The Lambeth Commission - Reception

Windsor Report Reception Process

The work of the Lambeth Commission on Communion was commissioned by the
Archbishop of Canterbury in October 2003, following the special meeting of the
Primates and Moderators of the Anglican Communion at Lambeth Palace in that
month.

The official process of reception for the Windsor Report 2004 therefore began in
February 2005 during the regular meeting of the Primates and Moderators which was
held in February 20th - 26th in Northern Ireland.

In order to prepare for this meeting, the Archbishop of Canterbury, in conjunction with
the Primates' Standing Committee, appointed a Reception Reference Group (RRG),
under the chairmanship of the Most Revd Peter Kwong, then Primate of Hong Kong, to
assist the Primates by monitoring the way in which the Windsor Report had been
received across the Anglican Communion and by our ecumenical partners. In a letter to
the Provinces, Archbishop Peter wrote, "My hope is really to be able to gain some
sense of where Anglicans, Episcopalians and members of the United Churches stand on
the issues raised in the Report, and the recommendations made...This is a formidable
challenge but | feel it is vital that the Primates are able to have the widest and best
possible information for their meeting next February."

The members of the Reception Reference Group were:

e Archbishop Peter Kwong, Primate, Hong Kong, Chair

e Archdeacon Jim Boyles, Provincial Secretary, Canada

e Bishop John Gladstone, Bishop of South Kerala, South India

e DrlIshmael Noko, General Secretary, Lutheran World Federation
e Bishop Kenneth Price, Suffragan Bishop of Southern Ohio, USA

e Bishop James Tengatenga, Bishop of Southern Malawi

e Bishop Tito Zavala, Bishop of Chile

Staff Consultants were:
e Canon Gregory Cameron, ACO, Secretary
e CanonJohn Rees, ACC, Legal Adviser
e Revd Sarah Rowland Jones, CPSA

Responses to the Windsor Report

Several questions were developed for consideration by groups around the Communion
as they considered the Windsor Report.

The questions posed by the Primates' Standing Committee to the Provinces of the
Anglican Communion were:



What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A & B can you
recognise as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican
Communion?

In which ways do the proposals in Section C & D flow appropriately from the
description of the Communion's life in Sections A & B?

What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals
of the Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be
implemented?

How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in
paragraph 119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible
draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an
appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?

The questions offered to our ecumenical partners by the Archbishop of Canterbury
and the Secretary General of the Anglican Communion were:

1. What do you find helpful in the Windsor Report 2004?
2.
3. If the recommendations of the Windsor Report were implemented, how would

What questions does the report raise from the perspective of your church?

this affect your church's relationship with the Anglican Communion as an
ecumenical partner?

Some more general questions of a non-specialised kind were also formulated for
consideration by those who didn't have a knowledge of the Windsor Report:

1.

2.

3.

How can the 44 churches of the Anglican Communion be helped to stay
together?

How should a Christian behave when another Christian does something which
they believe is deeply offensive to the Gospel?

Would you like to see Anglican/Episcopal churches moving closer together or
going their separate ways?

A total of 322 responses were received. These were of varying size: some in the form
of short, one-paragraph emails; others, two or twenty pages of thought-out views;
others in book form representing a more in-depth analysis of the Windsor Report.

Related Information

Report PDF (116K)

Responses
Presentation made at the Primates Meeting by the Most Revd Bruce Cameron

PDF (46K)

Powerpoint Presentation made at the Primates Meeting PDF (517K)



http://www.aco.org/commission/process/reception/docs/Bruce%20Cameron%20Report.pdf�
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Reception Reference Group report on responses
THE RESPONSES

By the time the Reception Reference Group met on February 10/11, 2005, 322 responses had
been submitted. These were classified as being from sectors (108) - defined as: dioceses and
bishops, provinces, organisations, primates, theological institutes, ecumenical partners,
mission agencies and the networks and commissions of the Communion - and from
individuals (214), most of which (140) came from Anglicans in the USA and Canada. Further
submissions continue to arrive.

The Reception Reference Group considered a statistical analysis of the responses submitted
ahead of their meeting and had access to the texts of all submissions, including those arriving
during their meeting. Pie charts of the analysis appear at the end of this report. The group
based its report on the eight questions for Primates identified by Archbishop Robin Eames.

A desire for the Anglican Communion to stay together
Of those expressing a preference, many respondents wish the Communion to stay together

(113) or its Churches to move closer together (28): 29 can be said to accept the possibility of
the Communion separating.

SECTION Aand B

Sections A and B offer a description of the Anglican Communion which
e isgoverned by Holy Scripture
e isliving in inter-dependence
e exercises autonomy-in-communion

Do the primates recognise this description as an authentic description of our life
together as a family of churches?

Statistical Material

The statistical analysis reflects a high level of agreement on these sections

Sectors Individuals
Agreement 66% 51%
Qualified agreement 27% 25%
Disagreement 7% 24%

Within this sense of general agreement there are however a number of important points and
reservations raised:



a. Scripture. While there is an full acceptance of the authority of scripture, a number raise
the issue of interpretation — how and by whom; and also the weight that should also be given
to tradition and reason in the discernment of truth.

b. Episcopate. Many respondents welcomed the sacramental and teaching role of the
Bishop. A number though pointed out the more collaborative approach to the teaching aspect
of ministry involving both ordained and lay. There was suspicion of the monarchical power
of episcopacy and a greater need to discuss and develop the model of the Anglican
Communion as “episcopally led and synodically governed.

c. Bonds of Affection. Interdependence strongly affirmed but there are sometimes different
understandings of the language used. For example ‘autonomy in communion’ is regarded by
some as encouraging independence while others see it as restricting independence

“Too great an emphasis on unity and agreement among Anglicans may lead to a stifling of
the leading of the Spirit, and a resistance to change, even worthwhile or necessary change,
within the church.”” (Brisbane)

“This diocese would also affirm... the view that no church has the authority or autonomy to
act unilaterally on any significant matter of faith or order” (Bendigo)

It was important to understand the different ways in which those bonds of affection had
developed — for some out of the assertion of difference (e.g. USA) while others through a
common history. In the end of the day the question we had to face was “Do we want to be a
global Communion?”

d. Adiaphora. This was seen as a helpful concept by many. It is part of the implications of
our common life together that we be aware of the effects of any decision on the other.
However concern was expressed about how we identify those ‘Communion Issues’, upon
which agreement may not be achieved but consensus is required.

e. Eucharist. A number of respondents noted and regretted the omission of this sacrament in
any description of Communion

“We find it curious that in a discussion of communion little was made of its significance as a
primary sign of unity”” (Brit. Columbia)

It was welcomed that the Report did stress the place of prayer as an important part of our life
as a Communion.



SECTION C

Suggestions to improve the mechanisms of our inter-dependence
e The Instruments of Unity (Appendix 1)
e The role of the Archbishop of Canterbury (8109, 110)
e A Council of Advice (8111, 112)
e An Anglican Covenant (§113-120)

Do the Primates approve the main thrust of these proposals, and feel that
they can commend them for implementation?

If the Primates respond positively to this question, it would be helpful for them to add further
reflections that acknowledge some of the feedback and provide guidance for ACC and other
groups as they move forward in refining and implementing the proposals.

Statistical Material

Statistics point to sectors giving strong support to Section C

Sectors Individuals
Agreement 42% 39%
Qualified agreement 45% 32%
Disagreement 13% 29%

General Critiques

Looking for a bureaucratic solution to a question of communion seems to miss the
points of fellowship, dialogue, sharing

A tendency to centralize authority and power within the communion is questioned.
Some fear that increased emphasis on the Instruments of Unity will lead to loss of
autonomy; others support this move

Communion seems to be moving towards a more systematic ordering of its life and
away from a more organic approach

Idea of Instruments of Unity a novel one for much of the Communion, not
understood, and needs time to be understood and received

Together there is a move towards more episcopal authority in enhancing the roles of
the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Lambeth Conference and the Primates’ meeting,
with less emphasis on the more representative role of the Anglican Consultative
Council

Instruments of Unity (Appendix 1)

Anglican Consultative Council

0 A call for greater effectiveness and accountability
o Assume a more synodical role..its authority would be strengthened
= May conflict with autonomy of Provinces



= May balance the overload of authority intended for episcopal bodies —
Primates’ meeting and Lambeth
o Still issues of gender balance and youth participation in ACC
o0 Inrecent years the increasing importance of the Primates’ meetings seems to
diminish the role of ACC
o Clarifying roles of ACC Standing Committee and the Primates’ Standing
Committee would be helpful

Lambeth Conference
o Some call to change Lambeth so it has lay and clergy representation, more like
a Synod
o Identifying some Lambeth Conference resolutions of special significance for
the Communion in touching upon the definition of Anglicanism or upon the
authentic proclamation of the Gospel. More prescriptive than other
resolutions.
= |s this making Lambeth more legislative than it is? Is this necessary?

Primates’ Meeting
0 Enhanced role as primary forum for the mutual life of the provinces...
0 To become Standing Committee of the Lambeth Conference
= Same critique about enhancing episcopal leadership when a
broader leadership is seen as appropriate

Anglican Communion Office
0 Roles of Secretary General, Chair of ACC and Archbishop of Canterbury
need to be reappraised. Aim is a more collaborative working relationship
in light of enhanced role of the Archbishop and of the other Instruments of
Unity. Avoid duplication of roles in the ACO and at Lambeth

Is the Communion willing to pay for the enhanced roles proposed for the Instruments of
Unity?

How Instruments relate to one another is not clear in the Report. The Commission is trying to
redefine the relationships and more work needs to be done

Role of the Archbishop of Canterbury (§109,110)

e Anxiety about interference with autonomy of Provinces

e Concern about the appointment of the ABC — by British Crown, a continuing
imperialism

e Concern about his dual role as Primate of Church of England and Head of the
Communion. Could one foresee him speaking to the C of E in the same way he could
intervene in another Province? Perhaps the reversal of the decision about the Jeffrey
John appointment is evidence of this being possible

e Historic patterns of relationships with Canterbury differ, some evolving slowly to
independence, others through more conflict. These differences may have affected the
reactions to this proposal

e Are there links here with the Hurd Commission study of the role of the Archbishop of
Canterbury? More study needed

e Concern about the centralisation of power in the person/office of the Archbishop



The right to invite bishops to Lambeth and Primates to meetings remains the
Archbishop’s prerogative, and there seems to be little objection to this. On what basis
would the Archbishop decide not to invite a bishop to Lambeth?

Council of Advice (8111)
The Report proposes this Council as an important part of strengthening the Office of the
Archbishop of Canterbury and linking it to the Anglican Consultative Council

Is this adding yet another bureaucratic body in the communion?

Concern about how a representative group would be appointed. If relying on the
Primates for membership, reinforces the episcopal nature of leadership to the
exclusion of lay and clergy

Will this be a permanent body or called as needed?

Covenant (§112 ff)

Most seemed to be in agreement, but had reservations or would like more work to be
done on it to become acceptable

Some concerned that it betrayed Anglican tradition and would lead us to be a
confessional church

Desire for it to be less legalistic and more statement of principle

Draft covenant seems to express one strand of Anglicanism

Scepticism that it would make any difference in moments of conflict

Call for canons of a province to recognise membership in the Communion and the
role of the Covenant in requiring and guiding consultation and resolution of disputes.
Is this necessary? Will it be acceptable?

Is the network of Anglican Communion legal advisors likely to become another
Instrument of Unity or is its role in serving the Instruments by identifying common
themes or threads in canon law in the provinces? Is this helpful, or does it lead to a
more formal and legalistic approach to problems?



ON THE ELECTION OF BISHOPS (§121-123)

e A Bishop is for the whole Church

e Processes of Election and Confirmation should be reviewed to
ensure that the principles of the bonds of affection and inter-
dependence are fully taken into account

Are the Primates willing to commend the principle to the provinces?

Statistical Material

Amongst sector responses, the great majority of the 41 (out of 93) giving a view support the
Report’s recommendations in general or with some reservations. Those who disagree are
almost all concerned to preserve the right to elect without external influence.

Sectors Individuals
Agreement 66% 51%
Qualified agreement 22% 11%
Disagreement 12% 38%

Most of those responding to the Windsor Report have not commented directly on this issue —
though there are a few substantive contributions. However, some general attitudes can be
extrapolated from broader comments. While the great majority accept that a bishop is both
local and universal, many are concerned about the nature of Episcopal authority and its
relationship to the local church. In particular, there is concern variously that what they see as
the legal or the theological right of the local church to elect their bishop not be impeded.
Others recognize the wider responsibilities beyond legal obligation that come with autonomy-
in-communion (as in para 80).

Key Issues
e This touches on the nature of a bishop, both in relation to the local church and to the
wider Communion — clearer understanding should enhance the electoral process.
e The implication of terms such as ‘consultation’ and *acceptability’ require fuller
exploration and clarification.

Some Detailed Comments drawn from the Responses

Practicality
e Isa process for ensuing Episcopal elections consider communion-wide perspectives
workable?
e The precise definition of ‘consultation’ differs within the Communion.



What would it mean in practice? What different procedures could have been brought
to bear in New Hampshire — and would they necessarily have led to a different
outcome?

‘Acceptability” similarly requires careful definition (cf §131) — it is not about
unanimity, nor exercising a veto

Bishops are selected in differing ways across the Communion.

At one end of the debate

‘Any consecration that assumes a departure from apostolic faith is not a legitimate
consecration.’

‘All non-celibate homosexual clergy should cease from ministry.’

For the Report to call for a moratorium on the consecration of anyone in a same
gender union ‘until some new consensus emerges’ (§134) has the unacceptable
implication that a change in consensus is possible, even inevitable — whereas
scripturally-based faith demonstrates that this will never be the case

At the other end of the debate

Bishop Gene Robinson must be allowed to take part in all bodies of the church — he is
duly and properly consecrated a bishop in the historic succession and must be
recognized as such, given Anglican polity.

A moratorium on consecrating gay people who are honest and open would be wrong
and unjust. We also would argue that it is contrary to the United Nations Convention
on Human Rights.

It is important to recall that Gene Robinson is not the first gay bishop in the Anglican
Communion. Scotland has already had one bishop who came out as an openly gay
man in his retirement.

New Hampshire did not elect a “‘gay bishop.” They elected a bishop. He is gay.

The Nature of Episcopacy (varying views)

Some Provinces should review the constituency that elects the bishops, to ensure that
it reflects the fact that bishops are consecrated into an order of ministry in the world-
wide church, and not just rather narrower perspectives.

The Windsor Report does not adequately respect the role of the laity and clergy in the
election of their bishops.

Windsor overemphasizes the broader status of Bishops at the expense of their role
within their own diocese.

This issue raises wider questions of selection, election, qualification and appointment
of bishops, and also pre- and post-consecration training.

‘While accepting that particular standards may be required of the Church’s public
ministers, we fear the danger of inconsistencies between attitudes to the laity and to
those who are also ordained.’

The nature of the ECUSA electoral process may not be fully understood: some
bishops saw their primary task to affirm the correct process had been followed.

‘I want to admit we did not consult widely and broadly enough in the Communion
before assenting to Gene Robinson’s consecration, but I also do not want to
compromise the appropriate autonomy of the American Church, and | am scared to
death about the rise of a revivified prelacy, and surprised my Evangelical friends seem
so enthused about it.”



PUBLIC RITES OF BLESSING FOR SAME-SEX UNIONS (§143-144)

e Moratorium
e Withdrawal from representative functions within the Communion
e Continued reflection

Do the Primates wish to call for a moratorium?

Statistical Material

Sectors Individuals
Agreement 56% 39%
Qualified agreement 30% 24%
Disagreement 14% 37%

Overview

More than half of sectors and almost half of individuals address the issue of public rites for
blessing same-sex unions, and the Report’s call for a moratorium. The great majority support
some sort of moratorium. However, those who hold reservations, or more explicitly disagree
with this call, also constitute just over half the group. But these are divided fairly equally
among those for whom a moratorium is insufficient, and only a permanent ban is acceptable
(to do other would be to endorse sin); and those who, in complete contrast, see blessing as the
due and just Christian response to those in committed same-sex relationships. Individuals are
generally more outspoken, even extreme, in their language — whether in condemning such
rites and the relationship they are intended to bless, or in condemning the church for
intolerance, prejudice and the betrayal of its homosexual members.

A significant number of those supporting a moratorium believe it should be for a set period,
during which there should be a more effective process for listening and dialogue than has
been the case up until now.

There are a handful of responses from individuals in gay relationships who say they are not
asking the church for a blessing since they see this as inappropriate, and / or understand the
divisive consequences that follow.

Key Issues
e A moratorium is widely supported.
e Many want a set time period — with a firm commitment to listening / dialogue.
e Comments from individuals were particularly heavily polarized.

Some Detailed Comments drawn from the Responses

At one end of the debate:
e Authorisation of such rites is illegitimate and a departure in practice from the
Christian faith as Anglicans have received it.
e For the Report to say, 8143, that it is against the formally expressed opinion of the
Instruments of unity to proceed with public rites of blessing “at this time’ is
unacceptable in its implication that there is any possibility of change.



‘If there is no reversal, we must amputate, to avoid the whole body becoming
infected’ ... “they must be excluded from membership.’
‘Because of recent developments, I have left the Anglican/Episcopal church.’

At the other end of the debate

Gays, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered people are the lepers of our time.
‘I deeply regret the recommendations of the report — it is yet another example of the
homophobic nature of the church.’

‘Homosexuals are among those on the cross today.’

In Christ there are no *social outcasts’, so the historic policy of the exclusion of sexual
minorities must be abandoned.

‘Because of recent developments, I have left the Anglican/Episcopal church.’

