AR g 257

o 20 Doca g o e 1 Yo M. Al EVANGELICAL
ANGLICANS

(Geoffrey Chapman).
and the

|971 JJM NO"IHQ“N" s'd‘c"’c“'. "s-iued by "le SOCOIId Na“onal

Evangelical Anglican Congtess (Falcon).
An Assessment and Critique

1977 Across the Divide, an exposition of the evangelical Open
Latter on Anglican relanons with Roman Catholics and others,
by R. T. Beckwith, G. E. Duffield and J. |. Packer {Lyttelton Press ).
1980 The Holy Euchanst a letter of Pope John Paul Il (CTS).
1981 ACC-5. report of 1he fifth meeting of the Anglican Consultative
Council {ACC, London).
1882 The Final Report of the Anglican-Roman Catholic International
Commission (CTS/SPCK).
Observations on the Final Report by the Sacred Congregsation for
the Dactrine of the Faith (CTS).
1982 Rome and Canterbury—ihe
ARCIC Report, a study
guide (Latimer House).

1982

EVANGELICAL ANGLICANS
in 1the Chwch of England ate ropresomied in the
Evangolical Foltowship of the Arjlican Communan
by 1he Chuich of England Evangelical Council (CEEC).
Here CEEC rosponds firmly but srenically to1he recent
ARCIC Final Report. A loreword is contnbuted by the Co-
chaieasen, Timothy Dudley-Smith, Bishop of Thetlord, and John
S1om, Direclar of the Landon Institue lor Contemporaty Chnstianny.
who atsa diafied the main text of this crilique on nehalt of CEEC.

ALSO—TO BE PUBLISHED IN AUGUST 1982
Julsan Chatley. 1he only ovangehcal oa the ald Drafted by
Anglican Reman Catholic Inteinatenal Commission, TT
has writen his own account of the dialague. eninled JO“" sTo
Rome. Canterbury and Ibe Fulvre, published
by Grove Books + 70p.

on behalf of the

CHURCH OF ENGLAND
ISBN 0 507536 26 3 EVANGELICAL COUNCIL

GROVE BOOKS

40p

BRAMCOTE NOTTS.



CONTENTS INTRODUCTION

$ It is now almost 20 years since the Second Vatican Council opened in

5 Rome, having been convened by Pope John XXIIl. It was the beginning

6 of a new era of relations between the Roman Catholic Church and the
Churches of the Reformation including the Church of England (and the

8
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The Council's fourth and 1ast session concluded on 8 December 1966.

Only three months later Archbishop Michael Ramsay visited Pope Paul

V| in Rome, ind as a direct result of this visit, and of their Common

14 Declaration, the Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission was
sat up, though its first meeting was not held until January 1870.

U’thn..

Copyright Church of England Evangelical Council 1982 _ .
? ? Evangelical Anglican have followed i1s woik with the grealest interest,

and have studied each Agreed Stratement and each Elucidfation as it has
been published.

In June 1977, alter the hirst three Statements had appeared, about 100
Evangelical Anglicans signed an Open Letter, which was addressed to the
Anglican Episcopate, on relations between the Anglican Churches and the
Roman Catholic, Eastarn Orthodox, Old Catholic, and Ancient Oriental,
Churches. In it we welcomed the fact that 'conversations between our
Churches on a basis of ganuine openness to the Bible" seemed increasingly
possible, and expressed our wish to play a full part in such conversations.
We also noted with joy that others "share our own concern for real and
tested theological agreement as a precondition of closer churchly relation-
ships, and our own unwillingness 10 be hurried into superficiality as we
seeok 1his agreement’,

FOREWORD
by the co-chalirmen of the C.E.E.C.

We write in the warm afterglow of the Pope’s visit 10 Britain. He seems to
ircadiate the love, joy. and peace. of Christ. We have been challenged
by his evident godlingss and goodness.

Thera are two reasons why we consider the issue of this Evangelical
Anglican assessment and critique of ARCIC's Finaf Report to be opportunc.

First, the ecumenical euphoria surrounding the Pope’s visit needs to be
balanced by, and has set the mood for, the rigorous theological discussion
which is now needed. There is nothing inconsistent about aflirming the
Pope as & Christian leader, while at the same time asking questions about
the claims of the papacy and the dogmas of the Roman Catholic Church.
Indeed, the personal charisma of John Paul Il encourages us (o face the
differences between the Anglican and Roman Catholic churches with
integrity and charity.

On the basis of this “theological senousness’ we emphasized the need for
more discussion and deeper agreement in at least four fields:

Secondly, the 'Common Declaration” signed by the Pope and the Arch- 1 Secripture and Tradition. "We are obliged to press the question’, we

bishop of Canterbury includes their decision to set up a new international
Anglican-Roman Catholic Commission, So there is an urgent need bath to
stimulate the evaluation throughout the Anglican Communion of the first
Commission’s work and to consider what should be on the second
Commission’s agenda.

The Church of England Evangelical Council {which is the English group
member of the Evangelical Fellowship in the Anglican Communion)
considored the first draft of this Assessment at its meeting on 3 June.
suggested a number of ¢emendations and endorsed its publication. We
as co-chairmen of C.E.E.C, have taken responsibility for i1s final form. We
hape it will halp to clarify some of the important issues relanung 1o Anglican-
Roman Catholic relations.

