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I should like, first of all, to commend the Statement
¥ :to’the members of both our Churches, and indeed, to other
Christiahsaalso, as does the last paragraph ol the Preface.

_ If one 1ooka at the opening paragraphs of the Preface and
st o at the canclusion; (26) o the Statement itself, something

important declares itself at once, namely.the context of the
;Statement . hd='for that matter, of ARCIC's work. as a whole.

- R

,?;Tqﬁjyﬁf;,What is that context? It is the gradual restoration of the

is .. . commmion of sister-churches: 'We are cecnvinced, therefore,

G Lhat our degree of agreemunt, which argues for greater communion

. »--Rekween our churches, can make a profound contribution to the

witness of Christianity in our contemporary society' (Preface).

. w3+ . ., Thisg, ip_turg,;reflects~the theme of the Malta Report of the
Joint Preparatory Anglican/Roman Catholic Commission which was
+ drawn upeip.;968 and was received and accepted bo;h_byltha

et Lampeth Conference of that year and by the Vatican Secretariat
P pfgrnUhiﬁyﬁﬁod

;fif”:' S The ccnnect1on between this context and the Commission's
work is brought out clearly not only at the beginning of the
P;eface but 1n ‘the flnal paragraph (26) of the Statement which
’|readei: ‘The Malta Report of 1968 env1seged the coming together
N ofht};e Roman Catholic Church and the churches of the 'Anglican

S SRS I B
Cqmmunlon 1n terms of "unlty by stages" We have reached

o ‘agréeme;t on the doctrines of the Eucharlst Ministty, and apart

_%“‘::'jhfreﬁ the qualiflcations of para. 24, Authority. Doctr;nal .

l - agreemanﬂireached by theolog:cal commissions cannot however, by
themselves achleve the goal of Chrlstian unity. ' Accordingly,

I S O

4 t we aubmlt our 5tatements to our respective authorltles to consider
TLTh AT bW v

whether or no% they a;e judged to express ‘on tnese central
subjects a unity at the level of faith which not only Justifies

XL but“requires action to bring abput a closer sharing between our
Eore o g ,two communions in life, worship and mlssion"” )
LAl tlib T4 i within this context that the Statement should be read,
* For the context illuminates the text. .Ii is worth noting too
that the same concept of the restoration of the communion of

sister-churches provides the perspective for: the present
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developmeﬁt of relations betwéen the Romén Catholic_and Orthodox
~Churches - a situation in which similar problems. of authority

in the Church arise.

- This i's the perspective for the document and for the
" agreement reached in the Statement. One mignt compare in
passing the findings of the American Lutheran/Roman Catholic
diélogue-dn primacy in the universal church, though the two

' documents are independent of one another and use different methods.

The first and fundamental matter on which qg;eament is

recrded is that of the nature and purpose of authority in the
Church. Autnorlty in the Christian Church derives from Christ
and ‘the chief purpose of the nuthority-process is to maintain the

' Chex'ch in 'the truth of the Gospel'. The Statement agrees on
 the primary role of the Scriptural criterion in this process.

The references are: 'assisted by the Holy Spirit they
transmitted what they had heard and seen of the life and words of
' Jesus and their interpretatlcn of his redemptive work.

' Consequently the inspired documents in which this is relar -

' came to be accepted by the Church as a normativeé record of the
authentic foundation of the faith....To theselhé’éhqtph refera its
teaching apd practice. Through these written words the authority
of the'Wordhof God is confeyed Entruéted ﬁith-these documents,

. the Christlan community is enabled by the Holy Sp1rit to live
out the gospel and so to be led into all truth'. f2\

l‘_Referrlng to 'the forleatlon of creeds, conciliar defin;tions,
and other statements of belief' (14), the Statement notas that

'All such restatement muat be consonant wlth the apostolxc witness

mrecorded in the Scrlptures' for in this witness ‘the preachins

and teachlng of ministers, and statements of:;bc31”§ﬁ& universal
.counc1ls, ‘have to find their ground axd Pon&mtonqﬂ(ﬁﬂAgnin, 'In
times of crisis or when fundamental matters of faith are in
w:;qneatlon, the Church can make judgements, consonant wlth Scripture,
'_‘thCh are au*horitative' . (19).

