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AngJ i ran-Roma n Ca t h0Ji r J n t ernationa] C0mmi ssi 0n . 

Jntr0durti0n 

In Karch J9S2 Cardinal \.."illebrand s ,,rote to the episcopal confe­
rences of the ...,-orld asking for their reactions t 0 the Final Report 
of ARCJC-l. In his letter, he a s ked them "t0 send a c0nside r ed judgment 
on the work done , observe all as to whether it is c0nsonant in substance 
with the faith of the Catholic Church c0ncerning the matters di s cussed." 

Over the last three years the following eighteen resp0nses 
have been received by the Secretariat f0r Prom0ting Christian ~nity: 

Australia (12 pages); Bra::.il (3 pages ) ; Canada 7 pages )~ plus a set 
of n0tes 0n the CDf's Observations (12 pages); China , (Tai,,an) (1 
page); England and \,,'ales 114 pages); France(19 pages); \,,'e s t Germany 
(20 pages); Holland (8 pages); Japan (11 pages); Liberia / Sierra Leone / 
The Gambia (12 pages); New Zealand (8 pages); Nigeria (2 pages); 
Scandinavia ( 5 pages); Scotland ( 17 pages); Southern Africa ( 6 pages) ; 
Switzerland (16 pages); USA (12 pages) ; Greek-Melchite Patriarchate 
( 21 page s ). 

The East German Conference wrote 
they would not be submitting a response, 
with the Observations of the CDF. 

to the Secretari at saying 
and identifying themselves 

It is probably important to note that although the number of 
responses is not large, we ha,·e received responses from practically 
all those parts of the world where the Anglican Communion i s a signi­
ficant presence. 

There was considerable variety of length, approach a nd focus 
among the responses. Nonetheless there is a considerable d c- gree of 
consensus in the evaluation of the Final Report. The purpose of this 
paper is simply to give a general idea of what the response of these 
conferences has been. The Greek Mel chi te response is quite different 
in approach from the others and I have simply ref erred to it in a 
note at the end. 
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AJJ the n·sr,'n<-t':-- sr•cak Yen p0siti,eJy ab0ut t li'' ,,..-c--rk and 
at, 0 u t t h E' a ch j c YE' n, c n t 0 f ARC J C- J : th"\ s E' i' t h C' ARC JC' di a 1 0 f'. u ,' a s an 
pcrccia]]\ sirnifjc,rnt 011c and a s a n e:x2.mp]e 
,,... 0 r L Many a r f' 0 h i 0 u , J ). qui t e sur f r i s c d a t 
that ARC.JC' 1.·a ~ alJc t0 rec1Ji:.C'. 

0f effectiYC' ecuTPc·nica] 
the dei.:rec- 0f agreement 

a decisi,e rn0ment - a miJestone - in relations bet"een the tw0 Church es . 

Presentati0n cf the Rep0rt 

.A. fe1.· rt'sp0nses com.mented 0n the structure of the fina) Rep0rt, 
and sa1.· the need for edit0riaJ revision. One response fe1t that the 
rep0rt c0mprised seYeraJ different kinds of statements (statements 
of agreement; elucidations; statements of convergence) so as not t0 
comprise a coherent "·!10le. S0me sa1.· the need for further edi t0riaJ 
work in which the elucidations 1.·ould te integrated "·ith the actual 
statements; this c0uld hav~ the effect 0f making the Commission's 
vie"point clearer. 

Approach and Methodology of ARCIC 

(a) SeYera1 responses commented on the significance and potential 
that the ARCIC Commission found in the notion of Koinonia. 

It enal:-Jed differing vie"·s of the Church to be brought into comp1e­
mentary relationship with one an0ther: especially the Church as di Yine 
ins ti tut ion and the Church as a gathered conrnrnni ty ! brought into being 
by the Holy Spirit. Some sa1.' the need to relate the idea of koinonia 
to the issue of primacy, thus directly posing the question of the 
importance of the petrine office for the unity of the k0inonia. 