Timothy Dudley-Smith John Stott

7 June 1982
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wrote, ‘whether the non-reformed Churches are yet sufficiently ready
10 test 3l their traditions of teaching and practice by Holy Scripture,
as we know we are bound to test ours, in order to correct what the
theology of the Bible will not justify’. We went on to list some tradi-
lionbs'owhich. being additional to Scripture, seem 10 us 10 cause acute
problems.

Justification. We drew attention to the large amount of space given
to this truth in the Anglican Articles (numbers 9-18), and continued:
'We ara anxious (o explore whether the Roman Catholic Church now
agrees that justification is essentially God's frea gift of acceptance,
bestowed on sinners by grace alone, in and through Christ, and
received by God-given faith alone’. If so, we asked how this related
to a number of traditional Roman Catholic beliefs.

Chureh and Ministry. Here we posed a3 question about the claims
“to be the Church exclusively” which are still apparently made by the
Roman Catholic and Qrthodox Churches. We welcomed the view of

3
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EVANGELICAL ANGLICANS AND THE ARCIC FINAL REPORT '
the Church as 'God’s pilgrim people’, but expressed grave disquiet
about all mediatonal concepts of ministerial priesthood.

. ccatistied with the decloration of an objective
4 :Ihc;lyngc;mmon. eg:;’: hich is made in the Agreed Statement on the
Eucharist, we drew attention 10 Richard Hooker's well known dictum
that “the real presence of Christ’s most blessed body and blood is not...

to be sought for in the sacrament, but in the worthy receiver of the

sacrament.

th five paragraphs about the conditions on

luded wa & . s
mcg":."'dlﬁ?'u:ﬁ c":: ?which. we considered 'full churchly int¢ercomms-

union” possible.

; ter, ARCIC's Fins! Report has been publiished (March
:‘:a\;') _'1‘{‘},.”333,':..,; first three Statements (Euchanistic Doctrine, Ministry
and Ordination and Authonty in the Church 1), each followed by an official
"Eluerdation’. together with the fourth and final Statement {Authority in the
Church i), which relates particularly to papal infallibility and primacy.

It is now passible to evaluate the Commission’s twelve years of solid work.
We urge all Anglicans to give thoraugh consideration to the Report as a
whole. It repays careful study.

There is much in it 10 applaud.

First, both 1he Commission's goal and the means by which this would be
sought were well stated. The Common Declaration sel the goal as "that
unity in truth for which Christ prayed', and the means (0 1 "3 senous
dislogue” (p.118). The Evangelical Anglican ‘Declaranons of Intent’
adopted at Nottingham in 1977 included similar words: 'We r¢affirm our
commitment 10 the goal of visible unity in Christ’s Church . . " and 'we
renew our commitment to seek with them [s¢. Roman Catholics] the truth
of God and the unity he wills . . .". We note wath thanksgiving the serious-
ness of theological concern which the ARCIC documents represent, and
the Commission’s recognition of the principle that there are 'essential
matters where it considers that doctrine admits no divergence’ (Ministry
and Ordination, para. 17).

Secondly, the Commission declared its purpose both 10 gel defund the
sixteenth century debates and definitions to the real issues at stake and to
go beyond them into the present era in their attempts to find and express
agreement. Although we thankfully acknowledge the clear-headed and
courageous stand which the Reformers took, we too recognize the need to
forego the repetition of ancient posiions mercly because they have been
hallowed by age, to examine whether we are no1 prisoners of now outdated
controversies, and 10 address ourselves to the contempaorary lorms in which
they reappear.

Thirdly, we welcome the absence from the ARCIC documents of all

rancour. We also desire to ¢schew emotive polemics and 10 develop candid
discussion in the spirit of charity.

. 1. THE FINAL REPORT and OBSERVATIONS

Unlortunately, hot on the heels of the publication of ARCIC’s Fina/ Report.

a comment on it entitled Obsarvations was issued by the Vatican's Sacred

Congregation for the Doctring of the Faith.! It is an extremely reactionary

document, and breathes an entirely different spirit from that of ARCIC,

Indeed, it appears neither to understand the ARCIC enterprise, nor ¢ven to

be in sympathy with it. ARCIC pursued its work in the spirit of Pope John

XXIII's statement during his opening speech to the Second Vatican Council,

namely that “the substance of the ancient doctrine of the deposit of faith

is one thing, and the way in which it is presented is another’? But the
re-statements of Observations. instead of awtempting like ARCIC to be
crealive ,are wooden and unimaginative, The Sacred Congegration appeals
constantly to definitions of the Council of Trent (1545-63) and of the First
Vatican Council (1870) as well as the Second (1962-5), as if they were
all equally unchangeabls. s this really so? Is the Roman Catholic Church
trapped inside its own doctrine of irreformability ? Observations cenainly
gives the imprassion that the only road to the reunion of our two Churches
is for the Anglican Communion to swallow traditional Roman Catholic
teaching in its entirety, and so itself ba swallowed up by Rome, In fact, the
publication of Observations seems to us a signal (and dismal) example of
the very 'Vatican centralization” about which Archbishop Robert Runcie in
Westminster Abbey in March 1981 said that "hard questions’ needed to be
asked by Anglicans.

