 1hc Loni intends for his people. 
1_ In this coun-trv. our two Churches have been in productive di;1 loguc 
sin(c IIJC,:'i. Duii.n)! that 1i111c . /\ RC-USA has issued i:ight major docu-_ 

11 1e111s and four tt::-:ls that wat: reactions Ill three /\gn..:cd Stak 11H:nt~ nl 
ARC IC. ' 11 is from this expcricl1\:C that we race the ncwcontt:xt. While 
looki 11g forward in hope. we also recognise nmong ou rselves a range o~· 
:ass~~s111c111s cnncern ing the import a11d i111plic.1lions o l th~ two Churches 
responses tti 1hc Fi11al l?<'/Wl"I. Newnhckss. wc find oursclvc_~ both 
cm:oura).!cd anti rh,1llcng,d hy this ncw con1cx1. and we hnpc 10 star up 111 
the· 111c 1~1hc· r< ,,r uur C h11n:hc·~ lhc Sa lllC SCll>'C of Cl1l'() l1 rag<:1ncnl and 

ch,1 l leni:_c . 
. 1. Thcr~fprc. in 1hi..; document we will indicate a 11u111bcrorpnin1s in the 
responses 1h:11 we find both signifi c:1111 and ofc\111ccrn. and we wil l sd forth 
our own 11mkrs1amling nf the path forward in this new Ct)nlcxl. 

Status of the l{csponscs 
4. On 24 March , 1966 Pope Paul V I and Archbishop ol Ca nterbury 
Miclwel R;unscy 111c1 in Rrnm: and signed a Co1nnH111 Agrecmcn~. 
declaring thc:ir intention ·w in,1Ug11rate between the Roman Ca thuhr 
Church and 1hc t\11glic:111 C\11111111111io11 .a M.:riuus diak•guc w l1 ich. founded 

1. ( i i.:nrgt T:,vard. a mc·mhcr 11f h,11h A Rl"IC-1 an,I A RC-lJSJ\ fro111 l ite 
hc1ii11ni11g. ha~ wri11e11 a hclpflll hi~torical rdkrl inn on /\ RC-US/\-~ \\"urk. (Sec lht~ 
issue. pp. 247-:iY. ) 
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011 lhc gospels and on the ancient common traditions, may lead lo that 
t111ily i11 lrnlh. for which Christ prayed'. ' Following the 1968 Maira l(eport 
of the Joi11l l'repara1ory Commission. lhe Anglican- Roman Calholic 
International Commi~sion (ARCIC-1) met for the first l ime in 1970. In 
1982, ARCIC-1 issued its Final l?eport, which includes three Agreed 
Statements. two Elucidations. a further Statement of Authority in the 
Church. ,111d an introduction to the Church as koi11011 i11. 
). In i~sui11g the Nnal l(,,pnn. ARCl('-1 hoped 10 help 'begin a process of 
cxl\.: 11sivc prayer. rellc.:ctio 11. anc.l study that will represent a marked 
advance towards the goa l of organic union between the Roman Catholic 
Church and 1hc A nglican Comm unio11'.·' 
6. Even as ARCIC- 11 began its work on salvation and 1hc nature of the 
Church. lhc Anglican Communion ,md Roman Catholic Church each 
began its own process of study and response to the Final Rrpon of 
ARCI C- 1. 
7. In the Anglican Communion. in preparation for the Lambeth Con­
ference of 1988. the Anglican Consultative Council' asked each Province 
to consider: ·whether the Agreed Statements on Eucharistic Doctrine, 
M inistry and Ortlinalion. and Allthority in the Church (I and 11 ), together 
wilh Elucid,tl ions. arc consonant in substam:e with the fai th of Anglicans 
and whether the 1:i11al l«-1,ort offers a suflicic111 basi:s for laking 1hc next 
concrete step towards lhc reconcil iation of our Churches grounded in 
agreement in faith·: The formal synodical re~ponses of nineteen out of 
1wc11ty-11inc Provinces were su111111ari~cd :and discussed in The Emm1111s 

