: A/RCCOW
THE ORDINATION OF VWONEN AND AMGLICA/TONAN CATHOLIC

RELATIONS

: I agreed reluctantly to present for this meeting a paver
with very modest aims - certainly not the aim of even susmesting
an answer to the gquestion formulated at the Informal Talls in Dome
which 1s the question we are charged to address curselves to; |
rather that of surveying the ground, very much as liss Howard
has done but from a Romen Catholic point of view and restricting
myself rather more - in fact to the period since the Limuru L
meeting of the Anglican Consultative Council in 1971. In fact
my only qualification to present anything here is that I attended
the Lambeth Conference of 1968 and the three subsequent meetings
of the A.C.C. and have followed developments on our gquestion
with the concern proper to one who is charged, within the 5.P.C.T.

with working to promote Anglican/Toman Catholic unity.

In this connection I have to say that I have tried over
that period to impress on the Secretariat the immortance of the
igsue, and on two occasions presented fairly full written reports
to full staff meetings, with requests for some policy directives;
but in spite of this as will be seen from the sequence of
avents described by liiss Howard and below by myself, the Secretariat
was somevhat tardy in rousing itself to the gravity of the matter
and partly perhaps as a result of this, had very 1ittle iopact
on the Declaration of 1977 which has been the most momentous

Catholic step.

Casting about in my mind as to how to make this paper
most useful, I came to the conclusion that, in view of the
concise and judicious quality of liiss Howard's paper I could do
worse than use it as a frapework for my OWn comuents, perha?s
filling it out here and there fron a loman Catholic Et?ndpﬂlnt 2
and of course taling sccount of other nmaterial with which no dou

all of us are acquainted.



L
The first sentence aof lliss Howard's panep

( which T wi
hereafter refer to for brevity's sake ag § with =

e . : the page number)
e Anglican Communion is made up of autonomous Churches
and provinces which are in full

i comEunion with one
another

already sharpens, in our context, a question which has long
seemed to me insufficiently regarded, namely, how far is a search
for unity between the Church of Dome and the Anglican Communion

as a whole, considered in practice, realistie and appropriate?
ARCIC of course with its rigorous concentration on the historic
doctrinal issues, has often seemed to some to ignore this and
in its search for agreed statements to expound a Platenic

Anglicanism which is not exactly identifiable anywhere. I shall
refer to this problen later.

The ACC at Limuru was clearly conscious of this problen
within the Communion in connection with the ordination of women,
doinr its best to ensure in advance that action in the matter
should not be divisive, and in its eapgerness seeming perhavs
to go beyond its powers (ef. H.236)

By Dublin the ACC management had clearly become conscious
of this criticism, but on the other hand the lobby in favour of
the Ordination of Women to the Priesthood had become much
stronper and was also rather touchy by reason of the presence of
Canon du Bois and some of his followers; thus the pararranh
in the report in which the Council notes a somewhat anomalous
situation is itself a somevhat anomalous paragraph. It
reproaches those who are waiting to see whether a ?GHSEﬁEUE
is developing - or for further action by the_i}-::runc:.lk..T thus
depriving us of their contribytion and tEFdlnﬁ to ﬂlscﬂﬁriie
further action by the Council (1) Two things struck one e1 .
fipst that the consensus talked about Lele Hog by now Flear-y
gsgumed to be a consensus in favour, PEflﬁﬂtlnﬁlthﬂ Hihfurther
overwhelming majority opinion in the ACC; secon™ “h: h;“-"-‘
action could the ACC legitimately and appropriately take,

peyond repistering the facts?
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The third part of the Limuru resolution, much less
well-known that the first two, recommended the Anglican Churches
to 'consult'with other Churches in their area; presumably this
referred to non-Anglican churches; if so, the only evidence
I have come across of its beinr seriously acted on is the 17.5.

ARC discussion of October 1975. (There may of course have been

various reasons for this and the resnonsibility may not always
have been Anglican).