(b) Likn'ise, there was commendation for the \\-'ay that ARCIC dre"· 
on the findings of biblical historica] criticism while seeing 
the historical data as an unfolding of God's purpose in history 

in the power of the H0ly Spirit. Differing theological methodologies 

were fused by this method which enabled the findings of historical 
research to be integrated with the vie·,,point of fundamental theology. 
Some responses, ho"'ever, sa"· a lack of resolution here, given the 
great store set by Anglicans on the findings of historical research. 
The way one response put it was that what is at issue is two different 
ways of identifying truth, ways which need to confront one another 
directly. And there was one voice which saw in ARCIC a lack of re­
solution on the nature of Tradition, to the extent that ARCIC seemed 
to confine Tradition to Scripture. 
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(c) ..\R l-]C''s , l,1im in thf' fin ;;1 Rq,0 rt J S t0 h;nc rc,1 r hc-1 s,i ; q;,ntjcJ1 

;n: rccn,cnt 0n c-u charist ,1nj rr,inio:tr_\. Sr YrraJ rc-'-f•,..., n'-C' '- c 0rrn1cntcd 
0n th e n," tJC'J i 0f ~u\.'--.tantiaJ a£:rt· Pr:ent and "1<1tcd the extcr ,: L' 1s h i ch 
they th0u,:h t A:-:\~1~- anua JJy rt',, Ji:. rd it . Thr tE'rm i " dd Jn~ in Eu c h,1-
ri stic- E}uc:idati0n'-. ,.,_ "lt means that th e d0cumC' nt rr~TC'"- t' nts nc•t 
0n]Y t hr jud£:nicnt 0f aJJ its ncrr.t, .:·rs -- i.e. thiit :it is a n arrt'rn,rnt 

t, u t t h c i r u n ;in 1 m _-, u c. a £T t' cm<' n t 0 n ' P s s C' n t i a J ma t t c rs 1s· hr 1 " i t r ,· n -
siders that d0ctr:inc- adrrits 0f n0 d:iYc-rrencc-.'·" Som e- re src-rises ex­

pressed arrr0Ya) of this definition, n0tinf that it 1s b2:-ed on a 
distinction t'et1s·ern fundamentaJ and non-fundamental articJes 0f faith. 
But there \,as some feelin& th"t 1s·e are stiJJ in a 
need t0 is0late th0se matters that are "strictly 
means 0f a "hermeneutic of unity". 

positior, 1s·here 1se 
of the faith" bv 

~0st responses said positiYely that they thought that ARCJC 
v,as justified in claiming substantial agreement on eucharist and mj­
nj stry. Certainly, jt v,as generaJJy fe]t that the dc,curr:ent s c0nta:in 
nothinr: that cc-ntradicts the Catholjc faith. But 
....-ho, f0r reasons that ,,il] emerge rresently, felt 
premature. 

there .,e,e a 

that the claim 

(d) Considerat,le attention .,·as paid to the method adopted by ARCIC 

to secure sut,stantial agreement. Several responses referred 
t0 the Pope's address to the Commission in September 19S0 in .,·hich 
he referred to this matter: "Your method has been to go behind the 
habit of thought and expression born and nourished in enmity and contro­
versy to scrutinise together the great common treasure, to clothe 
j t in a language at once traditional ·and expressive of the insights 
of an age which n0 longer gl0rifies in strife, but seeks t0 come to­
gether in listening to the quiet voice of the Spirit." 

The genera] feeling .,·as that this meth0d has .,·c,rked. Concepts 
and categories have been chosen which are not the exclusi Ye legacy 
of either Church, but through those concepts we have reformulated 
our formulations of our joint heritage. Although our doctrine of 
eucharist and ministry is not treated exhaustively in the Final Report, 
we are able to find the essential elements of those doctrines in the 
nev.· formulations. 

Several responses pointed to the need to trace and determine 
the relationship between the ARCIC formulations and the formulations 
to which our Churches are already committed. We must not, however_, 
look for exact correspondences, especially since our traditional formu­
lations developed in a time of polemic. What we must expect, though, 
is coherence of meaning between the two... 
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Ry and L1r2c th e rf'sr0n scs s rc the AH C' 1C c.:';:,t' _:,,_,nt ris ,1,1 a3<' --Jl. LJ1c' 

rrc ;, cnt 2t ic1n 0f C,,th0Ji, fa:ith in the cuchilri c- t. 

Eu cha rist a s Sacrifi~e 

The genera] vie.,· "·as that the n0ti0n of K0in0nia and , m0re 
especially, anamnesi s had "been succ es sful]y exp] oi ted so as to clearly 
dem0nstrate "both the once-for-a]] nature of Christ's sacrifice and 
the sacrificial nature of the eucharist. Anamnesis, or memorial. 
is an idea -....·hich "bears close]y on tht" idea of sacrament: .. .-hat it is 
a"b]e t0 sh0,.,· is that the eucharist is n0t a re-petition 0f ca]vary , 
and that it is both sym"bolic and real. 