l?epnrt. issued in 1987. The Lambeth Conference. meeting the next year, 
responded l o the Finni Report by a resolution in which the Conference 
·Recognises the Agreed Statements of A RCIC-1 on Eucharistic Doctrine, 
Mi11i.mya11d Ordination. and their £/ucidatio11s.asconsonant in substance 
with the fai th or Anglicans and believes that th is agreement offers a 
suflicicnt basis ronaking the next step forward .... WcleomcsAwhority in 
,he Clwrcf, ( I am/ I I) wgc1 her with 1hc El11cidwio11s, as a firm basis for the 
di reel ion anti ugcntla of the continuing dialogue on aulhorit y ... •. • 

~- The Cnmnmn Dcclarnlion by Pore Paul VI and the Archbishop uf Canterbury. 
2.J 1'brd1. I <JM. in C(l/1('(/ /0 Full Unity: Dnc11111e,,rs 011 /\111,lirn11-Ro111a11 Ca1/1u/ic 

lfrl111io11s /966-/983. ed. Joseph W. Witmer and J. Robcn Wright (Washington: 
Unitctl Slalt~< Catholic Conference. 1986). p. 3: 011e in Christ. 1966/3, p. 277. 
:l. H<:rhcrt .I. Ryan. 'Foreword 10 lhc American Edit ion'. Anglican-Roman 
Clltholic l111crna1i01rnl Co111mi~~ion, Th<' Fi1111I {<eporl (Ci11cinna1i/Washingt\Jn: 
Forward Movement Prcss/l/niti:d Stales Catholic Conference. l9R2J. p. vi . 
4. The /\nclican Consultative Counci l was created ~r,cr the 1968 Lambeth 
Conrcrrncc ' IIJ provitk Communiun-wiuc co111i1111ity of consultation and guidance 
on rolil'y : it ha, ncith..:1· lcgisk1t ivc nor jurisdict io1rn l power:-;. 
5. Tlw l , 1111111111., 1/epan: A !?<'1mr/ of thl' t\11glic1111 T::t l/llll'Jlirnl Co11.rnlt111im1 ... 
(Cinrin11a1i: Forward Mol"Clll<:nl. 1987). p. 44. 
h. Rcs1,1111io11 X. The Lamhcth Confen:nrt· 1988. puhfol1cd in '/JI(' Tmth Sholl 
Make fou F,w. pp. 210- 12. 
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X. We 1101e here 1ha11hc authority of the l ,ambeth Response for Anglicans 
isnot ent irely clear. This point arises out of a statement printed in the 1988 
Lambeth Conference proceedings (p. 9, n. 1). This statement , which is 
similar to stalcrncnls found in Lambeth proceedings si n<:c 1988. says that 
'Resolutions passed by a Lambeth Conference do nol have legislative 
:mthorit y in any Province, un til they have been approved b)' the provincial 
svnod <>f the Province·. Al the same time, however, '/'/,e 1:·1111111111.v Report 
1.·~11ph;1sis<:s lhal , 'Tho11gh lh<:r<: <:an he no q11cs1io11 or :i lcgisla 1ivc or 
juridic,11 1.k;cision, 1h1.,:rc ar<: 11101111.:111~ wh1.:11 th1.: La1111>1.:1h Courc11.:11t1.:s 
have dis<:erncd, articulated and formed the com111on mind of the Anglican 
Co111mu11io11 on important matters of faith and 111oral~ .... In the end the 
bishops h:we a special responsibi lity for guarding and promoting the 
aposto lic faith. a responsibility which is theirs by ordi nation and orricc'. * 
The Lambeth Conference of 19gg did recognise ' the Agreed Statemen ts of 
/\RCIC-1 on Eucharistic Ooctrinc, Ministry ;i nd Ordin;ition. ancl their 
Elucidations. as consonant in substance with the faith of Angl icans and 
bcl icvcs that this agreement offers a sufficient basis for laking 1he next step 
forward towards the reconci l iation of our Churches grounded in agrec-
111cnl in faith ',** 
9. The December 11/91 document from lhc Vat ican is the official response 
of the Roman Catholit: Cl1urd1 to the /-i11(ll Nt:11ort. It is 1.h.:st:ribnl .i~ ' the 
frui l of close collabora1ion between the Congregat ion for 1hc Doctrine of 
the Fai1h aml lhe Ponti fical C'o1111eil for Pronl()ting Christian Unity'.' Since 
1hc Apo>'ln li<: Co11>'litut io11 of tlJXX. l'ns/m· 1/01111., · . the Co11grega Iion for 
the Doctrine or Ilic Faith has had final rc$pomibil i ly in nia11ers offai1h and 
doct rine. 
10. When the Final f?eport wcis is.<;ued in 1982, Cardinal W illebrnncls, then 
president of the Secretarial for Promoting Christian Unity. also asked 
Roman Catholic episcopal conferences lo evaluate the Final Rl'por/. He 
asked for care ful study and eonsiclercd judgment, and requested that the 
n.:plics of the nmfcrcnc.:cs addn:ss l ht: question of 'whe ther i i ltht: N11al 
J<eporr J is consonant in subs1a111:c with the faith of the Ca tholit: Church 
conccrn ing matters d iscussed'." 
11. Since a number of these evaluations were never published and none is 
cited in the Vat ican Response , it is hard todctcr111i11c how much inlluence 
these evaluations had on the December 1991 text. The V,1 1ican Response. 
howcvcr. w<)ll ld st i ll be the oflicinl posit ion oft he Roman Cat holic Church 