A complaint often voiced by Catholics and by Anclican
opponents of OWF is that this consultation should surely have
been an integral part of that 'fullest consultation' called for
at Lambeth 1948, which Dublin ACC asserts rather than demonstrates
and which H 239 questions. Even apart from this question of
ecunenical consultation, there was much difference of opinion
at Dublin, rancing fronm one exuberant lady who said the theology
had 'been arruecd ad nauseam -now let's get on with it. ' to
the consultant learned in sexual psycholegy who said that the
issues he thought decisive had hardly had their surface scraped.(2)

is a mere observer, I cannot remenber anything in the
Dublin debate which suggested that the delerates had plumbed
the matter to the depths, and the bishop of Chichester's
reference, in his speenhtﬁ? the Church of Enpland synod
(3rd July 1975) to Dublin, where he was a consultant, supgests
he retains the seme mMemory. One of the three astatements
emanating from Dublin (H236) does show that the Fnuncll was
conscious of the need To say something in rﬂcﬂﬁﬂltiﬂﬂ_ﬂf the
ecumenical dimension, but its form raises certain logical

prﬂblems.(5j |
If a Church 'makes 1ts own decision' after havln; i

i¢alren into account' the 'important ecumenical_reyercuazlzns

(an¢. consultation would be necessary even to find out wha

' i ig is
exactly they were before taking then inte account) ?hliﬁ "
a logical order of things. 1t 1is arpuable that this
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happened in U.E.A., though the question remains how far the
US/ARC statenment, admirable and open-minded as it is, Gives

a realistic account of the likely ecumenical renmercussions

(see below). But I am not sure that it makes sense to set

up an antithesis between a Church 'meking its own decision'

and making ecumenical considerations decisive. A Church might
make a completely mature and independent decision that ecumenical
considerations were important enough at least to pnntpnnelme;fLa.{.
decisions, which would not be the same thing at all as
gubmitting to outside pressures.

But if a church makes a decision so difficult to go
back on as this without previous ecumenical consultation I am
not clear how ecumenical repercussions can be said to have
been talen into account at all. Perhaps this is no more than
a criticism of the drafting of the Dublin statement, but my
recollection does suggest that this loose drafting reflects
the fact that the statement was hardly more than a sop to those
who had vainly pressed the 'ecumenical arpunent.

The resolution adopted by the General Synod of the
Church of England in July 1975 (H 241 and A/TOCON 1) seems
+o me to be more logical and to reveal moTe CORCEIN for the
'ecunenical repercussions', though very various degrees of
this concern showed themselves in the debate (to which I shall
return). This is not unimportant since I believe that even
at this stage of history the nolicy of the Church of England
has more resonance in the Anglican Communion than is everywhere
recognised.

I am not very sure what ig meant in H 241 by saying
that the debate made if ¢lear ' that the motion should not be
regarded as a delaying motion'. If this means ' should n?t h;r
regarded simply as a stalling tactic', all well and [ood.
are we back with the confusion of Dublin - with a_statament of
the order of " we have just % weeks to discuss this, ?Iterﬁthat
we shall be poing ahead anyway" ?Statenent 2 S€EES e ical
that there should be no anilateral action until after ecumen
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consultation. Dut there was some rather loaded lanpuare in
L=
the synod about ecumenical scrunles.

'no prorress at all could be made if "evervone lo

pron oks

over his shoulder to see vhathis neighbﬁug i poing to doh
(Bishop of Oxford)

' delay would lead to an "After you,Claude" situation

till the end of time' (Dishop of Winchester)

However that may be the debate revealed for the first
time that high-level discussions had opened with Nome. The Bishop
of Chelmsford read a letter addressed by Cardinal Villebrands
to Archbishop Cogran (the normal practice of the 3.P.C.U. is to
address hin in his capacity as president of the Anglican Conmunion)
which revealed that at last the question was beginning to arouse
interest in Rome and adding

"It ecannot be =said that these on=-poing studies point to
any prospect of change in the tradition of the Toman
Gatholic Church with reserd to ordination, yet they
raise points on which useful exchanges of ideas could
take place..... .

Our recent experience in dislogue has confirmed in

the perspective of history the wisdom of taling common
counsel on matters potentially divisive while they are
gtill within our control." (&)

The archbishop acted nromptly enough on the Synod's
recommendation addressing the first of his letters to Paul VI
less than a week later (July 9th). There is a sentence in this
letter which is not entirely clear: "The central authorities of
the Anglican Communion have therefore called for common counsel
in this matter, as has the General Synod of the Church of Englan
Who ape referred to as central suthorities? kne General Synods?
The metropolitans? If so, hov many? In eny case, a glance at
A/RCCOY 1 will show that this call for common counsel was nov

i d like
relevant in rather varying degrees. In some CaSes ;tﬁlzﬁt:ed.
ﬁﬁlling for locking the gtable door after the horse ha

d".
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Before the Pone replied, Vovember 30th 1975, there vas
modest common counsel in the shape of the first of the informal
talks organised by Bishop Howe with the Secretariat (to which
talks the Pope referred approvingly in his reply). There was
neither preparation nor time for much discussion in the terms
of Ho.2 of the English resolution of the previous July, but

vhat emerped was the proposal which has become our terms of
reference.