It .,·as also felt by some , ho,.,·ever, that ARCIC's account left 
us with rather a passive understanding of the eucharist; it is basically 
presented as a gift to the Church . What is also needed is a sense 
of the eucharist as a cele"bration of the wh0le Body of Christ, "t0tus 
Christ us, ca put et corpus". And there .,·ere some .,·ho wondered whether 
in fact the Catholic understanding 0f eucharistic sacrifice -- espe­
cially its propitiating 1intercessory aspects -- is adequately expressed. 

The Presence of Christ in the Eucharist 

Generally the responses find ih ARCIC a sound and, indeed , 
moving expression of Cath0lic faith in the real presence of Christ 
in the eucharist. It v,as seen to "be both balanced and unambigu0us. 
A fe,.,· said, ho,.,·ever, that s0me of the references to the nature of 
Christ's presence in the eucharist are not really sharp enough from 
a CathC'lic point of vie.,·. Some noted a difficulty in that in the 
Anglican-Lutheran Pull a ch Report of 1972, it is affirmed that in the 
eucharist "bread and wine, while- remaining bread and "·ine, become 
the means .,,hereby Christ is truly present". ~one of the responses: 
however, said that this necessarily represents an inc0herence in the 
Anglican position. One response offered an account of ho.,· the h ·o 

statements may be reconciled with one another, along the lines that 
the point which Catholic faith must affirm is precisely that the sub­
stance of the consecrated elements is no longer bread and wine. 

On transsubstantiation, the general impression was that the 
burden of this doctrine ~is affirmed although_ the act..ual- wor.-.d -i S--n0-t­

used. The truth that the word "trans substantiation" intends to convey 
is effectively secured in the text. One or two felt that t~distinction 
between the fact and the hm,· of eucharistic change cannot be drawn 
as readily as ARCIC does if Catholic faith is to be unequivocally 
affirmed. 
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Th crC' "-il '- s0mcthj n!' 0f a fC' e] :in!= of djqrr0intr.ient t.,h<ii ARCH' 

cou ld n0t hilH' t-c 1:n m0rC' r0 s :it:iY c :in th :i<- qucstion. esrcc:iaJl~ PH'n 

the str0nr r 0<-:it:i 01 , iid0ped 011 Christ's fri"'-c·n , C' 1n thE' euchar:ist. 
Some s a.,_. th :i s a '- ref] e ct :i n ~ n C' != cl t:J '"('] ~- 0 n t h c d t'f t h 0 f a £ r fem c n t r ca c h,_, d , 
and gencra]Jy it .,_-a.., f e ]t th ;it the m;itter n1:,~d s t0 t-,~ taken ur a&;i:in 

and expJored furthE'r. Quite -..-:id e ]y, ho-...- cH"r, it .,_.i"l'- feJt that eurha­
ris tic deYotion s are a consequ ence of faith in the eu charist and n 0t 
a component part of it; proY:ided there i s a~ reement 0n the e~sentials 
of faith and pr0vided the practice and sen<-ihlities of t-0th sides 
are respected, .,_-c do n0t neE'd to press n0n- Catho]ics on the qu es t:i011 
of eucharistic devotion. 

Ml'-:JSTRY 

Ori1cins and In s titution of the Ministry 

There was widespread approYal of ARClC's approach to this matter. 
Many responses identified with the view that t-elief in Christ's insti­
tution of the ministry does n0t necessarily entail t-elieving that 
this involved an explicit act 0f Our Lord during his earthly life; 
rather. it is sufficient to affirm that there ha s t-een episk0pe ever 
since the commissioning of the ap0stles and that the subsequent deve l op­
ment and sta°t'ilizing of the ordained ministry took place in the p0v,er 
of the Holy Spirit and according to the ~ill of Christ. A few expressed 
difficu]ty with the perspective adopted t-y ARCIC~ and v,ondered ...,-heth er 

it ;.;as able to fully secure the reality of Chri s t's institution of 
the ministry. 

The Sacramentality of Ordination 

Generally it was felt that ARCIC presents well both t he dis­
tinction and the connection between the ordained priesthood and the 

priesthood of all believers. A fe.,_· expressed hesitation and one made 
the point that ARCIC's perspective on ministry, by being somewhat 

functionalist: is n0t able to show clearly enough the organic character 
of the ordained ministry within the common prie s thood of the ,,hole 

Church. The more general view, however, was that the sacrament a l 
nature of ordination receives abundant testimony, and that this is 
an extremely important point of agreement. 