* 'f'l,e F.1111111111s l?eflol'I, p. 73 . d Lambeth Cunferencc 1978, Resolution 13. 
0 L1mbc1h 1%11. R1.:solutio118. 

7. Ya1ic;1n Response 10 ARCIC Final Reporl in Ori~im vol. 2 1. no. 28 {19 
lkn.:111hcr, 19'11).p.443: 01wi11C/,ris1. 1991/1. p.]~'{ . . . , .. 
X. U.S. National Conl'crcm:c of' Catholic Uishops. l : Fa/1111t1<J11 uf 11,c / \ liC J<.; I-ma/ 

Hct""'' · published in Ori~i11.s vol. 14 ( 1984). p. 409: One in Cl,risl. 1985/4. p. 320. 
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concern ing the Final Report,'' even in the unlikely case that the conference 
evaluations were not used al all. 
12. Where lhc Lambeth Response found 'conson,1nec in subst,111ce on the 
Eucharist and M inistry and Ordination', the Vatican Response judged 
' that it is not ye t possible lo state that substantial agrcemcni has been 
reached on all the questions studied' by ARCIC-I , al though the Vatican 
Response considers the Final Report a 'significant milestone not only in 
relations hclwccn the Catholil.'. Chun:h ;111d lhc Anglican Communion but 
in the e<:11n1<.:11ical lllOVClllent as a whole' .'" 
13. ARCIC-1 itself claimed only 'a high clcgrec of agreement'on authority. 
W ith this. both the Lambeth Response and lhe Vatican Response seem to 
concur. Lambeth found ARCIC-l's Authori ty in the Church I and 11 , 
together with the E lucidation, 'a firm basis for the direction and continuing 
d ialogue on authority'." while the Vatican said that ' the most that has been 
achieved is a certain convergence.which is but a first step along the path 
that seeks consensus as a prelude lo unity' . 11 

14. The Vatican Response docs not close off discussion of the issues in the 
Fi11al /?<:port. On the contrary, it cncou rnges f urlhcr study and clarific,ition 
(d. paragraph 30). Its authors hope that the Respo11se itself will contribute 
to the dialogue that is leading. to 'the restoration of visible unity and full 

e<.:clcsial co111n111nio11 ' ( para. 34) . 
15. Accordingly, the final Report constitutes both resource and agenda in 
1he Anglican- Honwn Catholic re lationsh ip. Together with the responses 
10 ii, the l·inul l?cp,11·1 darifics ecrlai11 questions nnd poses certain 
challenges thal seem to mark where the next ste1>s must be taken in our 
journey together . 