In his second letter to the Pope, dated February 10th 1976
and formally delivered personally by Bishop Howe in an audience,
the Archbishop beran by mentioning the imminence of the tenth
anniversary of Archbishop Ramsey's visit to Liome. He identified
himself strongly with the commitments then made, but also raised
the question whether the issue of the ordination of women wWag one
of 'legitimate diversity' or not. He finally looked forward
to the day when he might meet the Pone.

The Pope's first reaction to this letter came in the
conversation during the audience at vhich it was delivered
This is cleer from the Pope's later written reply (l:arch 23rd).
In this the Pope erpressed still more feelingly his sadness at
"go prave a new obstacle and threat' but did not modify his
earlier assertion that \obstacles ¢o not destroy mutual commitment
to a search for reconciliation' - indeed, he said nore eloquently
that "it is no part of corresponding to the promptings of the
Holy Spirit to f£ail in the virtue of hope". He made no allusion
to the question about Meritimate diversity' raised DY the

Archbishop.

It is I think very important to see the fanous

Declaration approved in October 1976 and published in January

1977, ajainst the paclkrround of this correspondence. Obviously

the Declaration was already at an advanced stage when the Fope

lagt wrote.
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| Lefore looking at the Declaration at all one or two
important points need to be cleared up.

1) Its statue. A.DEFlaratiun is the lowest in the ranks of papal
utterances. It is issued by the Congrepation and submitted in
an audience to the Pope who ratifies it and orders its
publication.

2} The status of the Commentary, which H242 sqq describes as
Wofficial”. It is important to clarify this, since H 245 quotes
a passage from it which would, if ' official, be crucial to our
discussion. The commentary was distributed to the press on the
occasion of the press conference presenting the Declaration.

It seems to have been intended as a help to those pressmen

who wished to report the Declaration more seriously. Lo doubt
its authors ( who are not named or indicated) were, in the usual
Noman style quite content that its authority should be estimated
as highly as possible: but in fact it has no authority beyond
that of its anonymous authors.

T shall not myself offer any full gcale commentary on
the Declaration, but merely mele a few points about its meneral
lines.

The introduction is obviously intended %o forestall more
banal objections such as that the Church is -

- constitutionally oI inveteratly anti-feninist
- gblivious to the sifns of the times
_ prepared to hush up or ignore Catholic theolorians'
guestionings on the matter
is that the only

The first thing that strikes one as odc |
nye are dealing with

conclusion dravn from the statement (p.4) r
a debate which classical theoloCy gearcely touched upon

should be that "the current arpunentation rund the risk of
n_  Might not the nreniss equally

neglecting essential elenents _ :
t arrmnentatlen pight

yield the conelusion that "the curren

: ;
introduce inportant new glenents”:

[ ] ig an €
Ag H 242 says the Jeclaration 15 & : =
nihe Church in ridelity to the exarple ol Christ,

wran Eebicis
herself anthorized to afmit women to priestly

~pansion of the

gtatement that
does not consider
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ordination". This is mainly, true of sections 1 - 4, which speak
of the Church's constant tradition, whose "practice has anjﬁ&ed
peaceful and universal acceptance".

The document poes on to expound

- the attitude of Jesus and the practice of the apostles:
their nermanent wvalue.

- The Church has no nower over the substance of the sacraments

The key passege from our polnt of view is the two last paragraphs
of p.11:

"In the final analysis it is the Church, through the veice
of her liagisterium, that, in these various domains, decides
what can change and what must remain immutable. ihen she
judges that she cannot accept certain changes, it is
because she lmows that she is bound by Christ's mamner of
acting. Her attitude, despite appearances, is therefore
not one of archaism but of fidelity: it can be truly
understood only in this light. The Church makes
DrONOUNCEnents in virtue of the Lord's promise and the
presence of the Holy Spirit, in order to proclaim better
the mystery of Christ and to saferuard and manifest the
vhole of its rich content.