The Ordained Minister and the Eucharist 

Broadly speaking, there was approval of ARCIC's 
it corresponds well with the Catholic understanding of 
of priesthood in relation to the eucharist. 

treatment; 
the meaning 



T,,0 r0intc, ',,,t'Y-C rr.adt' h S('\'(Tcd rcsr.:--r,:- t~ :-,. C'rH' ;.·c, - that the 

qut'q ion 0f the nature 0f th , 0rdained mi mqry and the quc :c.ti0n of 
..,. h ,' c an 0 r can n 0 t t, f' 0 rd 2 i n t' d . a r l' n 01 a I:' J e t 0 1' c i -. 0 J r1 t c j fr 0 n: 0 n c 

separati0n in it" brief ref1:re rice t0 -th e i :-sut' . S,:, c 0nd]y . it ... -as 
affirmed that this 1s an area 0f ma.70r di ffic ult~- and mu st n0v.· he 

c0nfronted directly. 

Yalidity of Anglican Orders 

Only a fe.., resr0nses 
do generally agree that 

refer to this 
the problem has 

cont ext and that "·e need n01,,· t0 e:xrl0re the 
context. 

rr,atter directly. Th0se 
n0;. been placed in a nev, 
implicati0r1s 0f the nev, 

Here. Ke may n0te that very fev, responses refer to the qtiesti0n 
of apostolic succession. Those that do find ARCIC's treatment balanced 
and sound, if rather underdevel0ped. And~ finally, one resp0nse said 
that the treatment of episc0pe in ARCIC is inherently problematic 
hecause for Cathclics ministerial felloKshir is only shared by th0se 
"·h0 are "in hi erachical communion "·i th the head and memhers of the 
college" (Lumen Gentium, 21). 

AfTHORITY I~ THE CHURCH 

General Reactions 

The responses are very complimentary t0 the ARCIC Commission 

for its "·ay of handling this topic. The questi0n of authority is 
set in the cont ext of the authority of the Church and the People of 

God. The right frame"·ork for study has been set ur, important ground 
has been made, and further agre.ement should no"· he possi t,le. One 
response did make the point, however, that the report deals ~ith 
Anglican difficulties with authority in the Catholic Church, but not 
with Catholic difficulties ..... ith authority in the Anglican Church. 

Authority of General Councils 

Some responses saw a difficulty in ARCIC's assertion that General 
Councils are protected from error when they speak on "fundamental 
matters- of- fa-itlf"-.- -A afl;ire was expre-sse--d--f-oT--ci:a-rifira-tion-------of--th-e­

term "fundamental matters of faith" and some made the point that a 
Catholic would see the guarantee from error as applying to the whole 

realm of faith and morals. 



-~ fp., responses c0mr,;ented 011 the ;..a~ th;,t ARCH~ hvand]ed the 
"~,etrinc" tn:t'-- 111 thv ~s:h Testa~,ent. 'kc.t]Y the H''--f0n<-es rca c- ted 
po ::=, 1tjn.,Jy but s0me .,,jshed t0 underJinc th,0 p0int that an: hjst0rica}-
cr:it:ica1 assessment 0f a te:,;t rr. 1.Yt be rdated to th.: s:i£njfic?.nc,:, 
i t ha 5 h:, en g i H' n in the 1 :i \'inf'. t r-a d i t i 0 n cf t he Chu r c h . 

the 
~lany responses 

petri llt· office. 
addressed the questi0n of the institution of 

As ,;ith the in-st:ituti011 of the ministrY. 
seYera] responses identified Kith the YieK that belief in 
Christ's institution of the petrine primacy does not necessarily entail 
belie..-inr: in an explicit intenenti,m by 0ur L0rd during his earth]y 
life. Some felt happy ,,;ith ARClC's perspecti\'e ;..·hich they sav; as 
affirming the presence of the risen Christ and his Spirit in the Church, 
bringing about a gradua] deepening and ar:rropriati0n of the life and 
teaching of Jesus. Others sa,, the need 
the petrine office is not the result of a 
but is rather a grace ,..·illed by Christ 
of unity for the koin-"nia. 

to affirm more clearly that 
purely permissiYe proYidence, 
for his Church, as a focus 

further doubts ~ere expressed about the material under the 
heading of Jus Di vinum in Authority IJ. Senral said that the force 
of "iure di vino" in this context needs to be more clearly ackno,.-ledged: 
.,hat is at issue is that petrine primacy pertains to the reality: 
the nature, the very mystery of the Church as intended by Our Lord. 
Several made the point, ho,,ever, that .,,e must be very appreciative 
of the g0od framev;ork for further agreerr,ent on petrine primacy that 

we find in the text. The final Report d0es isolate the central and 
essential features of the petrine ministry. More0.-er: 
that corm11ented on the treatment of jurisdiction felt 
pretty well with Catholic ecclesiology. 