How then are we to intarpret Observations 7 On the one hand, members of
the Roman Catholic Church are being invited 1o study the ARCIC State-
ments, and Observations is offered as a ‘contribution to the dialogue”. On
the other hand, ils publication seems to us to pre-empt the very discussion
which it claims to wish 10 promote. We are at a loss to understand how
Bishop Alan Clark in his Foreword can describe it as a ‘positive contribu-
tion' to the continuing study, for it appears to us 1o be almost entirely
negative.

Again, we know that the Sacred Congergation for the Doctrine of the Faith
is an ancient body, otherwise known as the Holy Office, indeed the first and
most important of the Vatican's Sacred Congregations, which is sometimes
on that account (though not an this occasion) presided over by the Pope
himself. 113 prestige suggests that we should take its Observations very
sariously. On the other hand, we know that within the Roman Catholic
Church there is now a broad diversity of viewpoints. We wonder therefore
whether we should regard Observations as only one voice among many,
arr:d in }his case how these other voices will be able to gain a hearing for
themseives.

We also ask how the publication of Observations tallies with tha signing at
Canterbury in May 1982 of the new Joint Declaration by the Pope and
tha Archbishop of Canterbury that anothar Commission is to be set up to
continue the dialogue. It seems to us urgent that the Vatican clarifies the
status of Observations. at the latest when the Synod of Roman Catholic
Rishops meets in 1983, thaugh preferably earlier. For if Observations is

1 1 s publshed by the Catholic Truth Society.
2 The Documents of Vatican M {ed. Walter M. Abbon) (Geofiray Chapman, 1969)
p. 715,
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really only @ ‘contribution’, well and go
along with other documents lying og 1 »
Vatican's official response to ARCIC, the
pre-empted, but the work of the néw

fruitiessness and failure pefore it begins.
Since a serious rift has arisen between
possible to commant on \he former withou

Ithough this Evangelical Anglican asses : r
?ngi'gwgwith the ARCIC statements and evaluations, 1! also
necessary to the commeanis contained in Observalions

2. SALVATION AND EUCHARIST

The absence of an agreed Statement ON
tion in particular is extremely «?‘grmmble.l Ry
First, the doctrine of justification was the chie

gixtgenth century when the separation of Churches took
can they be reconciled until the

Evangelical Anglicans have soveral times raised

i icial rep
Lambeth Conference). Each time the official repd
disagreement nOwW remains over this doctrine. i thisis «
i3 all the more reason to express and publish the agreeme

without expressing it w

vital topic must be included on the new Commission’s agenda.

Secondly, the sacraments cannot be treated outside the doctrine of salva:
tion. and the statement on Euchanstic Doclnne suffers from its unnatural

isolation from its proper context.,

We waelcome the sirong asserion that ‘Christ’s rgdeemmg death and
resurrection took place once for all in hustory’, that hus.dealh was the one,
perfect and sufficient sacrifice for the sins of the world', and that ‘there can
be no repetition of or addition 10 what was then accomplished once for

all by Christ’ (Euchanstic Doctrne, pata. ). This appears to be an un-
equivocal s1atement of the urmqueness of Christ's sacrifice Yel the logic
of it does no1 seem 10 have been grasped. For if Christ's self-offaring was
uniquée and unrepeatable, how can the Church ‘ent¢r into the movement
of his selt-offering” (para. 5) ? We cannot accept this. True, this clause

+ Since 1he abovo paraqraphs were wraten, Bisshop B. C. Butler wrote to The fimes
1hot Observations (Leing ‘ohseivalians nol verdicts’), should not be giwven “an
autharily which they do nat claim’, This is reassunng. Yot ho made it clear that
he was wiiting in 3 purely peisonal capacity’. Sa an offical classification s

still needed,
2 ACC S (AC.C., 1981) soction 2 and 4.
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- it can be discussed and debated
:gul;ble. gutif itisin any sense gha
n not only i further discussion
Commission i$ condemned 10

ARCIC and Observations, it is not
t 1aking note of the latter. So.

sment and critique is concerned
ofers where

Salvation in general and Justifica-

at issu¢ in the
place. How then
v have reached agreement On it ? No lewer

i i late directly or indirectly to this topic.
e Aot U ADOYCES B AT es this matter {eq. a number

i 197
of times in General Synod and by Archbishop Mawﬁ:s‘!.aosange::‘ li;:a'Sng
¢ally 3o, then there
nt. To affirm accord
il never convince those who doubt whethlg‘:g a:t':sls‘

hink 1hat the Anglican Consultative Council was exaggeralt an,
vd?ri:xg;ni\s‘ fifth me?-?lg at Newcastie in September 1981, referred llo
the extensive agreement on justificauon already 'nr,hm\ged. ‘mtemaimna ly
and regionally, in Lutheran-Roman Catholic discussions, but we are¢
glad ACCS recognized the importance of this issue and recommended thal
it should be taken up.2 We ourselves are strongly of the opinion that this

L Y SALVATION AND EUCHARIST

occurs in the context of a discussion about the word ‘memonal’ {anam-
nesis). We endorse the uselulness of the parallel between the passover and
the eucharisy, in that by the sacramental action 3 past event 15 recalled,
proclaimed, and made effective in the present. But this falls far short of any
idea of the Church sharing in the offering itself. The Elucidation tries 10 help
by distinguishing batween the historical and the sacramental, It argues
that, whereas the historical sacrifice of Christ is unrepedlable, yet, “the
Eucharist is a sacrifice in the sacramental sense’. Butthe sacramental acuon
must be a faithful memorial of the historical action. We have no liberty to
import into the former a concept not present in the latter. How ¢an the
Church ‘enter into the movement of Christ's self-olfering’ sacramentally if
it did not do so historically ?’