Complexities from across the middle ground

Are we dealing with this in terms of sin/repentance//punishment; or as mature
Christians working together, acknowledging offence and working for reconciliation?
At present the discussion regarding Same Sex Marriage and Ordination of Practicing
Homosexuals is seen in terms as winning or losing a debate. This notion of win/lose
is a recipe for failure and nothing less than the politics of power and influence.
‘What the Report calls for seems to liberals like a big pill to swallow: a moratorium
on same-sex rites of all kinds and the consecration of actively gay bishops for the
foreseeable future. But from another point of view it is quite a limited request. How
s0? Soon in Canada the secular realm will offer same-sex marriage. As a result, there
will be gay couples in ACC congregations who are, in the eyes of the state and much
of the society, married. Their state of life will be, strictly speaking, at odds with the
teaching of the Anglican Communion. But no one has suggested any discipline
against them, nor, in my view, should they.’

‘I think God is more concerned with how we deal with each other, than at judging
each of us as right or wrong on this particular issue.’

‘| oppose gay marriage but support gay civil union’ ... ‘I do not seek to wed my gay
partner — our place is only first and foremost to love Christ as he loved us.’

“There will be no winners and losers, only survivors — and they are not always the
lucky ones.’

Liturgy is one of the main means by which Anglicanism is expressed — which gives
greater significance to whether we agree to these rites.

This touches on the autonomy of dioceses in relation to provinces.

Factual Clarification from ECUSA

ECUSA is concerned that the actions of the 2003 General Convention should be clearly
understood. The 2003 General Convention did not in fact commend the development, or
authorization of, public Rites of Blessing of same sex unions. Instead, a substitute resolution
was passed which recognized that ‘local faith communities are operating within the bounds of
our common life as they explore and experience liturgies celebrating blessing same-sex
union.” Bishop Paul Marshall has explained, ‘This text was designed to say that while the
church cannot now authorize such rites, it can tolerate their existence, giving the Spirit room
to work.”



CALL TO THE EPISCOPAL CHURCH (USA) (§ 134)

On the Consecration of the Bishop of New Hampshire

e regret for “breaching the bonds of affection”

e moratorium

o withdrawal from representative functions for consecrators until regret
Is expressed

Do the Primates wish to issue such a call to the Episcopal Church (USA)?

Statistical Material

On this issue the statistical analysis of those who responded shows a significant difference of
view.

Sectors Individuals
Agreement 54% 35%
Qualified agreement 30% 29%
Disagreement 16% 36%

The main issues from respondents centred around
a. Regret or repentance

ECUSA House of Bishops would seem to have complied with the first part of WR (Section
134). However a number of respondents would demand more.

“We issue a recall to repentance on the part of ECUSA and New Westminster, finding
‘regret’ to be an insufficient and misleading term’ (Rwanda)

On the other hand some felt section 134 went too far.

“W134 was a difficult section for our working party. Some felt that the Bishops in North
America who had followed due ecclesiastical process had nothing to apologise for.”” (Wales)

There seemed therefore to be a certain polarisation of opinion between those who felt that the
question of ordaining bishops or clergy who were in same sex unions was closed. It was
sinful and therefore not open to debate. And those who believed the matter was open to
debate but that no action should be taken until the Communion had found a way forward.

b Attendance and Moratorium

The other two parts of the request to ECUSA have yet to be dealt with by their House of
Bishops.



There is some division over the question of those bishops who were involved in the
consecration of Gene Robinson attending Anglican Communion gatherings. It is noted,
though, that the WR’s request is directed to those Bishops to consider their position, rather
than to the Archbishop or ACC not to invite.

We believe that such isolation should not debar these Sees/Dioceses from participating in
conferences and policy making of the Anglican Communion e.g. Lambeth Conference,
Primates Meeting (Sri Lanka)

There would seem to be support for a moratorium on the “election and consent to the
consecration of any candidate who is living if a same gender union until new consensus in the
Anglican Communion emerges.” A number however would wish there to be a timescale for
such a moratorium and a clear commitment to dialogue during that time



CARE OF DISSENTING GROUPS (8 150-154),
SITUATIONS OF INTERVENTION (8§ 155)

Situations of Intervention (§155)

A Threat to Communion (NOT Moral Equivalence)
Reconciliation

Regret for consequences

Affirmation of Communion

Moratorium

Do the primates wish to adopt these recommendations?
Care of Dissenting Groups (§150-154)

Reaffirmation of their Anglican ldentity
Rejection of parallel jurisdictions
Moves towards negotiated change
Delegated Jurisdiction

Do the primates affirm these proposals?

Statistical Material

On Care of Dissenting Groups, statistical analysis shows the following responses to:

Sectors Individuals
Agreement 61% 45%
Qualified agreement 15% 12%
Disagreement 24% 43%

On Intervention, statistical analysis shows the following responses:

Sectors Individuals
Agreement 68% 48%
Qualified agreement 15% 14%
Disagreement 17% 38%

The issues under examination in these sections assume acquaintance with some highly
abstract ideas (notions about “ordinary jurisdiction” and the like), which may explain why
there are significant differences between the “institutional” responses, and the responses of
individuals. The individuals may be responding to “what it feels like”, while the institutions
may have a stronger grasp of the larger historical framework of episcopal order.

The Church of England has commented that “The report’s treatment of [adequate episcopal
oversight] has been widely regarded as inadequate and needs strengthening”. To the extent
that this is borne out by these responses (and it appears to reflect more the response of
individuals than of institutions), we identify the following reasons, and offer the following
suggestions for improvement.



Criticisms of WR
“Moral equivalence”:

o There was vigorous immediate reaction to WR from conservative groups that actions
taken by “intervening” Primates and bishops, to assist minority groups, should not be
treated in the same way as the actions of ECUSA and in New Westminster which
prompted the interventions

0 However, this was not what WR had said (unlike the situation of bishops in ECUSA
and the Bishop of New Westminster, WR said of the “intervening” bishops that *...we
fully understand the principled concerns that have led to their actions...” WR para
149)

o0 Several authoritative conservative commentators (eg, Professor Oliver O"Donovan in
The Only Poker Game in Town) deny that WR asserts moral equivalence; “There is no
basis for claiming that there is a moral equivalence or "level playing field” between
the actions of the revisionists and the interventionists” — RTT, para 74).

Language

0 Language of "dissent’may be unfortunate (though NB language such as “minority” may
equally be open to challenge, and the leshian and gay community also claims the
protection of “persecuted minority” status)

o “It really seems bad manners — to say the least — when paras 150 and 151 labels those
who are seeking to uphold biblical Christianity as “dissenting groups’...The rhetoric of
the Report seems to begin on the wrong side of the equation” (Australian Evangelical
submission, para 147)

o Conversely, language of persecution and victimisation is widely used. Clearly there is
some evidence of serious conflict between bishops and some parishes, but how far is
it being used rhetorically, and how far does it actually reflect what is happening in
parishes and dioceses (the evidence adduced in RTT is patchy, and focuses on a very
few dioceses)

Naivety

o Several commentators emphasise that effective delegation of episcopal functions
requires that the person delegating authority should himself (or herself) be a person
who can be trusted in a variety of ways; but how far is this overpersonalising the
problem, emhasising the individual at the expense of the role?

0 Without doubt, some ECUSA bishops and Bp Michael Ingham have forfeited
personal trust by their actions (eg in initiating legal proceedings against minority
parishes) — but again, how far is the conservative reaction overpersonalising the
problem?



o0 “Cat and mouse” / “Fox and hens” imagery (from South Africa’s Bishop Peter Lee) is
quoted by several respondents, and has powerful resonance; but how accurate is the
analogy?

Inadequacy

o Itis claimed that adequacy (or otherwise) of delegated episcopal oversight is to be
judged subjectively, by those intended to be protected by the arrangement (see CAPA
Statement, 28 October 2004)

o Itis questioned whether a bishop who is acting in ways inconsistent with Communion
teaching could provide a focus of unity into the Communion (“If, on the basis of a
flawed view of autonomy, bishops are taking actions that put their affiliation with
Communion structures seriously into question, ...then they cannot expect to maintain
their full authority within their diocese” — RTT, para 83)

Jurisdiction

0 On the basis of these arguments, some (but not all) seek total transfer of jurisdiction
(“The only step which can truly protect the orthodox...is true alternative episcopal
oversight with jurisdiction ceded to another bishop” — RTT, page 54)

0 Other requests do not go so far — sometimes, references to transferring jurisdiction are
limited to requests for security of property and funds, or protection over selection for
training, appointments or dismissal

o There is a strong “congregationalist” sense about some of these comments — and little
or no analysis is given by commentators as to what is meant by the “ordinary
jurisdiction” which belongs to the office of a bishop in Anglican thought (NB: in the
English Act of Synod, “The bishop of each diocese continues as the ordinary of the
diocese” — Recital (3) to Act of Synod)

Principles

0 There are fundamental constitutional difficulties in the way of transferring jurisdiction
(other than on the voluntary basis which has been criticised); there is no legal power
vested in the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Primates or the ACC which could force a
diocese or Province to cede jurisdiction to any outside body

o If voluntary schemes are all that can be provided (short of the kind of legislation
which seems unlikely to be adopted), are the objections set out by the conservative
commentators fatal to the schemes that have been put forward by ECUSA and the
Anglican Church of Canada? To what extent might the same criticisms be levelled
against schemes of delegated oversight operating satisfactorily elsewhere in the
Communion (eg, In the Church of England, New Zealand, and Wales)?

o Are the bishops in fact acting offensively (against conservative groups), or are they
acting defensively (in support of what they discern to be the mind of their dioceses)?



0 There is little or no comment on the strictures in WR against those bishops who refuse
to implement their own church’s delegated episcopal oversight schemes (“If they
refuse to do so, they will be making a profundly dismissive statement about their
adherence to the polity of their own church” — WR 155)

o Clearly, though, there is a problem, and it seems to be a problem of trust: if that is the
essential problem, might “dissenting”or minority groups be reassured of their security
within the Communion by having the internal system devised in their Provinces
monitored by a Primate or group of Primates on behalf of ABC?

o0 Such an arrangement might have to remain “voluntary’, in the strict sense of the word
(ie, not secured by legislation), but would carry heavy symbolic weight if it had the
full support of the Primates



THE LISTENING PROCESS (8 135, 136, 146)

Lambeth 1998 Resolution 1.10

e Underlines the norm of Anglican understanding of sexual relationships
e A process of listening

Will the Primates commit themselves again to this process?

Statistical material

Sectors Individuals
Agreement 84% 80%
Qualified agreement 11% 4%
Disagreement 5% 16%

Call for putting in place processes of dialogue and study, and following through with them.
Other comments include:

The process of listening has never really happened in many places

Both individual provinces and the ACO should facilitate this work provinces need to
dialogue with one another, as well as internal discussion in each place.

Gays and lesbians need to be engaged in these processes

People of homosexual orientation have not had a chance to be engaged in the
Commission’s work

Report has too little to say about the pain felt by gays and lesbians over the years
Perceived ignoring of data/resources on the subject. Resources are not being used
Some feel that the debate is closed because Scripture is clear

Not much trust that this listening will happen in good faith

Politicalization of the issue militates against real dialogue

Are the Provinces prepared to pay for a communion-wide program of dialogue?

Recognition that the Windsor Report is an important teaching document on “What is
Anglicanism?”



RESPONSES FROM PRIMATES

Most of the responses to the Windsor Report from Primates of the Anglican Communion
have been in the form of initial statements made at the time of publication and have not
commented on the detailed recommendations. These have not been included in the report of
the Reception Reference Group.

The Statement from Global South Primates is printed below.
A Statement from Global South Primates meeting In Nairobi

January 27"/28™, 2005

1. We are gathered in Nairobi, Kenya to strengthen our shared ministries and in anticipation of the
third South-South Encounter that will take place in Egypt October 25"/31% 2005. We are
encouraged by the reports that we have heard of the transforming power of the Gospel around the
Anglican Communion and yet we are conscious that there are fundamental issues of faith and
order confronting us that threaten the very existence of our common life,

2. At the meeting of the Primates in October 2003, in response to these concerns, we called for the
establishment of the Lambeth Commission on Communion and are very grateful for their hard
work over these past months. We also commend the dedicated servant leadership offered by the
Most Reverend Robin Eames and the extraordinary contributions made by the individual members
of the Commission. We believe that the Windsor Report offers a way forward that has the
potential of being marked with God's grace.

2. We welcome the clear statement of the Windsor Report in its emphasis on the Church as a
"Communion of radical holiness to which all Christ's people are called, [and] are thus rooted in
the Trinitarian life and purposes of the One God" [TWR 3] As the Windsor Report rightly
declares our individual autonomy is always limited by our commitment to living in this
community. In light of this we commit ourselves to manifesting our oneness in Christ through our
willing submission one to another.

4. We agree that the Windsor Report correctly points out that the Episcopal Church USA and the
Diocese of New Westminster have pushed the Anglican Communion to breaking point. The report
rightly states that they did not listen to the clear voices of the Communion, rejected the Counsel of
the four Instruments of Unity and ignored the plea of the Primates in their statements issued on
October 16™ 2003 (all Primates) and November 2™, 2003 (Global South Primates). It is our
considered opinion that their actions represent a "departure from genuine, apostolic Christian
faith" [TWR 28]

5. We call on the Episcopal Church USA and the Anglican Church of Canada to take seriously the
need for "repentance, forgiveness and reconciliation enjoined on us by Christ" (Windsor Report
[134]) and move beyond informal expressions of regret for the effect of their actions to a genuine
change of heart and mind. We are grieved that actions within both provinces have torn "the fabric
of our Communion at its deepest level" and that to date there have been no concrete steps taken
towards repentance and reconciliation. This indicates that they have chosen to walk apart from the
rest of the Communion. Failing any substantial change of direction within the next three months
(i.e. by May 31, 2005,) the Global South Primates and the others who share our convictions
would confirm that they have chosen to "walk alone™ and follow another religion.

6. We are encouraged by the recent actions of those bishops in ECUSA who at the meeting of their
House of Bishops in Salt Lake City on January 13", 2005 signed "A Statement of Acceptance and
Submission™ renouncing the actions that have been so injurious to our common life and affirmed



that in future they will only act in ways that are "fully compatible with the interests, standards,
unity and good order of the Anglican Communion.” We invite other Primates to join us in
declaring that full communion with these bishops is maintained.

7. We note with approval the recognition that extraordinary Episcopal care is needed for
congregations alienated from their diocesan bishops because of their refusal to distance
themselves from the historic faith of the church and embrace the proposed innovations. While we
remain committed to the importance of coherent diocesan and provincial structures we believe,
however, that there are times when these very structures can and have been inappropriately used
to intimidate the faithful. We recognize the necessity for the Archbishop of Canterbury, the
Primates and the aforementioned bishops to establish a more collaborative mechanism to provide
for adequate Episcopal care where needed.

8. We note that the Windsor Report calls for a moratorium on the election and
consecration of any candidate to the episcopate who is living in same gender union and the use of
rites for the blessing of same-sex unions. We urge the Episcopal Church USA and the Anglican
Church of Canada to fully comply mindful that this is only the first step towards
acknowledgement of Lambeth Resolution 1.10 "We cannot advise the legitimizing or blessing of
same sex unions nor ordaining those involved in same gender unions."

9. We would also point out that faithfulness to the Holy Scriptures and to the expressed mind of the
Communion requires that non-celibate homosexual clergy be asked to reform or resign and
instead of a moratorium on same-sex blessings there should be an immediate, total and permanent
cessation of such practices.

10. The Windsor Report acknowledges the great pain that has been inflicted upon those faithful
communities that have resisted doctrinal innovations within Episcopal Church USA and the
Anglican Church of Canada. However, we reject the moral equivalence drawn between those who
have initiated the crisis and those of us in the Global South who have responded to cries for help
from beleaguered brothers and sisters in Christ. Because of our commitment to our common life
we do regret any discomfort and disorder that has resulted from our actions taken in fulfillment of
our "conscientious duty.” [TWR 155]

11. We are encouraged by the suggestions offered for restructuring the various instruments of unity to
strengthen our common life in Christ. We are, however, aggrieved and disappointed that the
contributions and resources of the majority of the Anglican Communion are not adequately
recognized and represented in these instruments. We are convinced that there must be a more
regionally and provincially representative procedure in appointments to commissions and task
forces established to serve the whole Communion. We support the recommendation that the
Archbishop of Canterbury, together with the Primates, should establish a ‘Council of Advice'. A
more deliberately global approach to leadership is vital if we are to be able to respond to the
challenges and complexities of worldwide mission.

12. We are committed to the future life of the Anglican Communion, one that is rooted in truth and
charity and faithfulness to the Gospel of Jesus Christ. We applaud the proposal for an Anglican
Covenant and endorse and commend the following statement as an initial step in this direction:
"Each church shall act in a manner compatible both with its belonging to the One, Holy, Catholic
and Apostolic Church, and with its membership of the Anglican Communion. In all essential
matters of common concern in the Anglican Communion, no member church shall act without
consideration of the common good of the Communion.” [TWR, Appendix Two, Article 9]



ECUMENICAL RESPONSES TO THE WINDSOR REPORT

Responses were received from a number of ecumenical partners:

The Archbishop of Uppsala

The Armenian Catholicosate

The Baptist World Alliance

The Covenanted Churches in Wales

The Disciples Ecumenical Consultative Council
The Oriental Orthodox Churches

The Grand Imam Al Azhar

The Lutheran World Federation

The Old Catholic Church

The Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity
Salvation Army International

Many of the responses expressed appreciation for the recognition of ecumenical fellowship in
sharing the concerns and perspectives of the Anglican Communion. Many of the responses
accord with the views of IASCER printed below.