Inf alli bili ty 

those responses 
that it fitted 

On this question, there was posi~i..-e reaction to the interpreta­
tion of infallibility, but a general feeling that the final Report 

leaves some important aspects of the matter unresolved. Some noted 
especially that the report does not really reflect the Catholic belief 
in divine assistance as necessarily attached to the teaching office 
of the Pope. 

On the related question of reception, several responses made 
the point that this is a theo1ogicaJ.- (lue-s-t-i--0r:i- t.ha-t~ i-s- r10-t- w.i.d-e-J.-y- und€-r:-~~~---,,1-
stood and has not been much investigated theologically, either in 
the Catholic or the non-Catholic context. It needs to be studied 
more deeply. Several responses affirmed that what Catholic theology 
cannot allow is that the faithful are in a position to adjudicate 



a , t 0 • .- h <' t h tT a pa rt i ,- u J a r t f' ;i ,- h j JE'. , ,-r r <' " ;-- ,"' n j ~ .,, i t h R <' -.- e J a t j 0 n : t h <' 

rc;i]jt ~ of re :C'p j0n j~ s0r: , ,'thjn.c that can ,'n]y \'p YC'rjfiE-J r0 ~t- f;i ntm, 
aft C'r it h;;c, bet'r: r.:-aJ j :cd. Rut 1,· 11,!t \o. ' t' n i'c>J t0 ,0r~ 1dC'r m0n' 

rrc rjs C'Jy i~ th,:, 5tructurc 0f th e rrN,' '."'.:- 0f rect'pi 0n . 

On this. senra] resp0n5c' S n0ted that thf· main con c ern 0f An£:li­
cans 1s n0t the c0ntent 0f these d0ctrin es. 1'ut the fact of their 
bein& proc)aimed as d0gmas and the pr0ce ss whereby this took p)ace. 
Some felt that the disagreements a1'0ut the content of the dogmas sh0uld 
n0w be able to be res01Yed. Others made the p0int -~ as some suggested 
in relation t0 eucharistic deY0tion that 1,,e need not insist on 
comrlete agreement on these doctrines bef0re m0Y1ng t0,,,:ards ful)er 
communion. But there must t-e 0penness and mutual respect in relation 

to the holdine of these doctrines. 

The future 

Several responses made recommendations for the future work 

of ARCIC. S0me of these t0pics arise from a perceived lack of reso­
lution, clarity, or agreement in the Final Report: further work was 
recommended on the nature of the Church, the nature of the transmission 
of reYelati0n. eucharistic devotion and. generally, authority. One 
response as mentioned earlier said it ,;ould be important to identify 
those things 'l,hich are "strictly of the faith" -- the things that 
1,,e at·soluteh· need to agree up0n. Other suggestions were for .. ·ork 

in areas that haYe n0t yet been covered, e.g. moral questions, or 
the p0li tical problems that could arise in relation to reunion with 
the Church of England. 

Almost all the responses urged greater sharing and collaboration 
with the Anglican Communion on the basis of the agreement so far secured. 
SeYeral said that we must no .. • ,.-erk out s0me models for tmity; some 

practical steps for rnoYing to .. ·ards full communion. Among the issues 
that .,,ould need to be tackled here would be the theological basis 
for some kind of limited or partial communion ben,een our -Churches. 

-,, .,,----,,--a-------~ ----------'-------~,1--



This rcsr0n::-c 100kd 

rrin , irJes and "&iYt?r:'-'" 0f 
1s irr,r·,"'rt,rnt since .~Reh· 

at 
the 

5-re ms 
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t l~c Finc1 J RC f'C' rt 1 ll 

Ea c.t ern tradition. 

tC' ha Ye' c0nfined 

thC' Ji &ht d the 
This. thn Scl \" . 

itself t0 a Lnir1 

and \•,-C'5.tc'rn Yisi0n_ of th<' Church. E~rccialJy · imp0rtant f0r ARC-JC's 
,,orh .,.-0u]d haYe teen the [aqern Church's perspe,ti H' of the permanent 

presence' of the HC'ly Spirit in the Church. guiding its constituti0n 

and deYe]0pment. Generally the resr0nse disapproYes 0f the hist0rical­
critical method0logy in ARC'IC and frequently makes the point that 

Scri:rture is only an authority l>c'cause and in as much as the Church 
has made it so. The resp0nse says that Eastern history and traditi0n 
is .,.·hat .,.·ould te best able to guide AR:::IC' in determining the limits 
0f R0rr,an primacy in a Catholic and undiYided Church. Desrite this 

critical focus, the response speahs enthusiasticalJy about the achieYe­
ment of ARCJC and expresses great interest in future deYel0pments. 

KeYin McDonald 