The search for a common language 
16. ARCI C-l's method was 10 engage in serious dialogue on 'persisting 
historical di fferences· in order to contribute to the 'growing together' of 
the two ChurclH.:s."Thcrcforc, A RC IC-1 was 'concerned, not to evade the 
diflicu l tics. but rather to avoid the controversial language in which they 
have often been discussed. We have taken seriously the issues that have 
divided us, and l1c1vc sought solutions by rc-cx11mi11ing our comrnon 
i11hcri1ance, particularly the Script ures'.'·' This method was approvingly 
summarised by John Paul II in his address to the Commission: 'Your 
method has been 10 go behind the habit of thought ~nd expression born 
and nourished in c11111 i1y and controversy, 10 scrutinise together the great 

9. Report of the Catholic Theological Society of America Commiltec on the 
Profession of Faith and the Oath of 1-'ideli1y. 15 April. 1990. p. 51-2. 
10. ()rigi11s vol. 21 no. 28. p. 441; O ne i11 CJ,ris1, 1992/1. p. 38. 
I I. Sec no1..: 6 . 
12. Origins l'ol. 21 no. 2X. pp. ~4.1: 011ci11 Chri.v1. 1992/1. p. :\9. 
13. Vino/ l<cpon. I. 
1-1. Final f?qu;rl. 5. 
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common t rcasurc. h> dot he it in a language al once traditional and 
expressive of the insights or an age which no longer glories in stri fe but 
seeks to come together in l istening to the 411iet voice of the Spiri1 ·." 
17. ·1 he Vatican Response. however . docs nn l allude lo ARC IC-l's 
mcIhod. It pen.:civcs ambiguities in the [anguage of the Final f?1•11or1. 
·1 hus. ii calls for cerlain d:1rilicii Iions IO ensure th:1I •affirmations arc 
1111,k1sl11<>d j II a \vay lhal COil fn rn1s In ( ·a I holic doctrim: I of I he l: 11d1arisl r 
(para <, ). I il..,·wisl' . it ,·:rib for d :r r ili l':11io11 .,f , I:r1,·I11c11b <111 01 d:1i11n l 
111i11isl 1 y i11 Ilu: F111al f<l'J"'"· ·1 he V:1 1ica11 Resp<111,-c sec11Is 111 111ge thal 
clarification be given through the u,;c of language 1hat i!-do-;cr to and even 
idcnIic:1l with I radiI iunal Ronw n Cathnlit.: rheological fon11 11laIinn,;. (For 
example. the Respome itknti lies :1 number of points it would like to have 
·explici tly affirmed'. One (lf l he,;c i, ' the propitiatory character of the M ass 
as Ihesacrificc of Chris I· . The Response also asks Ih:1I clarifica tion he given 
on :1 number of mailers. ;ind cilcs ' the l :11.:I that the /\ R( ·Ic dm:11111e11I <Ines 
nm refer to the character o l priestly nrd ination which implies a configura­
tion to the priesthood of Christ".)" 
18. If an agrccd sIatc111c11I doc:,, 11 111 employ the traditional language o f 0 11e 
or both Churches. docs i i Ihcrchy fail 11, cx pIcss ,llk q 11,11t:ly the faith of 
tho~c Churd•~·s'! Some e11111111c11Iator,- have pointed W the oh, I:1.:lc to 
ecumcnic: il progress cre:,ted hy one Ch11 1ch"s <.lcmanJing adherence to its 
own formulation. II seems lo us th:1I the V,11ic;111 Response calls us lo more 
painslak ing ~tmly of the criteria by which each Church shoul1l evalualc the 
languaj!.e nf agreed staIc111c111s. 