There is welcome for:

o the ecclesiological approach of the Report

e its consistency with the ARCIC process

e the treatment of the nature of Communion

o the restatement of the Anglican position on marriage.

e the realism and openness of the Report

e the “‘impressive’ reflection on conciliarity

e the principle of the Covenant

e the aim to strengthen the Instruments of Unity without becoming overly centralised

There are also requests for:

e astronger call for regrets

e clarifications of the call for bishops to withdraw
e atime-frame for the calls in the Report

Other comments include:

e hopes for healing and reconciliation

e the need to retain contexts in which those of differing views can continue to talk with
each other

e the fact that Nordic Lutheran churches hold differing views on the presenting issue
without threat of separation

e the desire to determine the future of dialogue between ecumenical partners.



Inter-Anglican Standing Commission on Ecumenical Relations:
Windsor Report

IASCER has been asked to respond to the Windsor Report in preparation for the
meeting of the Primates in February 2005. Below are the initial reflections on the
Report and its ecumenical implications, agreed at IASCER’s meeting in December
2004.

The Windsor Report is a rich resource for ecumenical endeavours, offering mature
consideration of Anglican self-understanding, grounded in Scripture, which invites partners to
engage with the fundamental issues that it addresses.

These issues, and the Communion’s response, have major ecumenical implications.

Reception of the Windsor Report: Implications for Ecumenical Relations

IASCER hopes the Communion will pursue the Report’s recommendations, as this will significantly
assist ecumenical relations. Not following this course is likely to complicate and further impair
relations.

Provinces should note that ecumenical partners will follow their responses in close detail.

IASCER welcomes in principle the proposal for a Council of Advice for the Archbishop of
Canterbury (8111,112). This should contain ecumenical expertise and be charged with considering
ecumenical dimensions of the matters before it, in conjunction with appropriate advice from IASCER.
IASCER also welcomes in principle the proposal for an Anglican Covenant (8118-120). This could
have major implications for the conduct of ecumenical relations, as a covenant might clarify the
process by which the Anglican Communion makes decisions about proposed ecumenical agreements.

IASCER believes the recognition and articulation of the body of shared principles of Canon Law
could strengthen the ecclesial character of the Anglican Communion (§113-117).

In their legislation, Anglican provinces should always be mindful of their local and global ecumenical
responsibilities (847, 79, 130).

Associated Developments in Ecumenical Relations

Several ecumenical partners have reacted strongly to the developments behind the Windsor Report
(828, 130).

Consequentially, there is a slow-down in some bilateral dialogues during what partners see as this
unstable period prior to provinces’ responses to the Report. Some have questioned whether we are a
reliable and consistent ecumenical partner.

Nevertheless, partners have appreciated our ecumenical intent, shown by seeking their contributions
to the Lambeth Commission, and now inviting their responses to the Report.

IASCER looks forward to studying these responses, as a further contribution to our ecumenical
relations.



The Windsor Report as a Resource for Ecumenical Relations

Many of the Report’s themes are prominent in ecumenical relations, eg the nature of the Church and
local, regional and international ecclesial bodies, and relationships between them; authority; the
instruments of unity; and episkopé, including primacy.

Koinonia refers primarily to the life of the one Church of Christ. Its theological principles therefore
are relevant both to the life of the Anglican Communion and to ecumenical relations (Section B in
particular). Fractures in communion are always serious and care should be exercised in using such
expressions as ‘impaired communion.’

The report also articulates a vision of the nature of Anglicanism which can be offered in ecumenical
relations. Whatever we say about the Anglican Communion and its ecumenical relations should be
brought to the touchstone of the four credal marks of the Church — One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic
(849).

Issues for Further Consideration

Many partner churches experience similar tensions over human sexuality. They also face the
legislative redefinition of marriage in many countries(828). We might profitably share with each other
our continuing work on the theological understanding of human sexuality, and its grounding in
Scripture, tradition and reason.

Many provinces have entered various Covenants with partners: fuller theological reflection on the
meaning of Covenant might help our understanding of our interdependence.

IASCER considers that ecumenical relations would be assisted by further careful clarification of
terminology (eg distinguishing between homosexual orientation and practice; also clarifying usage of
‘church’ between the Universal Church and its Anglican expressions).

Ecumenical relations would similarly be helped by fuller exploration and articulation of the following
matters to which the Windsor Report refers:

e The role of the Archbishop of Canterbury — noting the Communion-wide ministry of the
Archbishop of Canterbury as an Instrument of Unity, and in the service of the other Instruments
of Unity (8108-110). Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry speaks of personal, collegial and
communal dimensions of ministry operating at every level of the Church’s life (BEM: Ministry,
111.B.27).

e Adiaphora — noting that Hooker spoke rather of ‘things accessory to salvation’ (§36,37)

e The ‘common good’ — noting this applies within the Anglican Communion, and within the
Universal Church and wider world (851,80)

e Covenant — noting that several provinces have entered various types of covenant with ecumenical
partners, and that fuller theological reflection on the meaning and expression of covenant may
help our understanding of our familial relationship (§119)

e Language used to describe interdependence within the Anglican Communion, which may help us,
and our partners, better understand and live out the autonomy within mutual commitments.

Montego Bay, December 2004



SOME BIGGER ISSUES IDENTIFIED FROM THE RESPONSES
BY THE RECEPTION REFERENCE GROUP

The Bigger Picture

There are other more important things

“This is not an issue for my church’

We must get on with the wider mission of the Church

Extensive focus on this issue undermines the Anglican Communion’s witness and mission
Our identity as Anglicans should not stand or fall on our response to this issue

What sort of Anglican Communion do we want to leave for our children?

The Windsor Report

It’s about human sexuality — the mandate should not have avoided it

It’s about interpreting scripture

It’s about power

It’s about history, colonialism, money, race, anti-Americanism . . .

Our cultures are more diverse than ever before — both through legitimate enculturation of

Anglicanism, and through globalization and other changes

Ecclesiology and legal structures are secondary tinkering

And why is this row not about lay presidency; or giving communion to the unbaptised?

e The language of Windsor places it beyond the grasp of the majority of Anglicans for whom
English is a second language

e Its language presupposes particular discourse, culture, mindset

e Many of the actions sought by respondents are incompatible with Anglican polity

o Inadvertently it further fuels (or can be used to fuel) division and polarisation

Statistics of the responses

o Self-selecting respondents — who select what they address and how
Favours the confident, articulate, with access to e-mail, organized groups
Favours those for whom this is a priority issue
Favours those with strong opinions for or against
Under-represents those with other priorities, who are content, who agree
Questions are ‘biased” in what they raise — or fail to raise — and how they raise it
Time-frame not compatible with synodical structures in many places
Not all responses should necessarily be given the same weight

Sexual ethics
e Orientation and practice are different — there should be greater clarity.
e What about celibacy for all unmarried bishops, clergy, Christians?
e What about remarriage after divorce?
e What about issues of holiness more generally?

@
5

Windsor has too much about sin/repentance

Windsor has not enough about sin/repentance — it borders on universalism
What about creation / incarnation / redemption as overarching model

This is about love / inclusivity of Gospel / justice / hypocrisy

Thinking this is inevitably an impasse blinds us to God’s reconciling power
Inexhaustible grace — are we prepared for him to do the unexpected?

He is able to do more than we can ever ask or think

Everything is an opportunity for redemption.
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From: purely lyngdoh [bishopdneil5@hotmail.com]

Sent: 01 December 2004 15:20
Subject: Comments on the Windsor report
Message Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

COMMENTS ON THE WINDSOR REPORT.

| appreciate and congratulate the Lambeth Commission, under the Chairmanship

of the Archbishop of Armagh, in producing the Windsor Report 2004. It is a tremendous work
of tremendous value to the Churches within the Anglican Communion, at a time

when the Communion is faced with a serious set-back in its life, growth and witness.

Section A and Section B remind us of the basic principles of who(the Churches) we are! Why
we are in the Communion! The purpose of the Communion!

These Sections are important to us at this juncture when we are threatened with a split or
division. On the basis of Sections A and B, all Provinces need to recommit themselves (in
spite of what had happened in the diocese of New Hampshire and in a diocese in Canada) to
the Purpose, the Fundamental Principles and Benefits of Communion. If we all say: "We want
to stay together”, then | believe that we can, by God's grace, find out ways and means to do
So.

Section C is of vital importance at this stage. Though we accept the fact that in Jesus Christ
we are One; though as Anglicans as well as United Churches, we agree and accept the Three
criteria of our distinctiveness: Book of Common Prayer, Holy Scripture, History-- through the
See of Canterbury, it is high time that our Communion is held together by a concrete means
of Unity.

So the recommendation on the Instrument of Unity is a good one. Of course, these
Instruments are already there. What is needed now is to define them more elaborately: their
roles and functions, Up to what extent each of them can decide and act on their own, To
whom one is accountable to, and how they are to relate to each other.

Yes, | endorse the Recommendations of the Windsor Report. However, | would like to make
the following suggestions:-

a) The adoption of a common Anglican Covenant is good and necessary. But | would also
suggest that each Province in their own Constitution or Canon Laws should have a
Section/Clause of reference to the Communion, and its commitment to the Instrument of
Unity.

b) When we invite American and Canadian Bishops to "express regret" that the" bonds of
affection” were breached by their certain actions, we should make it clear that it is not all
American and Canadian Bishops who have done this. Also, we invite those responsible to do
this not with any element of vindictive spirit, but wholly with a spirit to restore fellowship and
strengthening of bonds as one body.

c) At this stage we recommend Moratoria. But | also suggest that we need to sit and talk over
these matters (especially the Issues that have caused breaches), face to face with the
homosexual brothers and sisters. Only then, | believe, we can find ways of solution and
staying together.

Bishop Purely Lyngdoh, Diocese of North East India, Church of North India.

Chat with thousands of singles.
http://www.bharatmatrimony.com/cgi-bin/bmclicks1.cgi?74 Only on
BharatMatrimony.com's Instant Messenger.






DIOCESE OF ONTARIO
PRELIMINARY RESPONSE TO THE WINDSOR REPORT

Question 1

The Commission is to be commended on having
produced a unanimous Report under very difficult
circumstances. We affirm whole-heartedly the assertion
that our communion with one another is a gift of God.

The treatment of the authority of scripture is helpful.
How we apply it in practice is not so clear. For one
thing, there seems to be a concentration on the Pauline
epistles, with no quotations from the Gospels or Acts or
elsewhere. For example, Jesus’ treatment of the topic of
divorce, or the apostles’ handling of the reception of
Gentiles into the church, might usefully have been
referred to.

Although there is a scriptural basis to the Report,
many of the terms used are not scriptural, e.g.
autonomy, adiaphora, subsidiarity. It seems to us that
the key biblical concept we need to affirm is that of the
Body of Christ. There should be more emphasis on the
world-wide Body of Christ, and on ways in which this
understanding of our church and churches could be
enhanced.

The idea of autonomy-in-communion, or freedom-
within-interdependence, Paras 72 to 86, is hardly
articulated at all in the provinces of the Anglican
Communion. In Canada, for example, the over-riding
concept appears to be autonomy in an absolute sense,
the diocese, the province, and the national church each
considering itself to be a law unto itself. The idea of
mutuality on a global scale is almost completely absent.
This is not only true in Canada, but other provinces we
have experienced world-wide are often highly
monarchical in style, and view themselves as completely
independent entities.

The example given as a model of decision-making,
namely the ordination of women and the consecration of
women to the episcopate, is idealized. It was nowhere
near as smooth a process as the Report makes out, and it
is still a source of conflict in the world-wide church.
Nothing is said of those who left the church over the
issue, nor of those women priests or bishops who still
cannot function as such outside their own provincial
jurisdictions.

Para 25 gives an example of how this communion
should work in cases of disagreement: international
debate, statements issued by Instruments of Unity,
affirmed and re-affirmed, having moral weight
throughout the Communion, and intended to be
accepted by all. But it didn’t work! So how is the
proposed process likely to be superior?

Question 2

We discern a move towards a more authoritarian
structure for the Communion, which does not flow
naturally from the description of communion in sections
A and B. We are most disturbed at this trend. Authority
should be moral, not legislative. There seems to be a
slide into a corporate organizational model, versus the
consensus fidelium. We believe that there should be
freedom and even encouragement to stretch the
boundaries, which is an exciting adventure and a way in
which the church discovers new leading from the Holy
Spirit.

The Report concentrates on developing rules of
procedure in decision-making, whereas the urgent need
is to find ways of fostering our bonds of affection, that is,
our mutual love, and of finding new and improved ways
of being together. It is more important to concentrate on
improving the bonds of affection within the Communion
than on clarifying authority and process.

We need to learn to live with tension, rather than
finding ways to avoid it. To express one’s disagreement
with another part of the Communion by voting with
one’s feet (or one’s wallet) is sin. ECUSA and New
Westminster are challenging us by their actions, and we
need to live with that tension and engage in discussion,
rather than waiting for some curia or individual to tell
us what to do. At times, we need to be able to do things
one way in one place and another way somewhere else
and yet stay together in love and fellowship.

Is the issue before us really big enough to justify the
official establishment of alternative forms of oversight?
We have our doubts. We are already living with
diversity from province to province over the remarriage
of divorced persons, and the ordination of women and
their consecration as bishops; can we not live with one
more diversity? We have been “living common-law in a
dysfunctional family” throughout our history; does
everything now have to be made legal and regularized?

There is some disagreement with the contention that
New Westminster acted without “any formal attempt to
consult the wider province or Communion on the
theological issues, or to delay processes to allow such
consultation to take place” (Para 137). While the issue
was struggled with and the proposal voted on three
times at three separate synods, it is not so clear that
consultation took place with other provinces of the
Communion.
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group of specialist advisers can be called together by
the Archbishop of Canterbury to consider any given
issue whenever he or she wishes, and the right to do
this might be spelled out in the Covenant. The
proposed permanent Council smacks to us of being a
kind of “creeping Curia”.

The Commission, through its Report, appears to
be setting itself up issuing instructions (e.g. demands
for statements of regret, moratoriums, etc.) which
many do not believe it has the authority to do. In
practice it is setting itself up as a sixth Instrument of
Unity. Proposing that certain bishops consider in
conscience whether they should withdraw themselves
from representative functions in the Anglican
Communion is authoritarian and arrogant and surely
beyond the mandate of the Commission. We feel we
are being talked down to.

Question 3

The result of proceeding in the fashion set out in
the Report is just as likely to be destructive as
constructive, since some parts of the Communion are
entrenched in their positions on either side of the
current question. Rocks have been thrown from both
sides, and this could well intensify. The Instruments
of Unity have already spoken clearly on this issue
over a period of decades, and their statements have
not been accorded the weight due to them, so how are
further consultations and pronouncements likely to
resolve the impasse?

We do not believe that the issue of the acceptance
or non-acceptance of committed homosexual
relationships by the Anglican Communion as a whole
will be amicably resolved to everyone’s satisfaction in
our lifetime, so the focus of our energies should be on
our ability to live with the existing diversity rather
than on fruitless efforts to find a universally
acceptable resolution of the issue. There is great
theological poverty in our Communion, and this has
to change.

The proposed enhancement of the power and
authority of the Archbishop of Canterbury causes us
great concern. Among the subjects giving rise to
anxiety are the proposals that “the Archbishop of
Canterbury be regarded as the focus of unity and
that [the other three Instruments of Unity] be
regarded more appropriately as Instruments of
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gatherings whomsoever he [or she] believes is
appropriate”, and “should invite participants to the
Lambeth Conference on restricted terms at his [or
her] sole discretion” (Para 110). The Archbishop is
not church-appointed or elected, but is a political
appointment in the U.K. (admittedly following a
process of consultation), so how can we be sure that
he or she represents the ethos of the Anglican
Communion as a whole? If the authority of the
Archbishop of Canterbury is to be enhanced in these
ways, the means by which he or she is selected has to
change, and must involve the world-wide Anglican
Communion. The geographical limitation of
candidates to the U.K., for example, may have to be
broken. If some such process is written into the
Covenant, the Covenant may come to replace the
concept of Empire for the Anglican Communion.
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Question 4

The proposal for a Covenant is good in principle,
but all depends on how directive the content is, and
where its main focus lies. It seems to many of us that
a simpler Covenant, affirming and exploring our
desire to live and work together, would be more
acceptable than the detailed “legalistic” document
suggested, which may not give room for the Holy
Spirit to work.

There is a general feeling among us that the five-
part outline of the suggested Covenant is acceptable,
but that the actual suggested wording is far too
complex and indigestible. It should be drastically
shortened and simplified.

The statement “To the extent that [the Covenant]
is largely descriptive of existing principles, it is hoped
that its adoption might be regarded as relatively
uncontroversial” (Para 118) seems to us to be wishful
thinking. We are probably looking at a long process
of discussion, amendment, and re-writing, which will
take more time than appears to be currently
envisaged. By the time the process is completed, the
present conflict will probably have painfully resolved
itself one way or another.

There are contradictions in the Report regarding
the role of the Covenant. For example, in Para 118
we read that “of itself ... it would have no binding
authority”, yet in Para 119 churches are told that
“the solemn act of entering a Covenant carries the



strongly oppose the idea that each church should
have an Anglican Communion Liaison Officer
(Article 25 of the suggested wording).