What then is the Church’s relation to the sacrifice of Christ? It is ot least
fourfold. We remember his sacrifice with humble thanksgiving. We partake
of its benefits by faith. We proclaim it. And we offer ourselves 10 him in
tesponsa 1o his self-offering for us. These four slements are all part of the
eucharistic celebration. But to respond to his self-offering and to ‘enter
into its movement” are lwo quita dilferent cancepts. Indeed, 10 participate
in the benefits ol Christ’s sacrilice and to participate in the offering ol i
are concepts which move in opposite directions. Obsarvations convinces
us that there is a real divergence here, foritspeaksofan actual "participation
of ihe Church, the Body of Christ, in the sacrificial act of her Lord, so that
she offers sacramentally in him and with him his sacrifice’. We are deeply
distutbed that the Sacred Congregation goes on to reaffirm “the propitiatory
value’ of the Eucharist (B.1.1).

We nole that the word ‘transubstantiation” has been relegated toafootnotein
the Statement. Yat we fear that this dogma conlinues to be affirmed
in altarnatives terms, for the bread and wine are said to ‘became’ Christ's
body and blood, and this is explained as ‘a change [even ‘a radical change']
in the inner reality of the clements’ (para. 6, note}). True, the Elucidation
helps by assuring us that the verb "become’ implies neither a material
change nor a limitation of Christ’s presence 1o the consecratad elements.

Yet even if his presence is not 'limited” to the bread and wine, it certainly
appears to be localized there. For the Efucidation goos on to say that after
\he eucharistic prayer, to the question “what is that ?" the believer answers
it is truly the body of Christ, the bread of life’ (para. 6). Obsearvations
enforces this, quotes the Council of Trent with approval (‘the wonderful
and unique change of the whole substance of the bread into his body and
of the whole substance of the wine into his blood, whila only the species
of bread and wine remain’), emphasizes that the ARCIC statement does
not axpress this ontological transformation of the elements with sulficient
clarity, and adds that ‘the adoration rendered to the Blessed Sacrament’ was
dogmatically delined by Trent in such a way as 10 seem incompatible with
the statement of the Book of Common Prayer that the sacramental bread
and wine ‘remain still in their natural substances and therefore may not be
adored’ {Observations B.1.2,3).

v Euchavistic Doctine ii.5 and Efucidation pata. 5
7
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i i ARCIC has
nt of the Sacred angregauon that

L%x:x;::%;h:xm Catholic Euchari:hq dohgm:. ov:zo%utlsfagy:; tat‘::
ini i this dir -

of the opinion that it has aiready gone 100 8‘1":1& his diection, Fedes! His

Commission had had the wisdom of Hugh Lati i s

inate xes place at consecration was that:

W e whu;: :taow hgs the dignity to exhibit Christ’s

2 i as . . »
I:g;lv?rl\flhyzf ltg?b‘:,ead is still bread, and the wine «till wine, For the

change is not in the nature, but the dignity’.

This understanding comesponds closely 10 what is called ‘ans-significa-

ion’ oman Catholic theologians, in contrast
tion' by some contemporary Dutch R i T

u bstantiation’, because the change ymnch takes pla
;?:bts;n::e otlalho bread and wine bul in their significance: they ny;yv have
the dignity to represen! Christ's body and blood. Trans-s{gni -g;nonh
preserves the meaning of 3 sacrament (which according 10 our %:c
of England Prayer Book Catechism is an ou_tvyard_and visible s)gn of an
inward and spiritual grace . - ). by carqful[y‘dusungu-shmg between symbol
and reality, whereas “Transubstantiation overthrows the nature ‘ol the
sacrament’ (Article XXVII) by confusing th_e.oul\‘ward sign with the inward
thing signified. Or, as Cranmer expressed it in his An Answer

“figuratively he is in the bread and wine, gmd spititually he is 0 them
that worthily eat the bread and wine . . - ..

3. MINISTRY AND PRIESTHOOD

We welcome the Statement’s recogninon that there exists in both our
Churches "a diversity of forms of ministerial service’ {Ministey and Ordina-
tion, para, 2), that New Testament churches enjoyed ‘considerable dversity
in the steucture of pastoral ministey” (para. 6), and 1hat there is a ‘priesthood
of all the faithful {para. 7). Al 1he same time, we wish the Statement had
begun with a thorough biblical exposition of the Chureh as the people of
God and of the every-member ministry of the body of Christ, before moving
on 1o the clergy who are called to serve them The Church must not be
defined n relotion to the cleray. but raher the clergy in retation 1o the
Church.