The i!-'lue of substantial agrncmcnt 
19. The use of phrases such as wbs1a111iol " ilreemew . . mhs1a111ial ide111ity, 
ancl co11.w11aw in s11/Jstw1re. in the Vinal Report anti in the Vatican 
Response to i i has been widely criti ci!-<!d as ambiguous. S11bsto111ial and in 
.111b.,11111cc· 1::111 mean either ' in very large part" or ·rundamenwl. hasic·. In 
addition. the term .,11h.~1m11i11/ ca, rics 1wcrI1111c,- frrnn various hi~turical 
theological cunl roversics and fio111 its u se in scholastic t heology. 
211 The Rcsolu lion Ih:11 111,,kes up the brief Lambeth Response to A RC'IC-
1 ' Recognises the /\greed SI:1Icnu;111~ o f J\ l{CIC-I 1111 t-:11t!mris1i,· n,,,.. 
trine. Mi11isll')' and Ordi1111tio11 . and !heir £/11cida1iu11s. as consonant in 
substance wi i°h the faith of A nglicans ... '. " In formulati ng this reply, the 
Lambeth Response seems 10 have taken 'consonance in substance' in a 
broader sense as meaning something like ·compatibility' . Thus, while the 
overall evaluation o f the L a111be1h Conference was positive, it alscl 
1cported ·co11li1111i11g anxieties' regarding eucharistic sacrifice and pres­
ence as well a,;. 0 11 M inisIry and O rdination , requests ·Io r a clarilica tion or 

15. 01wi11 ( /iri.11 l</Nl/.1. p . ;14 1. 
I<,. Vatican Hcs1x1n!'C in 01i1,:im. vol. 21 no. 28. p. 445: ()1w i 11 C/rri.11. 19\12/ 1. p. 
43. 
17 . Scc notcS.ahnvc. 
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" pricslhood"'. • As E. J. Y:irnold has remarked: 'The point seems lo be that 
a staIc111cnI i~ consonanl wit h Anglican faith if i i can be said lo fall within 
1hc legitimate range of A nglican comprehensiveness. though individual 
A nglicans would be 11 11der no obligatirn1 lo subscribe lo i t themselves'.'" 
21. The VaIii.:an Response. on the other ha nd. seems l o lwvc taken 
·consonance in ~uhslancc· as meaning full and complete idcntily: 'What 
wa, asked for was 1101 a simple ev:1l11aIion of an ecumenic:1I sw dy, but an 
oll1nal re~ponse as 111 lhc idcnIiIy of the vario11sslalc111cnIs with lhc f:1iIh 
ul the C:hurt:11' (para. 33). l ·rom this perspective . the Vat ican Response 
must he undcrstocx.l. then. a:, claiming IhaI ARCIC-I failed to reach 
agn:4..! lllClll OU hHsi1.: issu..:s . 

22. T he main criter ion for judgment used by the Ch11rchcs - com,onnnec in 
suh~tance wiIh th e.: fai th - was idc11 1ieally stated. But , as we h:1ve noted 
here. Ihc meaning or Ihis phrase varies between Ihc two Churches. We 
~ugi,test, Ihen. IhaI beyond the ambiguity in the term .rnbsra111ial there 
exi~ts a much larger issue. which l ies in Ihe assumption that everyone 
knows what substant ial (in Ihe sense or 'fundamental') agreement would 
look l ike: and how it might he expressed. 

The issut· or doctrinal l:111gna!!C 
:!3. rl1c i 11 tri11si1: p roblem is the complex question of tlot.:t r inal language. 
I low docs one ex pre~ the fa ith of the Church? T his• b, of course.:. a 
tp1cst ion with a long history of cont roversy. 
2.J . Whal i, mc:111I by ' the faith of the Church"! r-or members of the 
A 11gli1:an ;111<1 Roman Catholic cnm111 11 nitics. the IcndcnC) may he 10 