In terms of the implementation of the Covenant,
statements causing concern are those in Article 27 of
the suggested wording: “The Archbishop of
Canterbury shall decide all questions of
interpretation of this Covenant...” “The decision of
the Archbishop of Canterbury shall be regarded as
authoritative in the Communion until altered in like
manner...” “[The Archbishop] shall act upon such
reviews as he [or she] deems appropriate...” The
suggestion that the Archbishop may wield an
unquestioned authority, with the requirement that
Provinces agree with the Archbishop “or else...”,
smacks of papacy.

Conclusion

We believe that the desire for “radical holiness”
(Para 3) is the motivating factor on both sides of this
present disagreement. How may the universal desire
within our Communion for “radical holiness” be
shared and explored more fully?



The Diocese of Niagara
Response to The Windsor Report

The Diocese of Niagara is a compact, populous, and diverse diocese, comprising some 110
parishes in southern Ontario. A group representing the Diocese met for a day to reflect on the
Windsor Report and to offer responses for our Primate, on behalf of the Diocese and our
Bishop.

Introduction:

The Windsor Report represents a tremendous amount of hard work carried out by members of
the Eames Commission, and we commend them on the work they have done, the sincerity with
which it is offered to the Church, and the obvious affection which the members of the
Commission have for each other and for the fabric and essence of our Church across the globe.
We find the report to be rich and challenging and, while it does not offer solutions or
recommendations which everyone can agree upon, we value the ways in which it has sparked
debate, discussion, and reflection among members of our Diocese.

We are aware that our Diocese finds itself in the ‘eye of the storm’, as it were, given recent
decisions by our Diocesan Synod and by our Bishop. While we lack unanimity amongst our
group on these issues, we are not unconcerned that certain recommendations of the report, if
adopted, would have made the kind of debate and vote which took place at our recent Synod
much more difficult, if not impossible, and we are sensitive to the possible disconnects which
that causes.

A theme which emerged through our discussions is a concern generally about what we
perceive to be a lack of appreciation in the report for some enormous sociological changes
which have taken place in the world and in our church over the last two or three decades. We
believe that, at over 100 pages, the report is unduly long and that it will not be read by the vast
majority of The Church. We see this as one of the report’s fundamental problems.

Where the report seems to ask the Church to undertake a certain set of recommendations and,
therefore, to ‘act’ on the matters the report addresses, we are much more comfortable
supporting the report as an excellent way to begin a dialogue. We felt, in our discussions, the
notion of being “‘forced into a corner’ by some of the report’s recommendations. We found
that an uncomfortable place to be and would urge the Church to use the report as a way to
continue to meet, discuss, learn, and grow.

Response to Sections A & B:

Our greatest consensus was in response to these sections of the report. We find the ‘snapshot’
presented to be reasonably accurate and fair, albeit somewhat Anglo-centric in its presentation.
We have some concerns about the language of ‘illness’ - it seems pejorative and unnecessarily
judgmental. We wonder about the relationship between *achieving consensus’ and ‘acting
prophetically’ and how we reconcile that tension. The other item we would want to mention is
our reflection that the report essentially ignores the role and power of the media.



The ways in which information is distributed and received has a huge impact on the ways in
which people respond. The immediacy of the Internet, television and live streaming creates a
climate of instant editorializing on all sides of presenting issues. This has perhaps, in some
cases, contributed to polarization more than to enhanced dialogue and discussion. One member
of our group commented that many things are written on the Internet which we would not say
to one another were we meeting face to face, or had a week or two to ponder what we might
say to one another to open up dialogue in a conflicted situation. We wonder if the perceived
lack of “crisis’ over previous conflicts in the Anglican communion was due not so much to the
issues being “‘adiaphora’, as to the fact that we did not previously have the technology to know
instantly what our brothers and sisters were thinking and doing, nor able, as a consequence, to
make instant public statements about it without appreciating the wider context in which
decisions are being made. We find the report weak in its attention to those elements of our
common life.

The report identifies inconsistencies that are at work in the Church which need to be
addressed. Generally, though, we find the inconsistencies much less critical; indeed, in our
discussions, we identified inconsistency (or rather, the lack of requirement for universal
consistency) as a hallmark of Anglicanism!

Responses to Sections B & C:

Not surprisingly, it was in this part of our discussions that the greatest divergence of opinion,
and passion in expression, emerged.

The Instruments of Unity: We find the Anglican Consultative Council to be the strongest
instrument of unity, with the Primates’ Meeting a close second. We have concerns about both
the Lambeth Conference and the Archbishop of Canterbury as Instruments of Unity, primarily
because of the nomination/selection process of the ABC, and the nature of the Lambeth
Conference, as the expression, solely, of the Archbishop of Canterbury. We are particularly
concerned about outcomes of Lambeth Conferences and Meetings of Primates which seem to
be seen by many as ‘binding’, almost ‘canonical’. We see this as a problem for the
communion. Similarly, we see the suggestion of a ‘Council of Advice’ as simply providing
another place for extra-synodical decisions which could have this same feeling.

While we have vastly differing views on the presenting issues which gave rise to the
Commission and its report, we are troubled by the way in which recommendations are made.
There seems to be a lack of compassion for issues of orientation or the realities facing certain
provinces of the Church. There is a strong feeling of the Anglican Communion disciplining
her errant children; an impression which does a huge injustice to the nature, history, and
strength of various provinces of the Church.

Proposal for the Anglican Covenant
We responded very positively to the ‘notion’, and to Articles 1-5. However, we find the

remaining articles problematic; they are too detailed and would inevitably result in delay. They
are also seen as overly restrictive.



We would like to see something in place which could provide a mechanism for dealing
honestly with maters of deep conflict. A set of principles or covenantal statements is perhaps
not the optimum way to address the fundamental question - how do we allow, deal with and
perhaps even welcome conflicts (prophetic movements?) within the communion? The
covenant statements seem to be attempting to buttress the foundations so as to prevent further
divisive conflict. We find the descriptive material around the Covenant as possibly putting
something in place which could prevent us from dealing honestly and forthrightly over matters
of deep division which, it needs to be said, are probably inevitable.

The understanding of the divine foundation of communion is a laudable one; but we caution
against imbuing the idea with an excess of weight. The extreme interpretation would be that
breaking the communion is breaking faith with God! We strongly believe that communion is a
gift of God, but not an institution of God. The communion must strive to live with sufficient
flexibility to allow for the prophetic work of the spirit.

When discussing Section D and the recommendations, we agreed that as a first principle, ANY
recommendations proposed by the commission and endorse by the church should be those
which enhance and promote mutual encounter, listening dialogue, and discernment. We
agreed that dialogue - opportunities for it and the will to engage in it - is of paramount
importance in addressing this or any other divisive issues.

General Comments:

Like any group which might discuss The Windsor Report, we are diverse; we come from a
wide breadth of backgrounds, and approach issues in the Church from a broad and differing set
of assumptions, beliefs, and opinions. Our discussion of this report did not transform any of
us, nor did it, in the writer’s opinion, fundamentally change anyone’s position. It did,
however, remind us, in a powerful and moving way, that we are The Church: that we come
together, in prayer and in charity; to listen; to hear, if we can; to struggle with issues and
disagreements; to reach out in love to each other and to acknowledge, that communion happens
because we try to live the love of Jesus in our lives. If The Windsor Report can remind us of
that, as we discern its meaning for our church, as we do what the church does - we meet - then
it has been a powerful gift to us all.

The Rev. Dr. Canon Mark McDermott, Grace Church, Milton
Dr. Geoffrey Purdell-Lewis, St. George’s, Lowville

The Rev. Peter Scott, St. Mark’s, Orangeville

Ms. Jude Steers, Church of the Transfiguration, St. Catharines
Ms. Carol Summers, St. John’s, York

Dr. John Watts, Christ’s Church Cathedral, Hamilton

The Very Reverend Peter Wall, Dean of Niagara
Convenor



7 January 2005

Bishop Peter R. Coffin,
Diocese of Ottawa,

71 Bronson Avenue,
Ottawa, Ontario,

K1R 6G6

Dear Bishop Peter,

In an email to me of 5 November 2004, you requested of the Faith Worship and Ministry
Commission of the Diocese of Ottawa a response to the Windsor Report of the Lambeth
Commission on Unity. | am pleased to present the fruits of our study and reflection to you.

Our first meeting took place on 23 November at Trinity Church, Bank Street. After an initial
discussion of the document, members of the commission divided into four smaller working
groups, which met separately over the ensuing two weeks to examine the four major sections of
the report. Our secretary, Marion Saunderson, requested that the group responses be submitted
to her by 9 December in preparation for our next plenary meeting on 15 December; as secretary,
Marion collated our responses, and has been our electronic point of contact with one another. At
our second meeting, we were able to see and reflect on the diversity of responses to the Windsor
Report arising from our serious study and reflection over the intervening weeks. Our third and
final plenary meeting on the Windsor Report took place today, 7 January 2005, and it is from this
meeting that we forward to you the results of our work. Each of our meetings took place within
the context of prayer.

Our report is not a consensus statement. We are not of a common mind on every aspect of the
Windsor Report. We respectfully disagree with one another on both portrayals of, and proposals
for the life of the Anglican Communion within the report; we are not agreed on ways in which
the report is to be interpreted. We are sending you our report as it stands, however, because we
do believe that it represents an accurate “profile” of where members of the Diocese of Ottawa
stand in regard to the Windsor Report at this time.



We would like to signal to you some Common Threads in our study and reflection on the
Windsor Report. | should note our joint concern about the difficulty of preparing a report
which was based on appropriate reflection, and which was a reasoned and reasonable
response to a complex document, within a period which included Christmas and yet was
to be presented in time for the Primates’ February meeting. With respect to the Report
itself are the following thoughts:

Our recognition of the way the report succeeds in providing our mission/ecumenical
partnerships with an understanding of who we are.

The Report’s failure to mention the pain and exclusion felt by gay and leshian Christians
in regard to our churches.

Our understanding of interdependence as a gift that we as Anglicans bring to the Body of
Christ and that should be celebrated and upheld.

The Report’s primary focus on structures and authorities rather than a wider mandate that
might have included common discernment, prayer, Bible study and other fields of
knowledge.

The Report’s theological emphasis on Pauline text with very little from other Biblical
writers or, surprisingly, from the words of Jesus.

Our acknowledgment of the Commission’s efforts to search for common ground, healing
and reconciliation but uncertainty how this might be accomplished and
encouraged in the Communion.

Our appreciation of how the Commission came together as such a diverse group and
created something so thoughtful and rich.

Our concern about the connotative meaning of certain terms, including autonomy,
interdependence, unity, respect.

Our concern for the completeness and interpretation of the historical descriptions, notably
historical developments in the Anglican Communion, and in the ordination of
women.

Our concern for what seems a proposed centralization of authority in the “Instruments of
Unity.”

Our concern for the pastoral care of gay persons living in those Provinces, Dioceses and
parishes led by very conservative Bishops and other clergy.

Unfortunately, your letter to us from the Primates’ Standing Committee came too late in
the process to be incorporated into our process. With the approach of the Christmas
season following after our 15 December 2004 meeting, provision for individual responses
to the four questions was made and the results are attached as an addendum.

We trust, however, that the present response will be of assistance to you, and in whatever
ways you choose to use it. In commending the report of the Faith Worship and Ministry
to you, I would also like to note the high level of calibre, commitment, and sheer hard
work of the members of the commission on this project, in such a short period of time,
and during one of the busiest seasons of the year.

Respectfully submitted,



The Rev’d Dr John Gibaut,
Chair, Faith Worship and Ministry Commission,
Diocese of Ottawa



January 7, 2005

The Windsor Report:
Commentary
by Faith, Worship and Ministry Commission

Foreword by Archbishop Eames

The foreword sets the background of the report in the context of divisions caused by
actions taken in New Hampshire and New Westminster. It assumes that the key to unity
has to do with authority and instruments of authority. While the foreword speaks of the
“human face” of these divisions, the report does not really address the pain and exclusion
experienced by gays and lesbians in the church over issues of blessings and ordination,
nor of women over the issue of ordination.

The foreword speaks of the large number of faithful Anglicans “bewildered” by the
debate. This seemed to us a patronizing comment. Where is the Via Media here? Is it not
possible, for instance, that the majority of Canadian Anglicans are not bewildered but
represent a middle ground on these issues, showing a more open understanding of
Scripture and a more inclusive stance? The foreword speaks of “a degree of harshness
and a lack of charity which is new to Anglicanism.” A study of Anglican history will
show many bitterly divisive issues in the past. What may be new here is the language of
threat. We wondered if in the future, every time a disagreement arises between provinces,
the authority of Canterbury or visiting bishops will be invoked. We are concerned that
this intervention, either by the Archbishop or by “flying bishops”, constitutes a
significant departure from Anglican practice.

We commend the foreword for directing our attention to the many other issues
confronting the church today — poverty, violence, HIV/AIDS, famine, injustice — from
which some of our energies are being distracted by the current dispute. However, we
would also note that the principles of inclusivity and respect for the dignity of all human
persons are central to this dispute just as they are to the other social injustices named.
Anglicanism’s strong emphasis on the doctrine of the Incarnation remind us that we are
called to minister to a world in need of healing.

Mandate

The first paragraph focuses on the legal and theological implications and speaks of
“canonical understandings” and “ecclesiastical authorities.” We noted the number of
experts in canon law on the committee. The focus of the mandate then is on structures,
canons and authorities.

In paragraphs 2 and 3, the emphasis is on the provision of alternative episcopal oversight.
We feel that such intervention in another diocese is a dangerous precedent and contrary to



Anglican history and tradition. Further, though it has been tried in England, we have not
heard any evaluation of whether such a system has worked well.

In paragraph 4, which calls for attention to work already done by Lambeth conferences,
we feel that there are a number of Lambeth statements that should be addressed, in
particular those statements that call for acceptance and inclusivity.

Those who have a homosexual orientation are equally assured of full membership
in the Body of Christ, and the bishops called on the Church to end any
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. (Lambeth 1998, section report
summary, page C.)

We believe that the Church should therefore give active encouragement to
biological, genetic, and psychological research, and consider these scientific
studies as they contribute to our understanding of the subject in the light of
Scripture. (Lambeth 1988 report, section 154)

[This Conference] calls each Province to reassess, in the light of such study and because
of our concern for human rights, its care for and attitude towards persons of homosexual
orientation. (Lambeth 1988, resolution 64)

Lambeth has called for an affirmation that homosexuals are full members of the church
and welcome in its life. We would hope that churches are encouraged to affirm this in
their life and practice. We would be interested to hear how the above Lambeth
resolutions are being carried out in the Provinces of the Communion.

Membership

We note the membership of the committee is diverse, representing all three orders, men
and women, and a wide geographical distribution. If people of “homosexual orientation”
are now “equally assured of full membership” in our Communion, it is fair to ask if their
voices were also heard in the work of the commission.

Section A

Biblical foundations

We found in this section a heavy emphasis on sin despite the description of the gospel as
“God’s action in Jesus Christ to deal once and for all with evil and inaugurate the new
creation.” (par. 3) All the Biblical references come from Paul. We felt it might be
important to explore some of Jesus’ own teaching, particularly passages such as the High
Priestly prayer and those passages that speak of inclusivity in the life of the faith
community. Indeed, there are other Pauline passages on inclusivity that might be quoted,
and the example of Gamaliel’s response to church controversy might also be instructive.
The phrase “hostile and divisive powers of the world” sets a tone for a dark view of
humanity and the world that is not characteristic of the whole of Anglicanism. Indeed, the
report seems to reflect more of the “evangelical” aspect of Anglican theology and less of
the “catholic” approach which is an important part of our life. The report needs to take
into account the breadth of Anglican theological method, reflecting on scripture, on
tradition, on contemporary scientific evidence.



The ordination of women

The story of the ordination of women to the priesthood is described from the perspective
of bishops and decision makers, and not from the perspective of women. We need to
acknowledge the pain and the cost that is involved in our decision-making process, both
in the past and present. This section of the report shows that the Anglican Church of
Canada is already in impaired communion with many Provinces, even though all the
appropriate steps were followed. If we can exist with a measure of impairment on this
issue, why can we not exist now with a similar measure of impairment? Paragraph 17
refers to a 1988 report whose first chapter is titled “Listening as a Mark of Communion.”
Listening is two sided. We would like to feel some sense that those who are opposed to
the granting of full membership to homosexuals are also listening and are open to new
understandings. The report seems to assume that the need for listening is all on one side.

IlIness

We were concerned about the use of “illness” as a metaphor for these discussions in the
church. When linked with the biblical foundations material, this presents a strong
statement of sin and judgment. This debate in the church may not be a symptom of illness
at all, but a healthy opportunity for development and growth.

In paragraph 25, which reminds us of resolutions taken by Lambeth 1998, we need to
remember that that conference called for an end to any discrimination on the basis of
sexual orientation. What statistics do we have which show how Provinces are doing in
this regard? The Primates have reaffirmed this resolution. How are they accountable? It is
important to remember too that the Lambeth 1998 resolutions were not unanimous. A
letter signed by a significant number of bishops expressed their concerns about the
resolutions.

In paragraph 27, we thought the language describing Bishop Gene Robinson as a
“divorced” man was prejudicial. Divorce is not the issue here (although it is another
example of impaired communion which exists already in the Anglican Communion.)

Paragraph 28 speaks of the “overwhelming response” of other Christians. In fact, the
response quoted is only from Roman Catholic and Orthodox Churches. No mention is
made of Lutheran and Reformed churches who are themselves struggling with similar
issues. In Canada, the second largest Christian denomination (the United Church of
Canada) has been ordaining practicing homosexuals since the 1980s. We are already in
impaired communion with Roman Catholic and Orthodox churches over other issues, so
that impairment would continue no matter what is decided. Eighteen Provinces (fewer
than half the Provinces) have broken communion with the churches in North America.
Were we already in impaired communion with many of them over issues such as the
ordination of women and divorced persons? What has been the effect on the life of the
communion by this previous impairment?