It seems to us good and wise that the Statement hists the ‘vanety of images’
which the New Testamentuses 1o describe an ordained minister’s functions,
¢.9. 'servant’, ‘herald’, ~ambassador’, '1eacher’, "shepherd’, 'steward’, and
‘example’ (para. 8). Also that i1 stresses “oversight' (eprscope). and s1ates
that the ordained minstry is essentially a ministry of the Word (paras.
9,10). When the Commission broaches the subject of ‘pri¢sthood. it
frankly recognizes that ‘the priestly sacrifice of Jesus was unQque’, that
there is 3 priesthood of all God's people, and that ‘in the New Testament
ministers are never called “priests” (fuereis)” But then, instead of courage-
ously accepting the logic of its own candour, the Commission continues
that, in spite of these acts ,'Chnstians came 10 see the priestly rale of
Christ reflected in these ministers, and used priestly terms in describing
them'’ (para. 13). It then makes matters worse by atfirming without evidence

I

. MINISTRY AND PRIESTHOOD

that the ministry of ordained “priests’ i$ ‘not an extension of the common
Christian priesthood but belongs to another realm of the gifts of the Spirit’
(para. 13). Here Scripture has been abandoned, and tradition has taken
control of the Commission's thinking. We wonder when Scripture wall
liberate the Church to confess the truth Charles Hodge expressed in his

Systematic Theology:

‘Every title of honour is lavished upon them (sc. ordained ministers)
- ... but never priests, As the sacred writers were Jews, 10 whom
nothing was more familiar than the word priest, . . . the fact that they
never once used the word, or any of its cognates, in reference to the
ministers of the gospel, . . . . is litlle less than miraculous. It is one of
those cases in which the silence of Scripture speaks volumes',

It may be true that“the ordained ministry is called priestly’ (i.e. by those who
do thus describe it )‘ptincipo!ly because it has 8 particular sacramental
relationship with Christ as High Priest’ (Elucidation, pard. 2). Observations
goes further and affirms that ‘the priestly nawre of the ordained minister
depends upon the sacrificial character of the Eucharist’ (B.A1.1). This is
official Roman Catholic teaching. It reflects Pope John Paul II's letter on
The Holy Eucharist (1980): "The Eucharist is the principal and central
raison detre of the sacrament of the priesthood’ (para. 3). But we deny
this ‘particular sacramental relationship” and with it any specifically
priestly function which clergy have and laity have not. It would be anom-
alous indeed if the Pope were 1o rescind Apostolicae Curae (1 896), declare
Anglican orders valid after 8ll, and thereby recognize in Anglican clergy 8
distinctive ‘priesthood’ which the Church of England has never officially
taught and which Evangelical Anglicans emphatically repudiate.

4. AUTHORITY IN THE CHURCH

It is heart-warming 10 read the Christ-centred way in which the third
ARCIC Statement opens: The confession of Christ as Lord is the heart of
the Christian Faith. To him God has given all authority in heaven and on
earth’. It goes on to state that Christ as Lord of the Church bestows the
Holy Spirit upon his people {para. 1), and later that the Holy Spirit keeps
the Church under the Lordship of Christ” (para. 7). 1t is, however, when
we ask how Chrst by his Spirit exercises authority in his Church that the
confusion and disagreement begin.

Evangelical Anglicans have two particular concerns about this first State-
ment on Authority in the Church. First, it contains no explicit affirmation of
the supremacy of Scripture, although this is fundamental to Anglicanism,
as is evident throughout the Prayer Book and Articles. Instead, the New
Testament documents, although acknowledged by ARCIC as apastolic and
inspired, are described as ‘2 normative record [note the indefinite article]
of the authentic foundation of the faith' (para. 2). The Elucidstion admits
that ‘behind many reactions 1o the Statement is a degree of uneasiness as

9
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ici won is pai i thority of Scripture’
sufficient a11enton is paid 10 the primary au )
l(::rv:? ')wl'n response to this ¢riticism the Commission makes the following

strong assertion: : ached by the apostles and

h : itings, through the
set forth and interpreted in the Now Testament wmugrgsc misliag it

inspiration of the Holy Spirit, are the primary norm t
and life’ (para. 2).

. 2 ; s -
welcome this sentence and ils change of the mgeﬁqmq article into 1
:vo.fmite, aven if we would have preforred ‘suprome’ 10 puml;y. V:: a‘l’g
welcome the later statement that ‘no endeavour of the Church to. _pcn x
the truth can add 1o the revelation already given . Yot the Commissio ; :
then obliged 1o confess that there are two approaches to Scripture, one
which is concerned ‘never to go beyond the pounds of Scripture, orf:‘;\'t:e
tradition Is no more than ‘an unfolding of the riches of the pngmal r . la-
tion", while the other approach rests on the conviction that the Holy ;_:;:1
is sesking to guide the Church into the fulness of truth’ (para. 2). The
Elucidation claims that the latter approach ‘does not ngcessaulv contradict
the former'. Yot the two approaches seem incompatible 0 us. And the
authors of Observetions have spotted this. They are not s_ansfued with
ARCIC's use and interpratation of Scripwre. ‘The _hu;to:ml method
(seeking to determine what the biblical author meant) is inadequats, they
say; in addition ‘one must 1ake into account the aulhopuc interpratation of
the Scriptures which it pertains 10 the Church 10 make’ (B8.11.2 and B8.111.1).
In other words, tradition must take precedence Over Scripture. This 1$

totally unacceplable to us.