assume. withoul very much hesita1ion. that the raith or the Church is 
identic,1I with the offi cia l pronouncements o f the cornmunil y. however 
thc~e prn11ouncemc11Is may he framed . Bui the fact is 1lrnI the faith of the 
women and men who make up our com111 11niIics is never 5irnply the same 
a, the words of our doc1ri1nil formulae. li turgical forms. and catechctical 
,1aInm:11Is. I II Roman Catholic theology. a <.l isI incIion has long been made 
he tween I l1c jicfe imp l iwa of the members o f the Church and mag1stcrial 
doct rinal ,I:IIc111c1Ib. What must always ht: kept i n mind is that the ~aving 
lai th ol 1hc Church i~ th ..: t:011cIcI..: f.tith or the pcoplc of ( iod. which thc 
uflidal fonuulations of the faith ;ire intended 10 support. 
25. Yc1 twn f11r1her questions arise: first, how docs one know what the 
fa i th of any person or any group is. save lhrough that f:1 iIh's expression in 
word and deed? Second. by what proi.:csses and on what grounds have the 
words of councils, popcs. lJ'ishops, and theologians come lo be accepted as 
more authorita tive than Ihc words or any o ther believer or group or 
bclic,·crs? 
26. rhc first of the~e questions cannol be answered by appealing to the 
words or prarcr ra thcr than the words of dtictrine, for al least as many 

II\. T/1<• Tahl,•1. 7 December. l ':1'.1 1. p. 1525. 
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differences ex isl in 1 he de vol ion al styles and pr;u;ticcs of vari(ius hcl icvcrs 
as in their verbal expressions or fo i th. The lex omn,li docs not circumvent 
the quest ion of adeq uacy of expression tha l confronts the lex rredendi . 
27. The second qucs1 ion is 1101 simply another way of rais ing the issue or 
magislerial au 1horiIy. T he problem to which i i points is that the words of 
oflicial doctrinal and l i turgical formulae. as well as 1he failh statements of 
,lily individual or cornn1t111i1y. al l fall short of the mysleries 1h.11 1 hey seek 
to express. /\t hcst. WIK·11 C lirblians sc-ck lo arliculah: Ihc fai Il1 of the 
( 'hur,·h. we ,kal wit I, dcgrccs of inadcquacy. 
28. Certainly in our communi ties we live and pray togcthcr in the 
assumplion th;H there is an agrcemcnl which. despi te the differences i 11 t he 
ways we express ourfa ilh bolh in words and in practices, issubs1ar11ia l. But 
how do we know 1ha1? We pray the creed logclhcr Sunday after Sunday, 
and as we recite the words of the creed. we assume that 1hc persons 
surroundinj!. us in tend suhslanli;dly lhc same as we do. But on whal 
grounds do we make this ass11111pIion'! 
29. The Vat ican Rcspomc·s use of the language of official Roman Cat holic 
formulae 10 test whether agreement has been reached on the substance of 
faith scc111s at odds with 1he practice employed in other ecumen ical 
convcrsalio11s. For cxampk. few wou ld argue ag;1 inst 1hc statement l h;1t 
lhi: dol'lrincs of the Trinil y and the lncamal ion an; tl1c n:rllral aniclcs of 
the Christian creed and that those articles have received normative 
expression in the formulae of the firsl four ccumenicril counci ls. 
.10. Ncvcrlhdt·ss. lhe Roman Catholic Church has been will ing lo join in a 

l'.0111111011 dcdaration of raith wh ich dcliberalcly avoid!: concili;i r language 
tha t has proven controversial. One such declarat ion w;:is deemed sufficient 
to permit some sacrarncntal sharing between the Roman Catholic and 1hc 
Syrian Orthodox Churches. In their 1984 declaration, Pope John Paul II 
:md Patriarch Zakka I appeal tothecouncil ofNicaea. and then affirm: 'The 
confusion and schisms that occurred bclween their Churches in the later 
ccn 111rics [ tile l'opc and the l':ilrian.:hf realise today in 110 w;iy affccl or 
I011ch the ~ub~tance or their fai1h , since these arose only because of 
dirfcrcnccs in terminology and cullurc and in the variou~ formu lae 
adopted by different Iheologica l schools to express the same rna11er' .1" 

Herc the subsla11ce of faith is disting.uishcd from culturally determined 
terminology ;ind the forrnulae o f thcolog.ic;1I schools, including terminol­
ogy and formulae worked 0111 ;1nd acloplcd by one of the first four 
crn111cnical councils. 