Regarding the provision of alternative episcopal oversight by bishops of another
jurisdiction, we would like to say strongly that such a practice has always been contrary
to Anglican understanding and practice. We feel that it is fraught with peril and will only
serve to contribute to the disunity rather than the unity of the church. We hear only of



conservative bishops being invited to minister to parishes who feel themselves out of step
with their diocese. Within a conservative diocese, will there be a willingness to allow a
bishop of more liberal views to come in to minister to those who wish a more open and
inclusive church? These practices must work both ways.

Underlying features

Theological development

Anglicans place a high importance on the doctrine of the Incarnation, the belief that God
chose to become human and share our life. So we do not distance ourselves from the
world where we are placed but we try to live out the meaning of the gospel in the midst
of our community and society. In Canada, the civil law now permits marriage between
persons of the same gender and grants rights and benefits to these spouses. We cannot
therefore simply refuse to discuss the issue but must try to decide how we can live out the
gospel imperative in this particular society. Anglicans of other cultures must likewise
address the demands of the gospel in their particular situation. All of us are trying to
determine what faithful enculturation might be, and it will be different for each of us.

In paragraph 33, the charge is made that New Westminster and the Episcopal Church
(USA) did not make a serious attempt to consult with the Communion. In fact, the issue
was raised at Lambeth 1988 but the African bishops refused to discuss it. It was raised a
number of times at the ACC.

Ecclesiastical procedures

Both New Westminster and the Episcopal Church (USA) followed the correct procedure
in their own jurisdictions. Paragraph 35 says that neither “went through procedures which
might have made it possible for the church to hold together.” Since the issue was raised at
Lambeth and ACC meetings over a couple of decades, what might these procedures have
looked like in order to achieve acceptance of the decisions of these dioceses? Dioceses
and Provinces have agreed ways of making decisions. We wonder how long a bishop or a
Province should delay implementing a decision of synod which was arrived at by due
process. Certainly the bishop of New Westminster waited for the decision of three synods
before acting upon the synod resolution — hardly a hasty action.

Adiaphora
How might we then decide that this is a matter on which Christians might have legitimate
differences?

Subsidiarity

If our practice is that matters should be decided as close to the local level as possible,
how do we decide what is appropriate? We are not a communion that in fact decides
much on the communion level. Do we have to bring every act of a local synod to the
communion? We will become burdened with a heavy table of laws about what can be
decided where.

Trust

We would urge that there be a mutual exploration and explanation of our theological
beliefs. We are called to listen “intently and with good will.” We would hope that
listening happens on both sides.



Authority

We question the statement “The Anglican Communion has always declared that its
supreme authority is scripture.” In fact, Anglicanism from its early days has looked to a
balanced authority. Richard Hooker said that Scripture must always be read in the light of
tradition and reason. The Bible goes hand in hand with Tradition — the historic creeds, the
collective wisdom of the church throughout the ages. This is perhaps more of an
emphasis of the catholic side of Anglicanism. The Bible is always to be interpreted by the
light of reason. Anglicans tend to use current scholarship to interpret the scriptures, and
reject a narrow literalist understanding of the Bible. As well, Anglican scholarship has
always studied and used where appropriate contemporary scientific knowledge. This was
evident, for example, in the challenge to traditional Anglican thought of Darwin and the
new science in the late 19" century. We should be wary of forcing a narrow
understanding of authority on the Communion.

Section B
Three perspectives on Part B of the report are presented here.

1. First Perspective

Fundamental Principals

The Lambeth Commission on Communion, formed with the specific task of creating the
Windsor Report has, | believe, succeeded in adhering to the mandate set before them and
has satisfactorily provided answers to what was requested of them. The Commission was
asked to "make recommendations in relation to, the formal results in terms of our
Communion one with another within Anglicanism of the recent events" which have been
described.

Section B:43 examines the bonds of Communion with God and with one another; the
specific elements of our common life which bind us and equip us for God's mission. The
[44] Bonds of Affection are listed as having to do with our status as God's Children and
our shared and inherited identity in a covenanted relationship. This is a good way to
begin addressing our status and proceed with our shared understanding of what the
Anglican Communion is and what it does.

The Bonds of Communion

One of the common threads that wove through the document of section B: 51 was the
word "oblige." Part of our shared communion includes and is founded on each church
and Christian being obligated to maintain respect and common marks of identity. We are
called to seek a common mind and to act interdependently not independently. Much like
any healthy and successful family operates by using boundaries, discipline and form in
order to create an atmosphere of love, respect and charity we are obliged to follow
specific procedures in order to show our communal family respect and love.



The Authority of Scripture

| agree and applaud the Commission's understanding of scripture as being "part of the
means by which God directs the church in it's mission, energizes it for that task, and
shapes and unites it so that it may be both equipped for it's work and itself part of the
message” [55.] An understanding of scripture in this sense encourages and fosters a
sense of how the Holy Spirit dwells and moves within Christ's Body.

For this work, it is vital that scripture be "read at the heart of worship”, that it should be
"heard, understood and reflected upon™ as God's living and active word" [57.] This is, in
fact, what we are called to as Christian followers of Christ and end up forgetting or
neglecting much of the time!

We are challenged by the report to look at a healthy model of communion [59] as being
ready to learn from one another- an area that we as followers and leaders (lay and
ordained) have possibly failed in the past. We see examples of this even in our parishes
and deanery meetings. We struggle to listen to one another, to love and be charitable to
one another. We so long to have our own voices and agendas heard, and often at the
expense of learning from one another. We know that this behaviour is not scriptural.
Which raises the question: do we, in fact, understand the nature of and know scripture?
Perhaps we are more immature in our faith than we think. We are told "it is by reading
Scripture too little, not by reading it too much, that we have allowed ourselves to drift
apart" [67.] Thisis, | believe, true and a great charge to the Church.

Process

Examined in the report was the way in which decisions, ideas and concepts are to be
processed. What was written in this section was a direct challenge to the Church-
reminding us that we have no right to introduce an idea that goes against teaching - we
are obliged to seek out appropriate channels [69.] In a sea of "Lone Rangers", this is
often overlooked and disregarded.

Autonomy- What is the Nature of This Word? [72-75]

We celebrate autonomy in the Anglican Communion- but not to the point of fragmenting
our communion. | struggle with the use of the word "autonomy™ as it is described in this
report. To me, autonomy implies a complete separation. And it is my understanding that
the Communion desires a relationship of an interdependent nature. However, | do like
the fact that the report speaks directly to the malaise of our society in which radical
individualism reigns and is celebrated at the demise of interdependence. We have a
"wider obligation™ to others within this community of believers! This is something we
would do well to remember and live out.

The report stresses that autonomy does not mean unlimited freedom. Again, we are [76]
obligated to have regard to the common good of the Global Anglican Community and the
Church Universal. Community and autonomy need one another. Section B 82 addresses
the need for limits and an understanding of autonomy for the good of the Church. The
Anglican Communion because of its heritage and diversity celebrates creative tension,
ambiguity, wrestles with questions, and struggles with concerns. However, within our
[84] autonomy and diversity there are limits defined by "truth and charity" [86] amidst
the restrains of “truth and love.”



We are not free to deny the truth.
We are not free to ignore fellowship.

It seems to me that these statements are a direct chastisement to our communal body. A
gentle but firm reminder that we are obliged to act with truth, love and charity so as not
to harm a brother or a sister. The commissions' understanding of the body, scripture, and
authority is, I believe, in alignment with the Anglican understanding of faith and living
out the truth in the World God loves so much. There is no question this is what we are
called to. The worldwide church is being asked to examine protocol, repent of its'
uncharitable ways and to fulfill our obligation to carry out our mission to the world.

2. Second Perspective

The Commission is to be applauded for the gracious way it has responded to its mandate
(p.13). The diverse voices that the commission represents gives me cause to celebrate. It
also makes me take very seriously the report that has been submitted. | sensed no hidden
agendas, just some healthy tension and diversity. The commission has through its
members many gifts, offered us a challenge and a way forward.

The way forward begins with a self-understanding of our Anglican communion that was
made explicit in 1963. Anglican life in communion was there described as “mutual
interdependence and responsibility in the Body of Christ”. Although the world and the
Anglican Communion have changed greatly since 1963, this “mutual interdependence” is
the vision the commission has as our hope. | support this vision as in keeping with our
past, alive in the present and the hope of our future together. I concur with the
commission’s understanding that we are “obliged” to restore this “mutual
interdependence” , through “mutual discernment” (12, p.23).

Section B of the Report explores the bonds of Communion with God and one another
through our shared history and as our communion is presently expressed.

Sadly, the historical component of Section B brushes aside our divorce from Papal
authority, as it does with the resulting link to the monarchy and in turn the government of
the U.K. (a case in point is the selection process of the Archbishop of Canterbury). The
report doesn’t link this to the current “State” connection with the Church with regard to
marriage (i.e. clergy being licensed by the state). Would we be in the present conflict if
State-Church link was not in place???

I would second the use in the above perspective of the fact that “scripture as being “part
of the means by which...” and also “God’s living and active word”!!! | am pleased to
see the emphasis on the Bishop’s office as being the teaching of this “living and active
word”. Bishops are all too often inundated with the legal/administrative aspects of their
jobs. The commission goes on to offer a wonderful vision of the theological support that
will be given them. The commission sees Biblical scholarship as being called upon to
“enhance the central core of the Church’s faith.”

The commission clearly sees the episcopate as vitally important in restoring the
interdependence that Runcie was witnessing the fragmentation of “in embryo twenty-five
years ago” (66, p.44). This fragmentation may have in part resulted due to a shift in
various parts of the communion’s understanding of “autonomy”. The Anglican
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Communion decision-making has been generally independent of other denominations and
certainly, on a provincial level, independent of the British Crown. Recently, the
understanding of, “provincial autonomy” and in turn diocesan autonomy, has been
expanded by some. This “new” understanding of autonomy has led to a fracturing of
some long held ties. Surely, any family whose members see themselves as “autonomous”
will break apart. We are rightly chastised for this breaking of fellowship, breaking of the
“bonds of affection”.

A more appropriate word for our communion to use may be autocephalic. The
theologians may wish to consider this?

It appears that some would see the truth and the working of the Holy Spirit as only being
found in (autonomous) diocesan synods. | am pleased that the commission supports the
work of the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Lambeth Conference, the Anglican
Consultative Council and the Primates’ Meetings as the means of unity and the working
of that same Holy Spirit. | do not fear that the support of these instruments will diminish
the gains we as a communion have made. In fact, the use of these instruments has caused
us to grow in the spirit of justice and truth in Christ. The commission gives the
ordination of women as one such example. I, with the commission, find it strange that
those propelling a particular agenda would bypass the instruments of unity through which
so much has been gained in Christ, in our communion.

I, too, believe we are called to act with truth, love and charity. The commission’s
understanding of the body, scripture and authority is consistent with our Anglican past
and is also consistent with who we are being called to be into the future. And, this
understanding will help us live into said truth, love and charity. Unlike the commission, |
believe, that with proper care, the instruments of unity can effectively be used for the
building up of the body of the communion without the use of a “covenant”. If we shore
up the existing Instruments of Unity we will move beyond the individualism of this age,
not losing our diversity, but finding the common call we have in Christ for the

world.

3. Third Perspective: Bonds of Affection or Bonds of Control?

The Windsor Report envisions the Anglican Communion as a worldwide Church with a
strong legislative body to enforce uniform teaching about any matter the Archbishop of
Canterbury and his Council of Advice sees fit.

This ecclesiology is very different from a vision of the Anglican Communion as an
extended family. In the latter approach to Christian unity, individual families (provinces)
of churches are independent though linked by bonds of mutual affection and a shared life
in Christ.

While individual families are independent and autonomous in many ways, and can even
do things that their relatives might object to, they are deeply linked by their family
identity, shared history and mutual care for one another. As in the Communion, family
relationships are nurtured by regular gatherings and occasional celebrations and reunions,
as well by ongoing prayer, conversations and, when necessary, financial support.
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The kind of companionship and spiritual support that a healthy extended family offers is
a gift of God as, indeed, is the companionship and spiritual support that can be
experienced within the Communion.

Friendship is another way of expressing this vision of the Communion: people connected
by bonds of affection rather than bonds of control. Friends, like families, meet because
they want to, not in order to control the other. Just as shared values are important to
healthy friendships; so too the Communion shares its faith in Jesus Christ as Lord and its
mission to proclaim the Good News to the entire world.

Jesus himself used the language of friendship and family to describe the spiritual
connection with and among his followers. Not only that, such language is in keeping with
our distinctive Anglican tradition. In contrast, what the Report offers is, though
admittedly a development of the direction recently proposed by some in the Communion,
a quite drastic change in Anglican ecclesiology.

The Report’s concern for unity overrides any interest in how the Holy Spirit speaks to the
Church about how it is to move into the future.

An underlying assumption of the Report seems to be that the Holy Spirit can only guide
the Church in directions approved by its Instruments of Unity. Yet Scripture in both the
‘Old’ and “New’ Testaments gives ample evidence of the Holy Spirit giving fresh and
sometimes what appears to be scandalous guidance via prophets and other individuals,
seemingly almost in preference to authorized religious bodies.

Young men and slave girls, old men and women do not make up Church councils and
ecclesiastical legislative bodies! We must admit that at times the Church has lumbered
slowly behind as the Holy Spirit called the Church to change direction, sometimes even
resisting. The Report itself does admit to a phenomena known as “the dynamic in-
breaking of God’s Kingdom”. Should not our structures be sensitive and supple enough
to respond to new directions God might wish us to go?

In the Report “unity” seems to be a code word for “uniformity and/or conformity”.

It is clear about its desire for uniformity on contentious issues: “... the divine foundation
of communion should oblige each church to avoid unilateral action on contentious issues
which may result in broken communion. (51) Fortunately St Peter did not follow this
principle when he received his vision of unclean creatures, reptiles and birds (Acts 10)
and impulsively began sharing table fellowship with Gentiles!

The Report makes a false assumption about the existence of widespread desire for its
particular vision of unity:

“The very existence of the Instruments of Unity points to the desire of the Communion to
work together, with bishops, clergy and laity all involved as fully as possible.” (66) The
existence of the Instruments of Unity does not indicate that all share the desire for what is
called “interdependence’, replacing our traditional ‘independence’.

Rather, the long quote by Archbishop Runcie from as recently as 1988 (66) actually gives
the lie to the Report’s assumption that ‘interdependence’ is a goal shared by all parts of
the Communion. Indeed, Runcie regards it as a choice still to be made, without a
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foregone conclusion in sight. He asks rhetorically, “’... are we being called... to move
from independence to interdependence?’”” Although he argued for interdependence, the
choice is still up to us.

| disagree strongly when the Report intones (regarding Runcie’s comments):

“What this bears witness to is the understanding that the churches of the Anglican
Communion, if that Communion is to mean anything at all, are obliged to move together,
to walk together in synodality. (66) This vision of the Communion is the Report’s opinion
only, neither fact nor truth. The Communion could mean, if we choose, an extended
family related by faith in Jesus Christ, a shared tradition and deep Christian love.

Although it is true that “successive Lambeth Conferences have urged the primates to
shoulder the burden of enhanced responsibility for the unity of the communion” (65) it
does not follow that they should. To do so would be a new development and would
permanently and irrevocably change the nature of the Anglican Church in many
provinces, let alone the nature of the Communion as a whole.

Note: Many scholars would dispute the assertion that St Paul held authorized authority in
the sense the Report is arguing for: “This request draws on that theology of wider
apostolic and episcopal leadership which is expressed in the New Testament by the
apostles themselves (e.g. Paul, writing with authority to various churches including some
he had not himself founded)...” (65) Rather, Paul was writing in a time where the reigns
of power and the structures of ecclesiastical authority had not yet been clearly delineated.
To use his writings in this way is not respecting Scripture in the way developed in the
section on Scripture and Interpretation.

‘interdependence’ seems like a code word for “control by the majority’

While it is true that “Bishops represent the universal Church to the local and vice versa”
it does not follow that the election of bishops must be able to be confirmed by the
Communion. Yet this is what the Report appears to be arguing for, presumably
confirming elections through the Instruments of Unity. (64) As has recently been noted
by a Canadian bishop, six Canadian bishops would not be recognized by the worldwide
church. It is unfortunate but true that “the episcopate, instead of being in its very
existence one of the bonds of unity in the Communion, quickly becomes an occasion and
focus of disunity.” (64) This would state of affairs would end however if provinces were
seen as independent families, linked informally to the Communion.

The Report talks about provinces “putting the needs of the global fellowship before its
own.” (49) The desire for unity must never override the expense of truth and the leading
of the Holy Spirit.

Scripture, the teaching of Scripture, lay ministry

The Report says some helpful and balanced things about the authority of Scripture (54 —
57) especially in its treatment of how it is God who is the Church’s “supreme authority.”
(54) Also helpful are its comment on the importance of the need for more widespread
Bible study for the church. (61)
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However | am disturbed by some of the things the Report says about the teaching of
Scripture as well as biblical scholarship as an academic discipline.

Rather than simply noting the limitations the discipline has as a cradle of faith and
nurturer of devotion, Sections 58-62 is basically a harsh criticism of the work of biblical
scholars who use the methods of biblical criticism.

The Report appears to undermine the work of biblical teachers who are not bishops: “...
it is the bishop’s role as teacher of scripture that is meant, above all, to be not merely a
symbolic but a very practical means of giving the Church the energy and direction it
needs for mission...” That is true as far as it goes, but in its over-emphasis on the
teaching ministry of bishops, the Report could undermine the gifts and vocation of lay
people who teach scripture.