It only the Commission had grasped the neule of the Marnan dogmas,
those of her Immaculate Conception (1854) and her Bodily Assumption
{1950)! It was not enough 1o sdy that some Anglicans do not consider
them ‘sufficiently supported by Scripture’ and would ask wheiher in 2
future union of Churches they would be requited to subscribe to them
(Authority in the Church 11, pera. 30). The simple teuth 18 that they cannot
be defended from Scripture, although Observations insists on them 3s
‘irue and authentic dogmas which pertain 10 the fulness of fann' (B.IIL3).
Only the second approach to Scripture ¢ould attempt to justily them, and
then only with much artificial contriving. Several times in the ARCIC
documents Scripture and Tradition are in fact put on 3 level with one
another, and the deeper understanding sought by the Commission 5
described as being "consanant with biblical teaching and with the tradi-
tion(s) of our common inheritance’ (e.g. Evcharistic Doctrine, para. 1 and
Mimstry and Qrcination, pard. 1).

Nothing is said as to what will happen if gither Scriptur¢ and Tradition, of
the waditions of our two Churches, are incompatible with one another, Itss
not helpful to affirm that the New Testament is "the primary norm for
Christian faith” if this principle is not boldly and ngorously applied to
unbiblical traditions. That is why we wrote in our Open Letter of the need
for both our Churches “to corre¢t what the theology of the Bible will not
justity’. Whichever approach 10 Scripture we 10ke, Scripture must be
dllowed to reform us. Are both Churches willing 10 put themselves under
its judgment?

EVANGELICAL ANGLICAN
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) AUTHORITY IN THE CHURCH

Our second disquiet over Authovity tn the Church / concerns its statement
that ‘when the Church meets in ecumenical council its decisions on
fundamental manters of faith exclude what is erroneous’ (para. 19). The
Elucidation points out that such inerrant conciliar judgments

(1) relate only to 'fundamental matters ot {aith” (though Observations
denies this, insisting that they extend to 'the entire domain of faith
and morality’ B.111.4),

(2) must be, 3s the Statement says, ‘consonant with Scripture” and

(3) must be received by the whole people of Gad, although the effect of
this reception is not to “legitimize the decision” but to supply “the final
indication that such a decision has fullilled the necesary conditions
for it to be a true expression of the faith' (para. 3. Observations denies
this too. B.IILS).

These clarifications go some way to meet our disquiet, but inspite of what
the Commission says, the claim that any Council under any circumstance
is inerrant contradicts Article XX| which seems to say that any Council
“may err’, since not all its members will be ‘governed with the Spirit and
Word of God'.

5. PAPAL PRIMACY

The latest ARCIC Statement (Authority in the Church I1), published only in
March, is the longest of the four, and also the most diffuse and repetitive.
In seeking to commend to Anglicans an acceptable form of papal primacy,
it uses three approaches.

The first is biblical. A valiant attempt is made to offer a fresh exposition of
the Pettine texts. Indeed, so fair and unprejudiced does the expasition
seem that the Commission makes the astonishing admissions (1) that
‘the New Testament contains no explicit record of a transmission of Peter's
leadership’ (para. 6) and (2) that ‘the New Testament texts offer no
sufficient basis for” papal primacy (para. 7). The strongest biblical argument
for it which can be put forward is one of ‘analogy’ (despite the well-known
dangers which attend all argument by analogy). namely the analogy
between 'the importance of the bishop of Rome among his brother bishops’
and 'the position of Peter among the apostles’ (Authority in the Church 1,
para. 12; cl. Authovity in the Church /1. para. 5). This is much too weak for
Observations, however. The Sacred Congregation is emphatic that
ARCIC’s re-interpretation ‘does not satisfy the requirements of the
dogmalic statement of Vatican Council I', namely that ‘the apostle Peter . . .
received immediately and directly from Jesus Christ our Lord a true and
proper primacy of jurisdiction” (B.111.1).

"
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ission resorts 1o the historical evid-
'E;ﬁfﬁgn of Rome _(ang t?;?,m:ﬁ,:,h;
i Rome) was accorded a primacy of honout in the ur
3:‘8\;2‘:%’;c%nd )oemury. Moreov::r. in spite lOfR lo':en em%lgt Ll;t;tede;‘rzlt?::hd
he third century between the sees Of ROWT, 2 .
K&Ta;ddo, a:d Const':nlinople. the claim of certain Bishops oé ﬁe«r\‘e ut:“al
Juridics! primacy was increasingly recognized in the Western Chu AE\ .
1he great schism between East and West. Bacause of this s_oncw g :1 o
theologians have suggested that it might be possible for their HOng. :
‘o recagnize the development of the Roman primacy as 3 gift o ;: t;e
providence — in other words, as an elfect of the guidance of the X oly
Spinit in the Church® {Authority in the Church I, para. 13)- Arguments ron;
history can always be two-edged, however. If the hisiorical eme¢rgence O
Roman primacy is to be attributed to God's providence, what are we to by
about the evils and errors of which at times it has been guilty 7 1t is claimed
that a primacy acknowledged by our two Churches would be a "sign and
safeguard’ of unity and truth; but has it really been such for the Roman
Catholic Church in the past? The Commission speaks of divine guudance
and providence, but supplies no criteria by which these may be discerned.
Prominen1 among them, we believe, since God's Spirit is the Spirit of
truth and the Holy Spirit, and his first fruit is love, should be truth, holiness,
and charity.