31. From this example. it is apparent that the Roman Caiholic Church has 
found it possible to affirm 'substantial agreement ' without agreement on 
speciric doctrina l formu lae, even when those formulae arc as hallowed ;is 

IIJ. 'Tow:irdsa 1'11lly U11ani111ous (iospcl Wilrrcss·. Co111111orr Dcdaralinn lly Pope 
John Paul 11 anti l'aIri,1rch Zakka I or Antioch . .1 unc 23. 1984. Cmhofic lntemmi1J11ttl 
2, no. 14 (15- 31 July, l'J'll).pp. 662-3. 
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the Chalccclonian forrn11la . This common declaration docs not indicalc 
how l hc 'subslancc' of failh is lo be discerned when even lhc formula of 
Chalccdon is judged a mailer of 'terminology and cull11rc·. 
32. T his question raises the issue of doctrinal language . I f. indeed. 1hought 
is dependent upon language and experience is dcpcnuent upon thought, 
then ii is h ighly problematic lo claim that one ca n distinguish the substance 
or faiIh from the cul1urally determined language of its expression.~' How 
docs one discern I he s11hs1,1ncc he neath lhc words save through the words? 
II is a 111islakc lo a~str 111c th al when one speaks of the mysteries of faith , one 
can rcrer bcytmd the various allcmpts to speak about Ihose mysteries to 
the mysteries themselves as if they arc simply 'there· and available for 
inspect ion. 
33. One way of dealing wit h this puzzle o f doctrinal l;mguagc is lo accept 
orthopr;1xisas the Ics1 of orthodoxy; th al is, 10 recognise 1ha1 docIrincs arc 
cxprcssi1111s of Ihc c<m1rnunal li fe of the Church .ind thm shared li fe may 
make differing doctrinal formu lae intelligible .ind reveal them to be 
compat ible and even identical in inte111. But such an interpretation means 
that attempts to share life 111usI precede or at least accompany at tempts to 
compare doctrinal s1a1cmenIs. It m igh t even suggest that shared sacra­
menial li fe 11111sI prrccdc or al least ;In:ompany at lcrnpts to compare 
doctrines on sm:rnrncnts. 
3-1. In ,u1y case. the very different understandings of ·substa11tial agree­
ment' in the La111bcIh and Vat ican Responses lo the Final Report raise 
import:11,t qtrcstions 1111 the trndcrst:tnding of doctrine ,tnd the hcrmcncu­
tics of doctrinal language at work in the dialogues. These questions lie 
hcnea lh ,rny assumption IhaI the subslance of fa i th is readily available for 
consulta1io11 as the cri terion of doctrinal language. These questions 111us1 
he addressed in the fu111rc by our 1wo Churches. 

T he challenge of recept ion in the new context 
.'r'i. We undcrsland 1haI lht· irnporla nce of the process of rccep1ion was not 
ful ly realised i11 1966 when Archbishop Ramsey and Pope Paul YI 
csIablishcd the A11glica11-Ro111a11 Cathvl ic d ialogue. How were Ihc 
Cnn1111i~sion's agrccmc11Is lo he fu lly acccplcd or rcjcctccl by each 
Ch11rch'J /\s ha~ bee n noted above. the /\nglicun Commun ion has 
produced a response of its bishops gathered at the LambcIh Con ferencc of 
1988 hut while the bishops have 'a special responsibi l ity for guarding and 
prornol ing the arostolic fa i1h I heir response is nnl a legislative or juridic;1I 
decision·.*** The dependence of 1he Roman Catholic Church 's response 