In addition, the Report increases the power of clergy, particularly bishops and primates,
by entrusting almost the entire responsibility and authority to teach Scripture to them.
This would, if accepted, contribute to a dangerous clericalism in the Church.

Unbelievably, the Reports says, “Biblical scholarship needs to be... constrained by
loyalty to the community of the Church across time and space.” The Report even goes on
to say that “Where a fresh wave of scholarship generates ideas which are perceived as a
threat to something the Church has always held dear, it is up to the scholars concerned,
on the one hand, to explain how what is now proposed not only accords with but actually
enhances the central core of the Church’s faith.” (61)

If the principles of this Report are accepted by the Communion | can imagine a time
when theological books will be stamped (or not!) with an Anglican nihil obstat and
imprimatur. This is not the Anglican way.

The findings of this Report do not bode well for the free, objective and/or prophetic
understanding of Scripture. Nor do they appear to respect the ministry of theological
colleges that create a safe space for creative academic thinking and that value the
importance of reason and reflection as much or more than received Church teaching.
Surely the Church in its wisdom can be trusted to discern where the truth does and does
not lie in new and fresh academic work.

Discernment in Communion and Reception (Consensus Fidelium)

The Report says that this ancient means of theological development “cannot be applied in
the case of actions which are explicitly against the current teaching of the Anglican
Communion as a whole, and/or of individual provinces. No province, diocese or parish
has the right to introduce a novelty which goes against such teaching...” (69)

The Report is disingenuous when it says, “It is important to note that these Bonds of

Unity are different in kind from those which operate in the Roman Catholic Church.”
(70) Denying any resemblance to the Curia does not make the resemblance disappear.
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Autonomy

The Report removes any real sense of a province’s autonomy by being so restrictive
about the areas in which so-called autonomy can be exercised. ((75-86) It envisions
autonomy only “provided those internal decisions are fully compatible with the interests,
standards, unity and good order of the wider community...” (79)

Adiaphora (what is essential/non-essential)

According to the Report, the decision about what is adiaphora lies in the hands of those
who are opposed to a proposed change. All one has to do is say that something is
“essential” and the authority to make decisions about it is promptly removed from the
hands of the province or diocese.

Anglican Covenant and the ordination of women & remarriage after divorce

If the Report is accepted and implemented it would be possible that an Anglican *“curia’
could seek to reverse the decisions of some provinces’ regarding the ordination of women
and the blessing of a marriage after divorce.

We observe in the New Testament how the freedom to minister in the name of Jesus
experienced by women disciples was very quickly eroded to the point that it was revoked
completely, even before the final books included in the canon were written.

Things change, and consenting to an Anglican Covenant would leave the Anglican
Church of Canada without a basis to resist such changes, let alone to guide the Church in
the direction we Canadian Anglicans believe is right.

Miscellaneous Comments

The Report ignores the role of the government of the United Kingdom (not just the
monarchy) in appointing the Archbishop of Canterbury. To say this is a serious flaw is an
understatement.

The Report’s understanding of history seems naive, considering its confident reference to
the “ancient undivided Christian faith and life” (53). In a similar vein it asserts that the
three fold order of bishop, priest and deacon is clearly “reflecting the practice of the very
early Church” (63) (emphasis mine)

As has been pointed out elsewhere, a grave deficiency of the Report is the omission of
any expression of the pain and suffering that homosexuals have experienced as a direct or
indirect result of the Church’s teaching about human sexuality.

The Report also ignores the way in which current teaching about human sexuality
damages our mission to the world and the spread of the gospel

Section C
Section “C:” Overview

The first part of Section C is largely descriptive of the Instruments of Unity, or
Communion, though the Virginia Report speaks rather of “Structures of Interdependence.
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Though the historical background is informative, it is interesting how the American
connection with the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury is mentioned, while the
Canadian connection with the origin of the Lambeth Conference is not, though it had
been clearly noted in the Virginia Report. It is also noteworthy that both the Lambeth
Conference and the Primates’ Meeting emerged in time of crisis, though the Windsor
Report does not mention the Primates’ Meeting in conjunction with the ordination of
women controversy in the 1970s.

It seems that the Report has been written out of a sense of fear and reaction, rather than in
a spirit of vision, which makes it a document of necessity and not a document of
development. In introducing the “instruments of unity,” the Report indicates that
“dispersed authority” is a great strength, but it fails to show how it is a strength, what is
valued in dispersed authority and what should be preserved. The operative position
seems to be that “its inherent weakness” has been highlighted by recent issues.

Overall, Section C and Appendices 1 and 2 point to a “tighter structure” without asking
whether it is the structures or the people in the structure that are the problem. Will a
tighter structure also mean slower progress and less vision, prophecy, and discernment?

Section C of the Windsor Report, taken together with Appendices 1 and 2, contains the
operative proposals of the Commission for structural mechanisms of governance and
authority in the Anglican Communion. The Commission has revisited the “Instruments
of Communion,” here renamed “Instruments of Unity,” which were identified in the
Virginia Report, also under the chairmanship of Archbishop Eames.

Section C begins with a reiteration of the renamed Instruments of Unity: the Archbishop
of Canterbury, the Lambeth Conference, the Anglican Consultative Council, and the
Primates’ meeting and expands upon their development historically. There follow
recommendations on the instruments of unity and proposals with regard to canon law and
for a covenant to be entered into by each church of the communion.

With regard to the instruments of unity, the Commission claims not to “favour the
accumulation of formal power by the Instruments of Unity, or the establishment of any
kind of central “curia.”” Yet the Commission asks if the Lambeth Conference should
“have a ‘magisterium,” a teaching authority of special status.” It asks also if the Anglican
Consultative Council is the body “which can take something approaching binding
decisions for the Communion.” These queries would appear to presume both ‘conciliar’
authority and “curial” decision-making. Instead, instruments of Unity should be few,
simple, and allow for the member churches to manoeuvre easily.

The Commission sees the Archbishop of Canterbury as “the significant focus of unity,
mission and teaching” who can “articulate the mind of the Communion especially in
areas of controversy.” The Archbishop of Canterbury should have authority “to speak
directly to any provincial situation on behalf of the Communion;” and “[s]uch action
should not be viewed as outside interference in the exercise of autonomy by any
province.” The Archbishop of Canterbury should determine the invitees to the Lambeth
Conference. He should have a new advisory instrument, termed a Council of Advice to
assist him in “attempting to exercise authority on behalf of the entire Communion.” The
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Report recognizes and enhances the existing role of the Archbishop of Canterbury: to
articulate the mind of the Communion, especially in areas of controversy and to be able
to speak to any provincial setting. What is new is the articulation: one could mention the
pastoral letters of the Archbishop of Canterbury to the Communion, notably the recent
Advent Letter.

The proposed Council of Advice appears to lack any ecclesiological significance, and it
actually hampers the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury, who already has a formal
staff at Lambeth Palace. What is proposed seems to be nearly a curia, and not one that
necessarily enables the episcopal ministry of the successor to St Augustine, but which
may well dictate and control it.

With regard to canon law, the Commission endorses the development of a “Statement of
Principles of Canon Law” applicable to the whole of the Communion. The Commission
does not foresee, however, more than a brief, common “communion law,” on the ground
that attempting the adoption of a more elaborated canon, or series of canons, by all 44
member churches is not feasible. It is interesting to note that while there are five pages of
reflection on canon law there is only one on the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury and
no recommendations on the Lambeth Conference, the Anglican Consultative Council, or
the Primates’ meeting. Canon law needs to take into account the intra-Anglican reality,
as it has considered the ecumenical reality. The linking of canon law and ‘Covenant” is
worrisome; though the idea of covenant itself is a good thing and is a common feature of
the ecumenical agreements between Anglicans and other churches, such as the Waterloo
Declaration. What is missing in the idea of “covenant” is the principle of “dialogue.”

As already mentioned, the Commission proposes the adoption by all churches of an
“Anglican covenant.” A draft covenant is set out in Appendix Two to the Commission’s
report and is outlined below. The covenant “could deal with: the acknowledgement of
common identity; the relationships of communion; the commitments of communion; the
exercise of autonomy in communion; and the management of communion affairs
(including disputes).” The proposed “common law” mentioned above would authorize
each primate to accede to the covenant. The Commission provides a possible formula of
words.

The Commission then makes the case for a covenant, primarily in terms of the need to
avoid future "inter-Anglican conflict such as that engendered by the current crisis.” The
Commission does not explain how securing the commitment of 44 churches to a covenant
which greatly centralizes authority would be easier than securing agreement to a body of
canon law.

In general, Section C is defensive; and it reflects division, rather than unity. Does the
proposal for a Covenant imply that national churches come into communion with one
another, or that they derive their authority from the Communion? Does the Communion
receive its authority from the national churches, or the other way ‘round?

Specific comments on Section C:
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Paragraph 101 refers to the understanding of the episcopacy within Anglicanism, and
from that understanding comes the assumption that the Lambeth Conference is the
“appropriate body” to express views on doctrine. Given the “changed” view of
episcopacy coming out of “flying bishops” and “alternate episcopal oversight” and
acceptance by practice of breaching territorial boundaries, has the understanding of
episcopacy changed?

Paragraph 104 The Commission makes the statement that the Primates Meeting claims
no more than consultative and advisory authority, but recent events indicate that seems to
hold until someone does not either accept the advice or follow the counsel.

Paragraph 106 Though the Report seems to acknowledge that Anglicanism is emerging
from its colonial roots and discovering that independent churches have differences in
terms of the gospel imperative which may need tolerance and flexibility, there is in the
“Covenant” little room for flexibility and even less for tolerance.

Paragraph 108 If a bishop receives “authority” by right of ordination to that office, but
specific authority to function in a locality by right of “election” or “appointment”
depending on the national church, by what means should the Archbishop of Canterbury
gain authority to function as “Head of the Communion”?

Paragraph 110 Should the Archbishop of Canterbury determine who can or cannot be
part of the discussion at the Lambeth Conference and Primates’ Meetings. With the
current practice of appointing alternating evangelical and Anglo-catholic “men” to the
position it is possible for the Archbishop of Canterbury to “stack” the “decision making”
bodies as they give counsel and advice to the church. Unity is given an absolute priority.

Paragraph 111 Should we not reconsider the relationship between the Archbishop of
Canterbury and the secretariat of the Anglican Consultative Council rather than create
another body to complicate the system.

Paragraph 116 The movement to define the Communion by law and structure changes the
whole nature of the Communion from the company of the “willing” to a body of the
“compelled”.

Paragraph 117 The use of a “communion law” in each national church complicates not
simplifies the matter and reduces dialogue to compliance.

Paragraph 118 The legislation of “loyalty” and “affection” never works, as history
teaches us.

Paragraph 119 This clause presupposes that continued “unity” is the same as continued
“communion” and that it is the only option. What are the consequences of “communion
without unity”? Does the covenant imply “rule by majority”? The Archbishop of
Canterbury could have asked for the Lambeth Commission to develop a mechanism to
resolve “the issue”. No covenant or structure can resolve irresolvable differences. The
resort to “law” means certain schisms automatically, which has already been assumed by
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some as a result of the current issue. Does what is proposed simply make it easier to
declare things “heretical”?

What is proposed is different from ecumenical covenants in that if things change those
covenants may end. There is no “opting out” from this covenant for churches called
uniquely to a different path. Can there be no secession without the remaining body
declaring the departing body “heretical?”

In relation to secular society this would slow down progress when secular society shows
the way forward and may prevent the church from doing what may be the right thing to
do locally, e.g. the remarriage of divorced persons)

Paragraph 120 This paragraph reinvents what we already have: the “Communion” exists
because we are “in communion” with the Archbishop of Canterbury. “The Communion”
exists because we meet.

Section D

Section D of the Report, in accordance with the second of the Eames Commission’s four
mandates, was to present “practical recommendations ...for maintaining the highest
degree of communion that may be possible in the circumstances...”.

Though the conclusion speaks of healing and reconciliation *, there is little in Section D
that speaks to healing and that is deeply disappointing. Rather, the focus is on the
negative: the need for those who have taken action which is disturbing to or which has
broken the bonds of affection with others to express regret for their actions and to refrain
from acting in that manner again. Further the Report recommends the need for those who
have consecrated a gay Bishop and approved the use of liturgies in respect of same sex
relationships, to explain how their actions fit within the scriptural and apostolic tradition
of the Anglican Communion and to consider withdrawing from ‘representative functions
in the Anglican Communion’2.

Though there is a call for those provinces already engaged in study and discernment on
this matter to ‘engage the Communion in continued study of biblical and theological
rationale for against same sex unions * and even a call for ‘processes and structures to
facilitate ongoing discussion’®, no practical or concrete proposals for such discussions are
presented.

The report is not quite even handed. While the tone is neutral, some of the conclusions
drawn are not. The Report writers comment that they “‘fully understand the principled
concern’® of those who have intervened in other dioceses and ascribe intentions to them
based in “believ[ing] it is their conscientious duty to intervene in provinces, dioceses and

! The Windsor Report, para 156
2 Ibid, paras. 134, 144
3 Ibid, para 145

4 Ibid, para 146
® Ibid, para 149
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parishes other than their own’® while not imputing the same conscientiousness or
principled concern to the ECUSA, ACC or the Diocese of New Westminster. It does not
even refer to the letter from Bishop Griswold to Archbishop Eames wherein the
background to the actions of the ECUSA is referenced’. This is not to imply that there
was not a breach of communion but that breaches are breaches whoever commits them.

Further, the statements for reconciliation are not particularly onerous. They only call for
expressions of regret for the breach of communion. It is noted that the expressions of
regret are not strong, implying that what was done was not necessarily wrong, only
implying that the way things were done was a breach of communion. What proposals are
there for healing of the rift? Regret seems weak although certainly necessary.

This leads to a major criticism. While discussion of human sexuality was deliberately
excluded from the Report, particularly homosexuality, a study of this has been on the
agenda of the Communion since at least Lambeth 1978.2 The ECUSA in particular has
been dealing with this issue: “For at least 35 years the Episcopal Church has been
engaged in a process of discernment about the question of homosexuality in the life of the
church.”® One can hardly maintain that this was a surprise. Further study is called for
but not highlighted in the “official summaries’.*® This study and review should be
strongly stressed as it is the used basis for the controversy (the roots may well be deeper).
In the case of the ordination of women some 24 years elapsed from the first incident until
the Communion began to address the issue and 10 years passed between 1968 to Lambeth
1978.M Here there is a gap of 26 years from the first official notice at Lambeth to this
report. Hence the statement of unilateral action is a bit overdrawn.

Section D attempts to hold in tension two antagonistic elements: ministry to gay people,
and the desire for unity throughout the Anglican Communion which includes a number of
people opposed to gay persons in the church. Tension can be creative, but in this case it
seems that sometimes institutional unity is seen as a greater good than pastoral ministry.
People are more important than institutions. The church exists to minister God’s love to
people, and its continued existence, though precious and important, is not the greatest
good. In balancing the independence of national churches and the interdependence of the
provinces of the Anglican communion, primacy ought to be given to the independent
nature of the national churches.

® Ibid., para. 155, 59.

" This document is found on the Commission web-site at
http://www.anglicancommunion.org/commission/documents/doclindex.cfm, under Supporting
Documentation, Letter from the Presiding Bishop of ECUSA to the chairman of the Lambeth Commission
(6 February 2004), Internet, accessed 4 December 2004,

¢ Ibid., Appendix 3: Supporting Documentation, 2 and 3, Lambeth resolutions., 73-4.

% Letter from the Presiding Bishop of ECUSA to the chairman of the Lambeth Commission.
19 The Windsor Report, para. 25, 17; para. 145, 57; para. 146, 57.
' 1bid., 14ff.
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The recommendations of Section D address themselves to two “offending” groups of
people: those who support ministry to and by gay people (ECUSA, ACC and New
Westminster), and the archbishops and bishops who intervened in other bishops’
dioceses. Paragraph 134 recommends that those who have acted in an inclusive way
toward gay people should express regret for what they have done, especially for having
broken the “bonds of affection”. On the other hand, paragraph 155 enjoins the
intervening bishops to express regret for the consequences of their intervention, though
what those consequences are is not specified. Such lack of specification leaves one
wondering if these latter consequences are to be taken as less serious than those
associated with ECUSA, ACC and New Westminster. It seems from these paragraphs
that caring pastorally for gay people is much worse than acting badly as a bishop.

Throughout Section D, there are several references to the concept of actions being taken
“without attaching sufficient importance to the interests of the wider Communion” *2,
The implication is that, if ECUSA or ACC or New Westminster had only given more
thought to the anti-gay sentiment prevalent in other parts of the world, they might have
not been so hasty in including gay people in the fullness of Anglican life. In practical
terms, it is entirely likely that the “interests of the wider Communion” are among the
things that caused Bishop Ingham to withhold his consent for many years. How much
importance is “sufficient” in this case? Should this aspect of ministry be deferred
indefinitely, while we wait for a change of heart in the people who oppose the inclusion
of gay persons in the full ministry and the liturgical recognition of their relationships?
“Bonds of affection” which oppress people are bonds which the Church ought reject
outright.

Section 128 suggests that perhaps those in ECUSA or New Westminster weren’t acting
out of malice toward more conservative Anglicans; in their innocence, they simply hadn’t
realized just how deeply the exclusion of gay people from church structures is fixed in
some people’s minds, and thus by wanting to extend the church’s blessing to gay couples,
they inadvertently ‘offended” some brethren. Or perhaps, alternatively to what the
Windsor Report notes, we wonder if the Gospel imperative to proclaim liberty to the
oppressed weighed upon their hearts with such spiritual force that they could no longer be
constrained by the delays in resolving this matter at the international church level.