This nractice of the Church therefore has a
normative character: in the fact of conferring nriestly
prdination only on men, it is a question of an unbroken
tradition throughout the history of the Church, universal
in the Taat and in the llest, and alert to repress abuses
ipmediately. This norm, based on Gyrigt*s example, has
been and is still obzerved because 1T 18 considered
to conform to God's plan for his Church.” (5

Sections 5 and 6 are only claimed to be illustrative arcuments,
ex convenientia. Tut no. & does touch tuwo matters which are 1T

seens to ne digcussed nisleadinply-
ngo consider the pinisterial priesthood &3

would be to misjudge its nature completely” (5a)
has a right to ordination,

a hupan right

Of course - NO ONE, pmale or female, -
put it is appropriate +o tall of a rirht to present nneselflan
have one's vocation tested - unless one ig, as the geholastlcs

i linati - erucial
say 'vadically incapable' of opdination. This 18 the
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question about women. I agree here with H 251 sf. Dut on the
Catholic doctrine of vocation the Declaration is right in
sayinc that no conclusive arjument can be drawn from the fact
that vomen clain to feel a vocation ( ef. 2.17). A vocation is
sonething that the Church attests.

1 shall come back in the second part of this paper to
vhat I 242-3 says about some passares of the 'commentary',
glvays bearing in nind vhat I have said about the status of this
document. Tor the noment, following the sequence of H 243, I
want to comment on the U.G.meetings of 1975 which H rightly
describes as 'the best reported discussions at a nore local
level'. A gpeciel consultation of experts in various fields
took place in June, and its report wes incorvorated in the ADC
atatement of the following October. This begins with a clear
statenent of conviction in line with the Infornal Talks
statenent and indeed with what Cardinal 1illebrands said to
ECUGA bishops on the occasion of the canonisation of liother 3eton.
WIf a divergence on this subject eventuates in official
action, it will introduce an ipportant new elenment into
officially appointed dialogues, as well as into
conversations and cuwnn-ntn_:t ﬂlngl?thtr levels. However,
the nenbers of ARC are convineced ©

would not lead to ARC's ternination or to the abandonzent
of its declered poal. The reasons for this conviction

will be dealt with more fully in later pararraphs”. (6)

The nost telling sentence irom the June statement (vhich ARC

cites nresumably with approval) is

"In the current situetion the question of the nrdin:tinn
of women has raised lssues which cannot be answere

mttnl.;ew the -~pre citing of traditional beliefs
and practices.” . T{6a)

The whole section reveal: *. approach to Tradition carefully
worded but ( it seems to pe) notably different froo that of the

first part of the Declaration.
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Under the heading "Understandings Already Shared! Section 5

ends thus:

"Toth Churches nalke use of the insir htes of theal i
_ - % Ae0logica
.'I:"E."EEEL.."'-I:‘.]ZI.r 11'IEﬂI"gﬂ-I’E.t11'l'- the contributions af Hnthriptlﬁﬁ
st B

psychology, history and other ssnects of cul
arrive at authoritative decisions." (7) e

This seens to ne, especially in the light of the Declaration

to give a very ontimistic account of the identity or sinilarity
of the processes followed in the two Churches to reach
suthoritative decisions. It brings to mind a remar: made by
J.Nobert iright of General Theological Seminary, Hew York, ab

a recent neeting at the Secretariat, about the very different
conditions and relations prevailing between Anglicans and TRoman
Catholics, at least among ecumenists and academics in the U.E.
conpared with elsewhere. In view of a statement, also nade by
Uright, that in thet huge country 920 of the Episcopal dicceses
recard IC relations as their top priority, this is not unimportant.

Tn its section 6 "Diversity in Unity", the US ARC
statement confronts our own guestion and edges towards a positive

answer.
1IE

Tron the last section, 7, "liscerning, Deciding, Doing"
I guote one passage which seems to me to point to & raot pqnhlem
raigsed by comparing the Anglican and RC approaches to OuE.

nfhe entire body of the faithful is in_Egptlsq anointed
E?th the Epirig, and¢ this one Eﬂmﬂlﬂﬁlrlt, ﬂlsﬂrlbiFlHE
gifts at will, at times manifests itself to the eihére
body through the prophetic witness of a feu, Iarh 7
salce of the whole. It is the prﬂperhrnlg of aut 2r;fy
in the Church to encourafe and promote qlscern¥ezuapt
guch vitness, thus fostering an authentlc divﬁt?'g“_a
while at the same time maintalning Fhe ﬁntefr- ¥ ol
normative Christian life and tradition.” (8)
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The sane problen emerres elsevhere - e.G. in an excellent paper

put out last July (1977) by Villian Norcren, who sums up the
recults of l'inneapolis thus:

1]