For lack of biblical warrant, the Com
ence. It cannot be denied that the

The Commission’s third argument for a universal primacy sinkes us as
oxceedingly surprising. 1t wiites in Ministry and Ordination that “like any
human community the Church requires a focus of leadership and unity,
which the Holy Spirit provides in the ordained ministry’ {pard. 7). Certainky
the Holy Spirit does give pastors to his Church (e.g. Acts 20.28), and elders
were appointed in every church from the beginning (Acts 14.23). But itis
précarious to extrapolate from the local 1o the universal, and assume that
‘like any human community’ 1he wosldwide church needs 8 woild-wide
leader. Yet this 15 what the Commission does. "Visible unily requires’ it,
in this case 8 combination of “primatial and conciliar’ oversight (Authorty
in the Chuseh 1, para. 8). Again, ‘'we . . . agree that a universal primacy will
be neaded in a reunited Church’ fAuthority in the Church I, para. 8),

But why ? Is this any more than the reasoning of a secular mind 7 A ‘human
community” may indeed require a leader to unite it, but is the Church only a
‘human community’ 7 Are the Commissioners not in danger of repeating the
Israelites’ sin whan, forgetling or rasenting 1he fact that they wera a unigque
theocracy, they demanded a king ‘like all the nations’ {1 Sam. 8.5} ? Their
r¢quest was a repudiation of Yahweh, their invisible king. As far the Church
of ihe New Testament, it is certainly not 2 'human cammunity’, but rathes
the dmvine sociely, @ new international theocracy. To be sure, there s
abundant New Testament evidence that its local manifestations were 10
have pastors, gifts of the ascended Christ (Eph. 4.11). But nowhere in the
New Testament is there even the smallest hint that a universal pastor would
be necessary.

We suspect that the Commissioners’ choice of komonia (communion) as
their controlling model of the Church and as the fundamental concept of
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their statemants was the influential background to their commendation of
the papacy. For already in the Introduction they write of ‘primacy as a
visible link and focus of koinonia® fintroduction para. 6). Bul the New
Testament develops several other models of the Church, into which papal
primacy cannot 50 easily be fitted, if at all. Thus the Church already has a
Chief Pastor, the ‘Good Shepherd’ and ‘that great Shepherd of the sheep'.
who tends his flock by his Word and Spirit. Similarly, the Church is the
Body (whose head is Christ), the Bride (whose husband is Christ) and
the Building (whose foundation is Christ). There seems to be no room In
these metaphors far 8 human primate. Indeed, the demand for a primate
with universal jurisdiction seems to us a repudiation of the headship of
Jesus Christ, in spite of the fact that Christandom has become so used to the
papacy and 10 patridrchates as 10 take them for granted.

In saying this, we are of course aware that in New Testament days, in
addition 1o local presbyters, there were men like Timothy and Tiws whose
oversight was more regional than ocal, and that James presided over the
apostles and elders at the Council of Jerusalem in Acts 15. Yel his was a
regional leadership, and his presidency ad hoc because the Council met
in Jerusalem, where the Saviour rose, the Spirit came, the New Testament
was born, and the Christian mission began: there is no suggestion that he
had any wider (let alone universal and permanent) jurisdiction.

If it be asked how, on the basis of this reasoning, Anglican evangelicals
would justify Archbishops, we would reply that they too have a regional
responsibility. It is true that the Archbishop of Canterbury exercises a
kind of ‘universal’ leadership, at least within the worldwide Anglican
Communion, and in this sense it may be said, as the Commission does, that
"Anglicanism has never rejected the principle and practice of primacy’
(Authority 1, para. 8). Nevertheless, whatever ‘authority’ he has (it has
never been defined) is not a legal jurisdiction but only a moral Isadership
born of history and affection. Could not a similar kind of papacy be en-
visaged, then? Yes, possibly. And the Commission has been at pains to
develop an image of the complementarity of primacy and conciliarity
(Authority I, para. 22), much as ‘Peter’s role is never isolated from that of
the apostolic group’ (Authority /i, para. 8). But for the papacy to become
acceptable to Anglicans, the Pope would have to renounce such titles as
"the Vicar of Jesus Christ, the successor of the Prince of the Apostles, the
Supreme Pontiff of the Universal Church’, and—more important still—
divest himself of monarchical authority and of the power and glory tradition-
ally associated with his position. We would welcomes some gestures on his
part which might foreshadow a substantial self-emptying and so dissipate
our doubts. But Observations does not encourage us. It insists on the
jus divinum (divine right) of the papal primacy, of which Vatican | had
spoken, but which the ARCIC Statement tried to play down. The Sacred
Congregation will not allow this, because what Vatican | meant by ‘the
institution of Christ our Lord himself” is that "Christ himself provided for
the universal primacy’ (B.I.2), Vatican II's Lumen Gentium also spoke
of the Pope’s 'full, supreme and universal power over the whole Church’
(para. 22, quoted in B.I11.2). Thera seams little room left either to reinter-
pret these statements or to change the reality they express.
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6. CONCLUSION
ment of intent refesred to ‘the restoration _of complete
communion tn faith and sacramental life' Atfthe end of its work nhsetge;gt;g:'sl
could declare that sufficient doctrinal agrqoment had been '(‘:’:crches eob
for the establishing of a new relanonship bet\gve'en;qur! = uM o)
next stoge in the journey towards Chnstian unity (Fina, d‘ep , p.99).
although, they added. ‘our agreement still needs 10 be tested .