It is clear from this report that it’s worse to be gay than to be a woman. Paragraph 19
explains that provinces who couldn’t accept women as bishops were enjoined to “respect
the decision and attitudes of other provinces, ... maintaining the highest possible degree
of communion with the provinces which differ.” Paragraphs 133 and 134 outline how to
deal with a gay bishop: not only should he not be admitted to the councils of the
Communion, but those who consecrated him should be shunned as well. Ordained
women represent “a degree of impairment which the Communion could bear” (paragraph
126), but ordained homosexuals are somehow a mortal wound to the church.

We live in different cultures and yet need to minister to those both inside and outside the
church whose culture is different. Who is standing up for gay people in Africa?

12 Ibid, para 123
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Obviously the words and actions of some bishops could contribute to the oppression of
gay and lesbian people in Africa. How will the Anglican Communion act to ensure gay
Africans receive the appropriate pastoral care?

There would seem to be a distinct clash between the principles of communion and the
principles of pastoral ministry, particularly in the multi-cultural environment of the
Communion in the West. This raises the question: Is ‘communion’ the top priority? Is
the matter of unity more important than pastoral care?

Appendix 1
Overview:

From an historical perspective, both synods and houses of bishops have reflected a
church synodically governed and episcopally hamstrung. At the least, the primates must
commit to the furtherance of issues “within a reasonable time” and not simply block
issues indefinitely.

The appendix considers, in turn, the Anglican Consultative Council, the Lambeth
Conference, the Primates’ Meeting, and the Anglican Communion Office. With regard to
the Anglican Consultative Council, the Commission proposes some measures to
regularize its structure.

With regard to the Lambeth Conference, the Commission proposes that a special category
of resolutions with more binding authority; given the shifting demographic balance of the
Communion, this would represent an impending shift of influence and authority from the
more “liberal” to the more “conservative” provinces.

With regard to the Primates’ Meeting, the Commission proposes that Primates actually
meet on a more regular schedule “as the Standing Committee of the Lambeth
Conference” and “as an instrument through which new developments may be honestly
addressed;” whether this proposal would constitute a collegial focus of authority is
unclear. With regard to the Anglican Communion Office, the Commission proposes that
the Office cover all four “instruments” and that it have an intelligence gathering and
dissemination function in addition to serving as a Communion secretariat.

The Report makes the substantial suggestion that the character of the Lambeth
Conference be changed by redefining the status of some of its motions. While this may
make sense, its working out in practice will be enormously complicated. Also, while
constituting the Primates’ Conference as the standing committee of the Lambeth
Conference seems administratively reasonable, it seems to be weak ecclesiologically: the
Lambeth Conference represents the global Anglican episcopate and not the national
churches, while the primates represent provincial churches, which exemplifies a different
ecclesiological principle.

Appendix 2, draft Covenant

Overview:
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The appendix is a draft covenant document. In it, each of “the churches of the Anglican
Communion” would covenant and agree in five areas: “Common identity,”
“Relationships of communion,” “Commitments of communion,” “Exercise of autonomy
in communion,” and “Management of communion issues.” While the concept of a
covenant may be praiseworthy, what is actually presented is a “contract.” One seeks in
vain for the “bonds of affection” and finds instead only those that bind. Even the term
“instruments” has unpleasant connotations, as Galileo would have remarked.

With regard to common identity, the Commission expands upon the Chicago-Lambeth
Quadrilateral, with additional commitment to mutual tolerance, understanding, and
respect. With regard to relationships of communion, the Commission proposes that there
may be no breaking of communion by individual churches, that is, no church can or may
secede; and the Commission further proposes that each church commit to “fostering and
protecting a common mind in essential matters.” Whether recent actions of the African
bishops with regard to the training of African candidates for the priesthood have
overtaken these proposals may require further reflection.

“Commitments of Communion” would bind churches not to take any action which would
breach “fundamental compliance with all of the parts of this Covenant” or which could
“jeopardise the unity of the Communion;” in addition, each church would commit to
“respect the counsels of the Archbishop of Canterbury, Primates’ Meeting, Lambeth
Conference, and Anglican [Consultative] Council.” While these may not represent a
categorical denial of the power of a bishop or primate to act in accord with a diocesan or
provincial synod, they may appear to be an unconditional step in that direction. Does a
commitment to “respect the counsels” constitute a commitment to be bound absolutely by
those “counsels?”

With regard to “autonomy in communion” the Commission proposes that the autonomy
of churches be subject, in areas affecting a broader spectrum of the communion, to
“agreement with the appropriate Instruments of Unity.” This restriction is further
addressed under Management of Communion Issues.

With regard to “management of communion issues,” the Commission proposes that the
Primates’ Meeting and the Lambeth Conference “[provide] direction to the whole
Communion” and “[exercise] collegial responsibility in doctrinal, moral and pastoral

matters,” and that the “Archbishop of Canterbury shall decide all questions of
interpretation of this Covenant,” seeking such advice “as he deems appropriate.”

Specific Comments:
Part 1: Article 1:3 The word “essentials” is a loaded a word in Canada.
Article 4:2  Churches can apparently differ in theological opinion, sacramental

devotion, or liturgical practice but does it mean that there can be doctrinal differences
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(outside of the Creedal statements) or is it only in the “doing of theology” that we can
differ? Can we freely think but not be free to act on our thoughts?

Article 4:4  An alternative reading might be: “Every church has the same concern for
a conscientious interpretation of scripture in the light of tradition and reason, to be in
dialogue with those who dissent from such interpretations and to heal divisions.

The original wording was too much a “line in the sand” reading.

Article 7:4  What does it mean to achieve greater unity? Is this conformity? Is this
agreement? Is this structural?

Part iii

Article 9: 1 What does this mean? Are struggle, dissent, and questioning compatible
with belonging to the One, Holy, (c)atholic and apostolic church? What, or who,
determines “compatibility?”

Article 9:2 Will all progress end or slow to a snail’s pace when national churches find
themselves dealing with unique situations? The Communion may need to admit that
what is not good in one place may be vital in another for the work of the Gospel, e.g.,
polygamy in Africa, women as bishops in North America, or same sex blessings in
Canada.

Article 10:1 There may never be agreement on anything but the basics in some areas.
The treatment of women in Africa is a moral issue in Africa, as is the treatment of
committed, faithful same-gender unions in other parts of the Communion. Agreement
won’t easily be reached. The more we require for “unity” or “communion”, the less
chance of reaching it. The moral values and vision of humanity received by the Canadian
Church may be very different from those received by the Nigerian Church, each in its
own cultural context.

Article 10:2 An alternative reading might be: “Through the life of the member churches,
ensure that biblical texts are handled respectfully and coherently, building on our best
traditions and scholarship believing scriptural revelation must continue to illuminate,
challenge and transform cultures, structures and ways of thinking, and be illuminated by
these in turn.” The statement that this might happen primarily through the bishops puts
fewer in the focus group and provides a narrower view which is more likely to produce
personal or party bias. Wider involvement means wider possibility for the Holy Spirit
and the collected wisdom of the church to work.
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Article 13: 2 What is “unreasonable;” and who determines the definition of
“unreasonably?” Is thoughtful dissent reasonable or unreasonable?

Article 16:3 What is a working definition of “respect” with reference to the Archbishop
of Canterbury’s “counsel?” Does “respect” mean listen and include, or does it mean
comply and obey? Is this another case of “legalism?”

Article 20: 3 What touches all should be counseled or discussed by all. The original use
of “approved by all” would effectively reduce the church to doing nothing that was not
“approved” by the entire Communion. This could have serious cultural, social and other
implications for a church that will in the foreseeable future be dominated by Africa and
Asia. Had this been in place previously, Communion-wide approval would have meant
no women clergy or bishops in some parts of the world, and no divorce and remarriage in
others.

Article 21 represents more legalism.

Article 25:1 Though mentioned earlier, the word “defend” in reference to the
Communion Liaison Officer reveals the atmosphere of crisis that has produced the
Covenant, suggests the inclusion of canon law in it and provides little if any room for
dissent or opting out. “Defend” should be replaced with “promote,” to take away the
“watch-dog” image and in fact be a liaison.

Article 27:1 Too much power is given to the Archbishop of Canterbury. A diocesan
bishop or Primate has, in matters of the interpretation of documents, a “chancellor” to
consult. If the Council of Advice is in place to do that, we will have added another level
of “authority” in the system. On the other hand, vesting sole authority in the Archbishop
of Canterbury to interpret the Covenant may also not be the way to go.
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January 7, 2005

APPENDIX TO THE WINDSOR REPORT: COMMENTARY
RESPONSE TO THE PRIMATES’” QUESTIONS

The following are responses from individual members of the Faith Worship and Ministry
Commission of the Diocese of Ottawa to the four questions raised by the Primates of the
Anglican Communion on the Windsor Report 2004.

Some comments on the Windsor Report questions
Patricia
Bays

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion (A & B) can you recognize
as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?

I see in the description many things which are consistent with my understanding of the

Anglican Communion:

- The grounding of our understanding of communion in scripture, in tradition, in the
history of the community of faith as it tries to live out the meaning of the gospel under
the guidance of the Holy Spirit.

A good description of the process followed in order to bring about the ordination of
women, although more might have been said about the pain felt by women in their
exclusion from full participation in the life of the Anglican Church.

A call for more listening and discussion on the part of member Provinces.

A good description of the Instruments of Unity and the ways in which diversity has been
our great strength, even though it has caused us some problems and a degree of impaired
communion.

I see a number of things in the report which | believe are not consistent with my
understandlng of the Anglican Communion.

The biblical material focuses on the writing of Paul and seems to have a heavy emphasis
on sin. The phrase “hostile and divisive powers of the world” seems to set the tone for a
dark view of humanity and the world, that is not characteristic of the whole of
Anglicanism. The report seems to me to reflect an emphasis on one stream of Anglican
theology. But there are within Anglicanism other streams of theology which point us to
the fundamental goodness of God’s creation, the availability of forgiveness and grace,
and the importance of tradition as one of the strands of authority. | would like to see the
whole range of Anglican theology expressed in the Report.
I regret the use of “illness” as a metaphor for the life of the Communion at present. This
seems to me to prejudge the issue — people raising questions about inclusivity are seen as
causing trouble for others. Is it not possible that our disagreements are a sign of health
and growth?
Communion is already impaired, with the ordination of women and of divorced and
remarried persons. If we can exist with this measure of impairment, why can we not
allow a diversity of practice in dealing with homosexual persons in order to see how this
unfolds?
Traditionally as Anglicans, we have not decided much on the Communion level but

26



rather on the diocesan and provincial level. The report suggests giving more power to the
Primates’ Meeting and to the Archbishop of Canterbury with his council of advice. This
would be a departure from Anglican practice.

The whole idea of bishops entering the jurisdiction of another bishop is contrary to
Anglican tradition and practice, and is a threat to the authority of the bishop in his/her
diocese. While it has been tried in England, there has been no evaluation as to how this
has worked. Did the Church of England seek the approval of the Communion before
instituting what is clearly a departure from customary Anglican practice?

I question the statement “The Anglican Communion has always declared that its supreme
authority is scripture.” Anglicanism from its early days has looked to a balanced authority
of scripture, tradition and reason — each informing the other under the guidance of the
Holy Spirit. Anglicans use current scholarship to interpret scripture and reject a narrow
literalist understanding of the bible. Anglican scholars study and use, where appropriate,
contemporary scientific knowledge. The tradition of bishops as teachers of scripture is an
important one, but equally important is the tradition of laity and clergy as teachers and
scholars.

There is some quoting of Lambeth resolutions. It is important that equal space be given to
those Lambeth resolutions which speak to acceptance and inclusivity.

We need to give greater weight to the discussion of adiaphora, subsidiarity and
ecclesiastical procedures. In fact, in New Westminster and New Hampshire appropriate
procedures were followed at the local and provincial levels, the level at which our
tradition says most matters should be decided.

In which ways do the proposals in C and D flow appropriately from the
description of the Communion’s life in A and B?

The use of the word “appropriately” is not helpful here. It suggests that the proposals
for greater centralized authority and a greater role for the Archbishop of
Canterbury to intervene in the life of a Province are consistent with our
understanding of the Anglican Communion. | would argue the opposite. It is not
clear to me what is meant by the phrase “We recommend that the A of C be
regarded as the focus of unity and that the Primates’ Meeting, the Lambeth
Conference, the Anglican Consultative Council, and possibly others, be regarded
more appropriately as the Instruments of Communion.” What does this mean in
practical terms? The right of the Archbishop to intervene in the life of a Province
(109, 110) would suggest something more than a “focus.”

Other concerns:

-+ There seems to be an enhanced role for the Primates’ Meeting which was not
envisaged when that meeting first began. We are beginning to develop a more
top-heavy structure, with less emphasis on provincial autonomy and a smaller
place for laity and priests in the councils of the church.

Should the Archbishop of Canterbury continue to be a Crown appointment
particularly if there is an enhanced role?

The formation of the Council of Advice seems to me to be a new direction for the
Communion. Who appoints this group? To whom are they accountable? How
does this differ from the present ability of the archbishop to call for advice from
different parts of the communion?

While a Covenant may have some desirable aspects, it should be as brief as
possible. The principle of Anglican canon law, based on English common law, is
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that it should contain few laws but those are to be strictly observed. (See Pastoral
Guidelines for Interchurch Marriages p. 8.) The process of devising a law or
covenant to which all could subscribe might be difficult given our Anglican
approach to canon law.

Re the acceptability of episcopal appointments, this will be difficult to enforce.
Already women bishops and bishops who are divorced and remarried are
unacceptable to parts of the communion. Perhaps bishops with a literalist
understanding of scripture might be unacceptable in parts of the communion.
This surely goes against the long-standing tradition of Provinces choosing their
own bishops in accordance with their canons.

If there is to be provision for alternative episcopal oversight, it must work both
ways, so that those in favour of the blessing of same-sex unions can be assured of
pastoral care. Similarly, if listening, respect and dialogue are to be the hallmarks
of communion, then | would hope that this might be exercised on all sides of the
debate. We have not yet heard expressions of regret from all involved.

What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the
Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

I think that moving towards a more centralized structure will not be good for the
life of the Communion. | think we are in danger of forcing upon Anglicanism a
greater conformity than has been our custom. I think this will also cost us a lot
more money as we beef up our international structures and processes of
consultation! I think that allowing bishops, including the Archbishop of
Canterbury, to intervene in the life of another diocese or province is a dangerous
precedent. Will every decision of local and national synods come under scrutiny?
Will any bishops elected by Canadian dioceses have to be approved by all the
member churches? Who will appoint the Council of Advice? What will be its
term? Will it be representative of the whole communion (including representative
of the provinces, men and women, lay and clergy) or will it be representative of
the British church? I think that the Report shows an evangelical and conservative
bias, which is not representative of the whole of Anglicanism.

How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant (119)? How far
do the elements included in the possible draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of
the Report represent an appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican
Communion?

The arguments for an Anglican Covenant make some sense though I think “the crippling
prospect of repeated worldwide inter-Anglican conflict such as engendered by the current
crisis” is fairly extreme language. Certainly we have found it appropriate to enter into a
covenant with the ELCIC. | understand that the covenant in Appendix Two is only a draft. |
am concerned that we will be developing an unwieldy structure in which national decisions
must be postponed in order to go through a lengthy process of consultation with all the
member Provinces. | wonder where the prophetic voice of the church can be heard or where
there will be opportunities for one part of the communion to try and evaluate something new
before it becomes common practice. | welcome the statement (4b) “Communion does not
require acceptance by every church of all theological opinion, sacramental devotion, or
liturgical practice that is characteristic of the other.” Article 7 (“Ordained and lay persons in
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each church are in personal communion with those of other member churches.”) would
ensure that the ministry of our women clergy is accepted in other parts of the communion.

Questions For Consultation As Formulated By The Primate's Standing Committee
Andrea Christensen and Craig Bowers

Preamble

In a society where the romantic notion of tolerance is considered to be a key ethical principal, but
not often found when groups meet together, it is clear that the Eames Commission must have
walked very humbly with their Lord to find such a rich and embracing voice. We must not forget
to act with humility and recall our own sinful natures before we push our agendas forward. Upon
reading and discussing this report with this particular Episcopal group, we are confident that
healing and restoration do come after a call to repentance and holiness.

1) The diverse voices that the commission represents give us cause to celebrate. They also cause
us to take very seriously the report that has been submitted. We sensed no hidden agendas, just
some healthy tension and diversity. Healthy tension and diversity are indeed part of what it is to
be Anglican. The commission has through its members many gifts, offered us a challenge and a
way forward.

The way forward begins with a self-understanding of our Anglican communion made explicit in
1963. Anglican life in communion was there described as “mutual interdependence and
responsibility in the Body of Christ”. Although the world and the Anglican Communion have
changed greatly since 1963, this “mutual interdependence” is the vision the commission has as
our hope. We support this vision in keeping with our past, our present and the hope of our future
together. We concur with the commission’s understanding that we are “obliged” to restore this
“mutual interdependence” through “mutual discernment” (12, p.23).

Part of our communion's principals and authority are founded on biblical cornerstones. Section
A:2 of the report addresses this by using the illustration of Paul's letter to the Ephesians. In it
"God's people are to be, through the work of the Spirit, an anticipatory sign of God's healing and
restorative future for the world. Those who, despite their own sinfulness, are saved by grace
through their faith in God's gospel are to live as a united family across traditional ethnic and other
boundaries, and so are to reveal the many-splendoured wisdom of the one true God to the hostile
and divisive powers of the world as they explore and celebrate the astonishing breadth of God's
love made known through Christ's dwelling in their hearts."