-»-the Tpicecopal Church has decided through its
canonical legislation that wonen can be ordained to the
priesthood and episcopate and that they may be so
ordained. At the sanme time it clearly shows that a
consensus on such ordination has not enerped among
leaders of the Episcopal Church" (9)

He sayc later -

"'either Episconalians nor the Christian l\lorld is
obliped to assume that, because the General Convention
tool: a Jecision on the ordination of vomen, it has the
autonatic ratification of the Holy EBpirit... There have
been false starts and wrong turnings as well as
developnents vhich have nade headvay in the Church
and been nccept ed” (10)

later still, writins of pocsible ways ahead for the Episcopal Church,
lorgren seays:

npefore the 1linnespolis decision the Episcopal Church
consulted with NC, Orthodox, 0ld Catholic and Protestant
Churches. That process can continue after the decision

and may become part of the remote nreparation for a

council in the distant future... The Fpiscopal Church

would weleope other Churches to observe and evaluate

our experience with vomen's ordaination. Ea_will learn

if this change in ninistry is of the Holy Spirit by

the testing of experience.” (11) yers, 38=30

This 'Gameliel approach' as one might briefly describe it (gf_nr;ts"f
which I first heard voiced clearly by my friend Arthur Vegel 1nm 1
a seminar we conducted together in Aurusta, Ceorgia, olso ?ppE&rE{
in the Church of England General gynod of 1975. The Archbishon H
of Canterbury hinself quoted wthe favourite phrase of my Fflave
friend Cardinal Suenens: 'we must renain npen‘tu the surpr¥:zztiﬂns
of the Gpirit'" and, referrins te nany vomen in pustir:: E;hurch
which seemed to cry out for ordination, asked vhether the L

wap not bloclking the Spirit by refus

foes one becone aviare af 'the surnrisd o ; el
to block them? This iso the central question that Bis

1 it W right for Women
Denedict raised at the sane neeting. "IL 1t were

inr to ordain +hed. Dut hovw
f the Spirit', 50 88 not
ter Irene
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to be ordained, hov would God show this to his Church?" She
concluded, referring to Iuke VII,22, that it would be possible
te have adequate empirical evidence. TFeter Staples, addressing

a European Anglican/Tionan Cathelic group, said " the onponents :
of vomen's ordination seem to work on the nidden assumption

that God is not a being who can say or do something for the

first time. I want to examine this hidden assumption, and

then go on to ask how one might begin to recognise God's new
deeds and hear God's new WOrdsS.... However does one distinsuish

between God's new words and deeds, and those of man (or of the
ﬂﬂ‘l.?il}? n {11&}

He does recornise that traditional theology, both
Catholic and Protestant, assumed 'that God's revelation stopped
somehow either with the death of the last apostle or when the
last word of the llew Testament was written'
This idea of course is relevant to our theme if it is assumed
that a male-only priesthood is part of revelation.

The notion of the continual guidance of the Holy Spirit
is not of course alien to Catholic theology, though it has not
always received equal emphagis. "Gaudium et Epes" opens by
deseribing the Christien compunity as "made up of men; they are
brought together in Christ, puided by the Hply Spirit along
their pilprim way to the Father's kingdom...;" the Church 18
led by the Holy Spirit to carry on the work of Christ.

The opening naragraph of Part T (paragraph 11) takes us further:
i gy :nit of the Lord
npelievine that they are led by the Spirl

gﬁi fillg the whnlg earth, the Peonle qr God sizsngut

to discover among the events, needs anc aﬁ%irareﬂuine

they share with contemporary nah what are ?Erffaith

gigns of the presence and purpose of God. Tor 1

sheds new licht on everything ant ;eveaii Ene igggfe
intention about man's entire vocation, taus EU G

' o LONS blems."
the mind towards fully human golutions of prucqz}

Lo
The g:snmﬁ of the Pope's letters to

to the Holy Spirit, sayins that the trust in‘ s
been the motive force of the search foT Anglican/Roma

i wotive force.
reconciliation will persist and be still such a ROGl

or. Coggan refers
fim which has always
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The text of the C.D.T. Declaration malkes only two references to
the Holy Spirit. The first is by way of saying that

"On the cday of Pentecost, the Ho

all, men and women (c¢f Acts 2:1: 1:14)
. 3 1: et
nroclamation of the fulfilment éf the ﬁrgphegggs

in Jesus was made onl "Peter and th -
(Acts 2: 14), F{E} e Eleven

The second is in the crucial passage of section 4, p.11, already
quoted. " The Church nmakes pronouncements in virtue of the
Lord's promigse and the presence of the Holy Spirit..... this

1y 3pirit filled thenm

practice of the Church therefore has a normative character"”.