*** Tiu• £nr,nuus Rt'/HJrl. p. 73. 

20. This problem is foreshadowed in John XXII l's opening speech to Ihc Second 
Vatic,n Council: "The suhs1anrc 4.lf 1ht: ancicnl doctrine or the deposit of foi1h is one 
Ihi11i,:. and 1hc w;Iy in which ii is prcsi.:nlcd is a11olhcr'. Ouolcd in Fr,mds A. 
Sulliv;rn. 'Tire.: Vat ican Response 10 ARCIC-1'. IJ11llc:1i11/Cl'111ro I'm Unione. p. 39: 
011<' i11 Chris,. 199213, p. 229. 
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on prio r c0nsullaIions of bishops· conrcrcncc remai ns unclea r. We ask 
whctl ,c r tc.:x ts su..:h as the Final llt:port require new procedures or 
rcccplio 11 that more m.lcqualcly re lle<.:l our arrinnation of t he real bul 
i111perfect cornn111nio 11 in which we already live. 
36. The sparse doc11n1<.:nlalio 11 sl ylc o f lhe V atican and Lambeth 
Rcs1xrnses has also complica ted the process o f receiving them. W hile the 
Vatica n Response is longer and more detai led . nei ther Response contains 
adequate rdercncc to the mater ials upon which the Responses build. W ith 
further drn.:11111cnlalin11 . llu; basis for 1he judg1m:11 ls cxprcsscd would he 
easier 10 discern . To this extent , the contr ibu tion o f the Responses 10 the 
d ialo~uc could he 111ad(' more d fcclivc lh:111 i i rnm: nl ly is. We hope Iha! 
fu tu re rcsponscs from our two C hurd1e~ will provide l hc 111:ilcr ial needed 
to fad li1a1c undcrs1<1 nding. appreciation . and acce ptance o f their judg­
ments. 

:-7. A RC'IC- 1 ;;aid : ' \Ve arc co,w i nced t lwl if there an.: any re main ing pnints 
o r d isagreement they c:111 h,; r'l'so lvcd on lhe principles here cstahl ishcd. 
We acknowledge a variety o r lhenlogica l _approacli es wit hin bnlh our 
communions. 13u t we have seen i t as our task lo fi nd a way o f advancing 
together beyond the doctrinal disagreements o f the pas1·. :, We lake th is 10 
i 11d ica1c Iha! /\ RCIC-l d ai111s ·s11bsIan1ial agrcc 11 1c 11 1· in the sense 1ha1. 
whatever diffcrcm:cs may rc111ai11 011 the issues explored in the Final 
N,•1wr1. lhty wou ld 1101 today provoke division between ou r l wo 
Ch urches. Hence. they -an no t warra nt our cont inuing div ision. 
38. Thus. we take our two Churche:-· di ffe rent jullgme11 Is on whether 
•~ubsIan1ial t1grccmc11l' has been reached as both cnw uragcmcn t aml 
challenge: cncourngemcn t , in thnl both Responses rej oice in the no table 
p rogress th:1t has been achieved: challenge. in that we nrc n m fronted w i th 
ou r willingness to st;iy divided over mat te rs that would 1101 ini l i:i te n 
d ivision . This reality places in front o f us our need for conti nuous 
repentance o f our wi ll ingness lo be divided. and conti nuous conversion 
loward the uni ty Chr ist o ffers us with one ano ther. which is a mirror of his 
11w11 11 11 i Iy wi th th, Fatlu; r . 

A l~C-US/\. March I9'.IJ. Mundelein. Il linois 

21. Fi11al Re,,ort. 16. 

Cert <1inly i1 is a theological c, ror 10 suppose that there is anyone wi th whom Uod 
w i lls 110 rcl ll lion in love. flu1 th <· characlr::rof our response 10 his love of lhc others 
11,;1y make his relation to us cri tical. For he wi ll not wi thdraw his invitation to our 
enemies lo please our secure sense of houndariccl idcnt i ty: ,111 lc~s " c arc willing 10 
h;i vc 1ha1 hrukc11 u p , 11 . we G1111111I w a111 hi~ p i csc:m:<: or c.:nrounr,·r i t as joy. nr h:1vc 
l, 1vc•k nowlcd~c or ( 'hri!\l . wh:1tevcr o rlluuloxics we ultcr'. 

" l: linthclh Templeton, '1111: S1m11ge11ess of Go,/. pp. 79-80. 