I ne 1877 Open Letter which many of us signed. we expressed our
o';v': ::g:cem for “real and tested theological agreement as a pfeco:d:t'c_:g
of closer churchly relationships. and our own unwillingness to be lau '

into superficiality as we seck this agreement (para. 3). In pamcuf I, we
wrote: “'we are obliged 10 press 1he question, whether the non-re ormodh'
Chutehes are yet sufficiently ready to test all thewr traditions of teaching
and practice by Holy Scripture, as we know we are bound to test oarfg in
order to correct what the theology of the Bible will not justify’ (para.5.i).

In addition, we believe that much more thought and discussion are needed
about what kind of closer relationship between our tWo Churches might
be desitable. Successive Archbishops have echoed the suggestion made
by Cardinal Mercier in 1925 thai the Anglican Church should be ‘united,
not absorbed'. Quoting this in his lecture in Westminster Abbey in 1981,
Archbishop Runcie quite properly went on to ask what the '! mits of accept-
able diversity would be in such a ‘unson without absorption’. We ourselves,
if the Holy Sparit through the Scriptures should bring us to real accord with
Roman Catholics on essential doctrine, believe that the Bonn Agreement
between Anglicans and Qld Cathalics {1931), which based full communion
on agreement in ¢ssentials, while 10lerating disagreement in s'econQary
matters, would be a better arrangement than a merger of ‘uniate’ relation-
ship (the latter requiring complete doctrinal accord. see Open Letter. pard B)
It is the former way of reunion which is reflected in 1the ARCIC statements.
The Commissioners several times use the 1erm ‘substantial agreement’,
and explain that 1his means the Commission’s ‘consensus’, even "unani-
mous agreement’, ‘on essential matters where at considers that doctrine
admits no dwergence’ (Elucidation of Euchatistic Doctrine. para. 2.
Mirystry and Qudination, para. 17). It will have become apparent from
this Assessment that we think they have in some places succeeded, while
in others (crucial ones which admit no compromise) we think they have
failed. The Sacred Congregation wanis1o go further, however. They demand
‘completa’ agreement in all points ‘which truly pertain to the faith’ (they
instance Eucharistic adorgnon, papal pamacy and the Marian dogmas),
and declare an appeal to the “hierarchy of truths’ to be impossible here
{Observations A.21)

What then is the way forward ? How do we see the task of the new inter-
national Anglican-Roman Catholic commission which is to be appointed ?
We certainly wish it well, hope that several evangelical churchmen will be
invited to join it, and will pray for its work. We also venture to make the
following suggestions for i1s agenda
1 The new Commission should seek an immediate clarificanon from
the Vatican of the status and authonty of Qbservations, and make n
public.

ARCIC’s onginal s1ate
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CONCLUSION

The new Commission should reaffirm ARCIC’s goal of ‘substantial
agreement’ {(meaning unity in essentials, with iborty in non-ossentials)
and should work our this distinction thoroughly and consistently.

Tho new Commission should. in our opinion, be asked to review and

rework the old Commission's text, with three objectives in mind:

(3) to eliminate the ambiguities. We agree here with Observations
that these have pernatted Anglican and Roman Catholic Com.
missioners 1o interpret some formulations in different and even
contradictory ways (A 2.i).

(b} to fuse each of the first three Statements with its Elucidation.
We agree with Observalions in this matter also. At present they
lie side by side. This arrangement lacks ‘harmony and homo-
geneity’, and exposes the texts to mishandling (A.2.i).

(¢) to pay more attention to the classical formularies of both
Churches, and indicate both their $191us and how the ARCIC
statements relate to them. The Sacred Congregation complains
that the ARCIC documents do not accord with Catholic teaching
as expressed by the Council of Trent, Vatican | and Il. They also
add that ARCIC should indicate their position in reference to
the Thirty-Nine Articles, the Book of Common Prayer and
the Ordinal (A.2iii). We agree.

The new Commission should be asked wether they ¢an $ee any way

forward without resorting to ambiguity in those areas of Eucharist,

Ministry, Authority and Primacy, over which continuing misgivings,
are being exprossed (as in this Assassment).

The Commission should be asked to add some fresh doctrines to their

agenda. Among these we pul first the doctrine of salvation, with

special reference to justification. Other topics might be the nature of
man, the status of non-Christian religions and dialogue with people
of other faiths, and the Marian dogmas.

The new Commission could profitably be invited to make thair con-

tribution to contemporary Christian social and ethical thinking in

such areas as our responsibility to the poor and the oppressed, war
and peace, work, unemployment and industrial relations, marrriage
and divorce, contraception, and abortion, and homosexual partner-
nerships. Although these subjects are not part of the "tested theolog-
ical agreement” needed for reunion, nevertheless Roman Catholic
and Anglican scholars should in our view be thinking about them
tagether. Or, if othical issues are not included in their brief, the new
Commission should at least consider how they should be discussed.

We make these suggestions for the work of the new Commission, because
we agree wilh the Sacred Congregation that the dialogue should be
‘continued’, "deepened’ and ‘extended to new themes' (D.2.,b.c).

Above all, although we wish to listen to the Roman Catholic Church and
understand its own sensitivities, wo plead that the new Commissioners
will not abandon the essential gains ol the Reformation. Without a clear
affirmation by boih Churches of sofa Scriptura for our authority and of
sola gratia for our salvation, we could not ourselves recommend any formal
steps towards the lormation of a re-united Church or contemplate being
members of it.
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