" The Statement also stresses that the appedl to Séripture
and to the primative Church is ‘basic and normative', and notes

.. that this.is a characteristic of the Anglican; tradition (19, and

.footnote). -For their part, Anglicans will agree.that all this is
‘thoroughkly consistent with their traditjonal understanding of
the:authority process.
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ThlB leads into a further emphasia in the Statement, namely,

‘.‘

. that primacy and conclliarlty are complementary (22). The

Tt

AT Roman Catholic Church has emphaslsed primacy whiie the Churches

o’ the Anglican Communlon have developed forma of conclliarity in
con;unptlon w1th the office of pr1macy. A ' /
Thé''Statement then goes on to underline the essential
complementarity of these two modes of authority's exercise (22)
-and the . need for this complementary pattern to be realiSed\at the
‘universal level, if the separated Churches are to come together:

« . This general pattern of the complementary primatial and
‘conedliar. aspects of episcope serving the koinonga of the
- churches neads to be realized at the universal level' (23).
"The. sacond last .paragraph of the Preface indicates that this

- degree of restoration of communion would be a learning situation

«?v£drnbeth Chuyrches :in_ 'humility and .charity'.

 ‘j The Stetement then asserts that, in such a reunited Church,
it wculd be appropriatt for the historical reasons given (23)
that’ such ‘a‘uhiversal primacy within the primatial - conciliar
:patterﬁ'Eﬁédla'appfdpriateiyhethe Roman primacy: 'It seems
appropifate that in any future union a universal primacy such as
“"has been deséribed should be ‘held by that see' (23).

5 Members of both Churches reading the document will feel,
lwe hope, that full Justice has been done to both traditions.

It would perhaps be 'appropriate' therefore, if having
commended the Statement to members of both Churches, one were
to attempt to comment on certaln points which are likely to

concern Angl;cens in particular.

A ::1Tﬁe”étatem8nt says: “'What we have written here amounts to

" a consensus oh authority in the Church and, in particular, on

‘the basic principles of primacy. This consensus is of
' fuﬁ&amehtaf'iﬁpbftance. While it does not wholly resolve all
‘the problems associated with papal primacy, it provides us with

""""a s0lid basis ‘for confronting thém' (24).

That this is a fair claim can be seen by examining the
document 1tse1f, and 1n commendlng it to Angllcans it is worth
pointing out that fhe document grew by 1ts own momentum in the
work of thé Commission and not by means of a sort of bargaining

process.,
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For example, what tnb Statement hﬂa to say on episcopacy
apd the role of prlmates 1n the context of colleglality will be x
‘found, although ‘this is qulte fortultous, to be very much in
,tune w1th the proceedlngs of the Lambeth Conference of 1968
(which appointed the Angllcan representatlves ‘on ARCIC). The
report to Lambeth 1968 on 'Episcopacy, Collegiallty, “Papacy’
{Report, pp. 137=8) should be compared with the ARCIC Statement,
‘pavas. ‘9-11, 16, 19-22. ) o

el

Anglicans ¥ill note that the Statement, as: it considers the
“guestion of papal primacy, does so from the angle of historical
devéYopment: - 'Tt id within the context of this historical
dévéldpment that-the see of Rome, whose prominerice'was associated
with the death there of Peter and Paul, eventually became the
' ﬁfinéipal centre in matters concerning the Church universal' (12).
One may ¢ompare'with this ‘the sentence in the Lambeth Report
(1968) which reads§: 'We recognise the Papacy as a historic
reality whose developzng role requires deep reflection and joint

_study by all concerned for the unity of the whole Body of Christ'.

. Because of their knowledge of the dqvglopment in history and
because primacy has always been part and parcel of the principles
and -practice in every Anglican Province, Anglicans have not been
hostile in the past to the concept of a unlversal primacy. The
proviso, on historical and theological grounds, was that such a

primate was a primus inter pares, who might serve as a centre of /

unlty. _ Thls is but an extension of Anglican practice which sees
the Primacv of Canterbury, in the words of Lambeth 1968, as=s
involving ‘i a partlcular way, the care of all the Churches which

is' shared by all the bishops'

Angllcans were quite content in the past to concede a
siﬁple prlmacy of order, responsibility or service Yo the Roman
see on historical grounds. What théy rejected was that this
primecy was of divine right, essential to the being of a true
. Church, and possessed of immediate and universal jurisdiction.
Great naces,in Anglican history agree in this -~ names such as
Richard Field, Bishop Lancelot Andrewes, Bishop John Cosin,
Archbishop Laud of Canterbuxry who wrote: ‘A primacy of order
was never denied him by the Protestants; and an universal
supremacy of power was mnever granted him by the primitive

' Ohristians '.