(It is at this point that the 'commentary' attempts to stretch
natters (H 243) and suggest that 'the whole meaning' of Pope
Paul's letters to Dr Coggan is that the Church has already
decided that OV/P is not a matter for legitimate pluralism.

If this were so, there would be little point in our being here).

Thus two Churches appeal to the Holy Spirit but in
ways decidedly different: reflecting perhaps twe different ideas
and nodes of authority. I must confess that at this point I
am not wholly happy about either appeal. Ong the one hand, I
da not see the force of the 'therefore' in the sentences of the
Declaration I have just gquoted. It seems to me To assume a
creat deal about vhich there could be ser}uus debate. |
ilhen I turn to the Anglican appeal to the Holy Spirit which
seems to be in empirical terms, I am struclk by the force a? the
arrunent put in the 1975 Church of England Synod by Dame Ridley
wh; first vrote in favour of the ordination of women 48 years
ago: "I cannot be sure that it is the will of Guﬂntyat aurbE
Church should be torn apart by moing ahead n?w". This maf ;
no more than an argunent for delay, but it 18 at least that,
and as such, I ghould have thought, strong.
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H 245 devotes a final parasraph to ARCIQ!

_ 8 attitude
record in this matter, i 25

1 | As co-secretary of that august body I may
perhaps conclude by filling this out a bit, ARCTC's nmandate

as set out by the Joint Preparatory Commission in the [alta

eport and largely approved by Cardinal Dea's letter of June

10th, 1968 and by the Lanbeth Conference of 1963, was notably
wider them the theolomical programme which has actually been T
carried out and has resulted in the three Statenents. Thia&as v
been raised in its neetings fron time to time, though with
diminishing convietien. At Canterbury, 1993, during the meeting
which completed the llinistry statement, there was a short
discussion vhich resulted in the co-chairmen addressing a letter
to Cardinal ilillebrands recommending discussions of the question
at provincial/nmational level. Dut the recomnendation was never
passed on or acted on and there was never, anywhere else, serious
discussion comparable to that of US/ARC except in the private
Zuronpean prroup which net at Assisi in Fovember 1975.

Uhen ARCIC net at Chichester during Ausust-September last
vear to begin the process of reviewing the reactions to its
statements, an impassioned statement by Fr Tillard of the
croving gravity of this guestion led to its finding a place
(necessarily limited) in the discussions of the sub-comnission
handling the Canterbury statement, The following points emerped:
1) Although there is no consensus on OWP in the ﬂnﬁlic?n

Communion those who support OFP are convinced that 1t_
does not imply any chanrge in the concention of minis?ry as it
ig exnounded in the Canterbury statement. (lo inﬁ%tﬂtlﬂﬁ ves
given as to how this very wide statement was arrltfﬁ ?t’j?f =
ag to what Irind of process had led to - 0 Lowa ;ﬁ - -
H.245 reports the question of J.Robert "Jri-““'“tlIr ghach he.

0 since the ARCIC
repeated while in Rome recently) wﬁether. 811
agreed. statement on ministry and ordina
'yhat we have to say represents the GDTGEHSUE1 T
on essential matters where it songiders that doctriné AtE~

* any reference
no divergence' the absence from the atatement oi anj : ;1nﬂ
L 5 Bl 18 i

to the ordination of women suprests that, for the Co

—

tion has said that
af the Commisslon
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itself, it was not an essential doctrinal mattep®

[ly ovm answer would be that it 'sugpests' no more than that oyp
156 i

did not leap to anybody's mind ag an esgential point when the
passage was being drafted. It does not nean that the sonmission

consciously excluded OUP fron the list of doctrinal essentials

2) Vhat does 'representins Christ sacramentally' imply?
It is not denied that this is an essential of the

priesthood - the question is, does it demand maleness or merely
humanity?

3) Christ did not redeem only that humanity (male) which
he assumed,

4) If the dialogue is to go on (as e.g. Cardinal llillebrands
has so vigorously affirmed) it should be eztended to the
Tfuncamental gquestions of Christian anthropology which 1ie behind
the opposed attitude to OVP.

(In this connection we nay recall that the Cardinel, in his
conversation with the group of ECUSA bishops in DNome, stated that
the anthropological arguments against OUP are weak and oupht not
to be pursued.)
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