I

1 Conference with Fisher (1639), Sect. XX,.
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- teachxng on the 1nfa111b111ty and immediate and universal

_ the trad1t10na1 etesesxs of the Petrine texts and the use of

lnnf hnfh +n anp nnd tn thq Continental Réformed, 'said the same

“5m

- Qne _of the most dlntxngu;aned men of the seventeenth century,

the Irish primate "Bramhall, saw such a prlmacy of order within

a flrmly colleglal rnntext as being a hopeful posszb111ty for

the unlty of all chrL tians. At the beginning of the cighteenth

STy

qentury, Archb1shop Waka of Canterbury, whose ecumenism reached A

ca

e

thlng. ' He ‘was echibed in the following century by such as
Blshop Mandell Creigaton. the historian, and by Archbishop
Mééiagan of York, and more recently, by Archbishop Ramsey ‘of
Canterbury. Lambeth Conferences from 1908 to 1968 have refused
tB”cloéé the door here.

U

Thls leads 1nto what is not agreed in ‘the Statement on this

aspect of authorlty.' The Preface says 'Our consensus covers a

very wide area, though we have not been able to restlve some of

the dlfflcultles of Angllcans concerning Roman Catholic belief *ﬁ“

e

relatlng to the offica of the Bishop of Rome, we hope and trust
that our ana1y31s haa placed these problems in a proper
por~)ectiVe" The difficulties mentioned are enumerated in the

text of the Statement (¢4). These are, the commonly understood

\ b AT T s ",’-‘
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Jurlsdictlon of the Pope, which Lambeth 1968 found unacceptablej

'd1v1ne rlght lanauage in respect of papal primacy.  The Marian
dogmas are listed as constltuting an exercise of papal authority

whlch created grave dlfflcultles for Anglicens.

- What . ihen 1§ the achxyement of the Statement? In the first
place. it records a large measure of sxgnlflcant agreement on the
nature, exercise and implications of author1ty in the Church, and
this by a mixed Commission of Anglicans and Roman Catholics:
‘What we have written here amounts to a conce¢vsus on authority

in the church and, in particular on the basic principles of

‘primacy. This consensus is of fundamental importance. While

‘it does not wholly resolve all the problems associated with papal

primacy, it provides us with a solid basis for confronting them'

(24).

In the second place, the Statement has achieved a certain
demythologising of difficulties felt on either side: 'In our
three Agreed Statements we have endeavoured to get behind the
opposed and entrenched positions of past controversies. We have

tried to re-assess what are the real issues to be resolved...

For the future relations between our churches the doctrinal
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convergence whlch we have experienced offers hope that the

: rema1n1ng difficulties can be resolvedf, (25}

In the third placs, thera is the frank in51stence that, if

the consensus be accep®:d, a benef1c1a1 learning 81tuat10n

g involvxng .changes foix the Roman Cathollc Church as well as for

- the Churches of the Anglican Communion would 1nevitab1y result.
It would be a situation, as the Preface spells oﬁt, in which each

s+ Church, would be. enriched by the insights of the othef'- 'The
-~ prospect should be met with faith, not fear'. '

.astly, the Statement achieves a clear conclusion which it
oformally submits to the respective authoritiee in both Churches,
The Statement asserts that the convergence reached fargues for

- greater communion between our churches' (Preface) and asks if
. the: degree .of agreement achieved 'not only Juetlfies but

; ruqﬁires_aqtion to hring about a cloeer sharing between our two

Communjions in life, worship and mission' (26). The area of
agreement in faith as outlined in the Malta Report (7) is large

~and to it the Agreement Statements have added agfeements on
the threg areas specified in that Report, (22), namely, 'the
..question of intercommunion, and the related matters of Church

- and Ministry', and 'the question of authority, its nature,

exercise and jimplications', 'The concludingﬁlines of the Statement

imply a question 'to our respective autherities'. and through

them to the Churches, - Over agalnst all thzs, are the remaining

difﬁerences to keep them separated indeflnltely or has the time

arrived for initiating offlcially a degree of greater communion

between the Churches?'
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