The Faith, Worship and Ministry Committee in Ottawa suggested that the clarification of words
used in the report was a necessity. Some of these words are as follows: unity, respect, autonomy,
magisterium, compatible etc. To a certain extent, we need to understand the nature of the words
as intended. However, we are not a curia that defines to the letter what a word means. We are
not confined to specific words, but live in the tension as part of our ongoing Anglican
scholarship.

The first challenge we have for the report is that it seems to be a reactive statement instead of

being an active approach to discipline and process in our church. However, this too is in line
with our common practice of process in the Anglican Church.
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The report also fails to describe how our life in communion went from a centralized (episcopally
governed) communion to a more diverse colonial (decentralized individualistic) communion. The
report is however, looking for a more balanced outcome, perhaps an outcome more in line with
the third Anglican conference of 1963.

2) The language of the word "Covenant" is not necessarily consistent with our history of the
Anglican Communion but it is very clear that having principals for partnership is consistent with
our understanding of the statement of 1963. Site App. 3.5

We were pleased with the general outcome of the proposals. Part of the reason we are Anglican
is because of the four instruments of unity. We are comfortable with the role of the Archbishop
and his authority over the life of the communion.

However, section C does not flow from sections A and B in the area of describing the instruments
of unity. It does agree with the four instruments, but it doesn't address all four within the body of
Section C. We were hoping for a more linear and expressive approach, instead they break it up
into three parts: the Archbishop, the Council of Advice and Canon Law and Covenant.

3) We understand that the recommendations and proposals are significant to the life of the
communion because as section D:134 proclaims: "the bonds of affection have been breached".
Following this, the supporters of Gene Robinson are invited to express their regret- at first, we
were not sure this was a sufficient disciplinary action. However, after spending time thinking on
these things and waiting on the Lord, we feel that perhaps this is a very appropriate, loving and
Anglican way of expressing the communion's sadness and disappointment with the process used
by Gene Robinson. If our "wandering" Primates expressed regret for their actions and affected a
moratorium on any further interventions, we might be a lot further ahead in expressing our
affections and forwarding God's mission for us in the world.

4) The word Covenant is a loaded word for Anglicans. We are not "Covenanters". We do agree
that we need principals for partnership however, while we do have covenant externally with other
churches, we have not known "covenant” internally in our own tradition. We do like the notion
of expressing our:

*Common identity

*Relationships of communion
*Commitments of communion
*Exercise of autonomy in communion
*Management of communion issues

These elements [119] represent an appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican

Communion. It is simply the idea of the words "Covenant" and "Autonomy" that will prove to be
troublesome in our Western culture and society.

C. Responses to the Primates’ questions David
Brewer

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A & B can you
recognize as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?
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The overall impression given by these two sections is one of a somewhat rosy view of
Anglicanism, given its history of sectarianism and political factionalism. In general the
impression given in Section A and B of the Windsor Report is fairly idealistic but does reflect the
ideal of the Anglican Communion | have come to know over these many years in Canada.
However, in detail there are bits that give some pause.

At the end of the discussion of “The practical consequences of a healthy communion”*®

places itself in the context of “attempts to develop a common mind about how this great
Communion might actually function together in those situations in which mutual discernment is
necessary to sustain the life of the body.”** In particular this seems to be a reference to The
Virginia Report. However, this report is itself a matter of some controversy. Some of this
thinking would seem to be reflected in the notion of ‘The Instruments of Unity” which seems
rather a curious term for what more appropriately has been means of consultation, means which
have been available when questions have arisen. In the sense in which the term is used in the
report it is given a more magisterial tone.

the report

In the discussion of “Recent mutual discernment within the Communion™ the presentation of the

ordination of women is somewhat rosy. To this day, there is ‘impaired communion’. For
example, a person ordained by a Canadian female bishop is not considered to be in orders in even
The Church of England — some impairment!

The term “illness’ used in the following two sub-sections seems somewhat polemical and
prejudices the argument to a degree.

As noted in the report, there was some discussion of human sexuality at both Lambeth 1978 and
1988.1° However, there is a feeling among some observers that there was not a discussion as
such; some people would simply not enter into it. It must be admitted that the resolutions were
quite clear as to the position against blessings and ordination. It must also be admitted that the
topic had been raised prior to 1978 and that there has been little in the way of reasoned
theological arguments, including the theology of inculturation, that has been made available.
However, the topic simply hasn’t gone away. There cannot be a dialogue when one party is deaf.
Hence, the comment that “it appears to the wider Communion that neither the Diocese of New
Westminster nor the Episcopal Church (USA) has made a serious attempt to offer an explanation
to, or consult meaningfully with, the Communion as a whole about the significant development of
theology which alone could justify the recent moves by a diocese or a province™*’ seems
overblown. Admittedly, the proponents of blessings and ordination did not themselves offer a
detailed argument in a formal way. But the issue has been on the table for a long time.

The discussion of procedures gives me pause.'® There is a danger that legalisms and systems will
take precedence over open theological discussion. There is a danger of a bureaucratic approach
which can kill the spirit — “for the letter Kkills but the spirit gives life.” The term ‘approaches’ may

3 The Windsor Report, para. 11, 14.
4 1bid.

5 Ibid., paras. 12-21, 14-16.

18 Ibid., para. 25, 17.

" bid., para. 33, 20.

8 \bid., para. 34. 20.

B
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be more appropriate. The ACC asking people to use the procedures of the Virginia Report®
hardly is prescriptive but rather suggestive. These procedures are not the rule of the Communion.

The appeal “that we have reached the point where urgent fresh thought and action have become
necessary”? should be viewed very cautiously as noted above. Is authority the solution?

Turning now to “Section B: Fundamental Principles.”

9 bid., 21.
20 |bid., para. 42, 23.
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The discussion of “Scripture and its Interpretation” is somewhat rosy and idealistic on the role

of bishops as the primary teachers of scripture. Would that it were so, but reality of the life of a
bishop means that this is left to parish priests and laypeople including academic researchers. This
is not to imply that the current fancies of academe reign, God forbid, but rather that they are a
vital contribution to our understanding of the Bible. The ‘two hands’? must both be engaged.

The reference to the Archbishop of Canterbury as “the chief pastor of the entire Communion”? is

overdone even granting the high respect in which the office is held. In modern Anglican use, the
Archbishop of Canterbury is rather primus inter pares, not chief pastor.

As a side note, the notion of synodality* does imply listening as much as speaking. This in itself,
listening or lack thereof, could well be a strong part of the current issue. This thought also
applies to the section on Diversity.

In summary, sections A and B do reflect the ideal of the Anglican Communion but do gloss over
some of the reality. In this sense, they do not seem fully balanced. There seems also to be a
strong underlying acceptance of the notions of the Virginia Report but taken a stage further.

2. In which ways do the proposals in Section s C & D flow appropriately from the
description of the Communion's life in Sections A & B?

If one accepts the prescriptions of the Virginia Report then the proposals in the latter half of the
Windsor Report would seem to follow. However, these prescriptions have not been received. A
strong question is raised: is the more centrist approach the appropriate one? This strikes me as a
key question. While it appears to be urged, it is not clear to me that the argument is persuasive.
Rather, given the involvement of two of the Commission, Eames and Dyer, were members of the
Virginia Report commission, one gets the impression that if the only tool to hand is a hammer, all
problems look like nails.

The sub-section on The Instruments of Unity®® seems overdrawn. “Very early on ..."? really

means the middle of the 19" century with the arguments over ‘establishment’ of the Church in the
colonies and the increasingly restive attitudes in the colonies given the remoteness of England,
culminating in the Colenso affair. Out of the need for consultation rather than direction, the
Lambeth Conferences were called into existence. The actual discussion of these four instruments
seems rather factual.?’ In particular, the authors note that Lambeth, the Anglican Consultative

Council, and the Primates’ Meeting all stress their consultative nature: “an advisory body”?,

21 bid., paras. 57-62, 29-30.
22 |bid., para 60, 30.

2 |bid., para65, 31.

% Ibid., para 66, 32.

% |bid., Paras. 97-104, 41-44.
% |bid., para. 98, 41.

°7 bid., paras. 99-104, 41-43.
%8 |bid., para 103, 42-43.
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“disavowed any intention to develop a more formal synodical status”?, “refused to acknowledge
anything more than a consultative and advisory authority.”*

Hence, while there is the disclaimer that “We do not favour the accumulation of formal power by
the Instruments of Communion®!, there is a strong centrist approach. This is, in a sense,
contradictory to the preceding discussion of these instruments.

The stronger role of the Archbishop of Canterbury has to be viewed in the light of his
appointment by the British Crown on the advice of Cabinet — a political appointment. While the
results to date have been largely salutary it is hardly a representative appointment. The custom in
the majority of the Communion is the election of an Archbishop by synod containing all three
levels, episcopal, clerical and lay.

% |bid., para.103, 43.
%0 Ibid., 104, 44.
%! Ibid., para. 105, 44.
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The Council of Advice does offer the Archbishop of Canterbury support; any pronouncements are
visibly backed by others. It reduces any appearance of arbitrariness. Such councils exist in, at
least, the Protestant Episcopal Church of the United States of America.*> However, the proposal
in the Report could well create a clique, an inner cabinet, a curia; human nature being what it is.

The notion of a common set of canons is, in and of itself, innocuous. However, codification leads
to the code to become the ‘game’ rather than the broad intent. As noted earlier, “the letter Kills
but the spirit gives life”. Legalities and the written word become dominant, not the spreading of
the ‘good news’ to the world. The how becomes dominant over the what — a disaster in our
multicultural environment, not only locally but globally.

With regard to the covenant, we do have the Lambeth/Chicago Quadrilateral. We also have the
notion of Mutual Responsibility and Interdependence. How much detail need be added to this.

Section D causes some concern. It seems somewhat unbalanced. While the tone is neutral, it
uses the expression “bishops who believe it is their conscientious duty to intervene in provinces,
dioceses and parishes other than their own*® while not imputing the same conscientiousness to
the ECUSA or to the Diocese of New Westminster. It does not even refer to the letter from
Bishop Griswold to Archbishop Eames wherein the background to the actions of the ECUSA is
referenced®. This is not to imply that there was not a breach of communion but that breaches are
breaches whoever commits them.

Further, the statements for reconciliation are not particularly onerous. They only call for
expressions of regret for the breach of communion: “the Episcopal Church (USA) be invited to
express its regret that the proper constraints of the bonds of affection were breached by such
authorization”, ** “that bishops who have authorised such rites [same sex blessings] in the United
States and Canada be invited to express regret that the proper constraints of the bonds of affection
were breached by such authorization”*, and “those bishops who believe it is their conscientious
duty to intervene in provinces, dioceses and parishes other than their own: to express regret for
the consequences of their actions”.*’ It is noted that the expressions of regret are not strong,
implying that what was done was not necessarily wrong, only implying that the way things were
done was a breach of communion. What proposals are there for healing of the rift? Regret seems

weak although certainly necessary.

%2 However, these Councils of Advice are elected, one clerical and one lay member each year for a term of
three years.

% Ibid., para. 155, 59.

% This document is found on the Commission web-site at
http://www.anglicancommunion.org/commission/documents/doclindex.cfm, under Supporting
Documentation, Letter from the Presiding Bishop of ECUSA to the chairman of the Lambeth Commission
(6 February 2004), Internet, accessed 4 December 2004,

% The Windsor Report, para. 134, 53.

% |bid, para. 144, 57.

¥ Ibid., para. 155, 509.
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This leads to a major criticism. While discussion of human sexuality was deliberately excluded
from the Report, particularly homosexuality, a study of this has been on the agenda of the
Communion since at least Lambeth 1978.% The ECUSA in particular has been dealing with this
issue: “For at least 35 years the Episcopal Church has been engaged in a process of discernment
about the question of homosexuality in the life of the church.”® One can hardly maintain that
this was a surprise. Further study is called for but not highlighted in the ‘official summaries’.*°
This study and review should be strongly stressed as it is the used basis for the controversy (the
roots may well be deeper). In the case of the ordination of women some 24 years elapsed from
the first incident until the Communion began to address the issue and 10 years passed
between1968 to Lambeth 1978.** Here there is a gap of 26 years from the first official notice at

Lambeth to this report. Hence the statement of unilateral action is a bit overdrawn.

There would seem to be a distinct clash between the principles of communion and the principles
of pastoral ministry, particularly in the multi-cultural environment of the Communion in the
West. This raises the question: is ‘communion’ the top priority? This has to be addressed. We
live in different cultures and yet need to minister to those both inside and outside the church
whose culture is different.

In summary, there seems to be a distinct thrust toward centralisation and codification which may
well be inimical to the proclamation of the Gospel, sapping energy away from our call as
Christians.

3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the
Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

The Church is much more than an organization and even organizations have to be very careful as
to the nature of centralization. It can lead to stasis and sterility. The proposals go some distance
along this road and with the continuing studies in the Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal
Commission from the roots of the Virginia Report. There is a danger of attempts to place more
uniformity on the Communion rather than merely attempts to strengthen unity. Thus, the future is
not at all clear. Given the nature of the current controversy and, in particular, the responses to the
ECUSA and the Diocese of New Westminster one senses conservative narrow fundamentalism
and biblical literalism, which can stifle the mission to the world. This behaviour is much more
appropriate to the chaplaincy mode than the apostolic mode. Chaplaincy is quite necessary but
the mission is apostolic.

4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in paragraph
119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft for such a
covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an appropriate development of the
existing life of the Anglican Communion?

The covenant proposal as presented in not overwhelming. The concept may well be useful but
the details and degree of prescription need considerable discussion. The new Twenty-seven
Avrticles need as much interpretation as the original Thirty-nine. As a first draft it is not bad but
contains internal inconsistencies as to interpretation, e.g. Article 4 vs. article 5; the Commitments

% |bid., Appendix 3: Supporting Documentation, 2 and 3, Lambeth resolutions., 73-4.

%9 L etter from the Presiding Bishop of ECUSA to the chairman of the Lambeth Commission. 6 February
2004; Internet; available at
http://lwww.anglicancommunion.org/ecumenical/commissioins/lambeth/documents/, accessed
10 November 2004.

“0 The Windsor Report, para. 25, 17; para. 145, 57; para. 146, 57.

! |bid., 14ff.
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and Autonomy and their exercise. In particular, the Management of Communion Issues need
much more consideration, particularly Article 27.

D. Comments on Primates’ Questions Ivan Timonin

Herewith some thoughts with regard to the "questions re: Windsor." Not having been long an
Anglican, at least formally, | don't have a truly osmotic feel for Anglicanism, writ-large; but my
intellectual view is tempered in Hooker, and | don't see much of Hooker's basic reasonableness in
the description portrayed by the Commission. So the proposals are moot. Their impact on the
Communion will inevitably be even more divisive than the present dissensions. The draft
covenant is a truly dangerous document. The remaining three questions seem merely naive.

E. Primates Four Questions Marion Saundersonl. What
in the description of the life of the Communion (A & B) can you recognize as consistent, or not, with
your understanding of the AnglicanCommunion?Since | was a child, I have seen the Anglican
Communion grow in an inclusive way, to enhance the role of the laity, to ordain woman, and to reflect the
various cultures of Canada and around the world. It does not seem to me that what is contained in Parts A
and B reflects that inclusiveness but rather seems a return to the church of the 1960's.2. In which ways do
the proposals in C and D flow appropriately from the description of the Communion’s life in A and
B?The proposals do reflect the view of the Communion and the foundations of our faith as described in A
and B. However, | do not find A and B reflect my own view of the Communion and its foundation.3.
What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the Report would
impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?l think the Report could result
in a polarization and isolation of viewpoints rather than encouraging the hearing of different perspectives
and the healing of rifts and the hurts that have come from the angry and intemperate comments by various
parties. | also see the proposals ascentralizing and moving our Church toward a model more similar to
the Roman Catholic style. There is also a certain colonial attitude that | thought we had grown beyond.4.
How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant (119)? How far do the elements
included in the possible draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an
appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?While I agree that we
should avoid conflict that would rend the world-wide Anglican Communion to pieces, | am not sure that a
formal covenant is the way to solve the situation. Though the authors argue that withdrawal from the
Covenant could not be unilateral, I do not see why not: a church could simply decide to withdraw. That
action would certainly be public butnothing could prevent it happening. | am not sure why the covenant
would be more supportive of a church dealing with a State government's demands on it than the current
more informal structures of our Communion.The draft covenant goes beyond my understanding of the
current relations of the Communion toward more formal and more structured relationships, focused on a
set of centralized bodies surrounding the Archbishop of Canterbury. How well would this centralization
sit with 44 autonomous churches? While it currently is the North American parts of the Communion
whose actions are the cause of concern, how will the churches of other parts of the Communionreact if
they are pointed out as acting in a manner not for the common good of the Communion? Would the
covenant be building a structure that would promote and not avoid the shattering of our Communion?
Though the Report's authors claim the covenant would provide a mechanism 'to allow the parties ... to
adjust relationship[s] and resolve disputes..."' (119), there is still a significant opportunity built in for
disagreements over whether a decision or action lies within a church'’s purview or is an 'essential matter of
common concern' and over the meaning of other terms used in the covenant and the Report itself.
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A Response to the Windsor Report

by
The Rev. Canon John H Heidt, D.Phil (Oxon)
on behalf of
The Bishop of Fort Worth
The Rt. Rev. Jack Leo Iker

Very shortly after his appointment as Archbishop of Canterbury, Rowan Williams
informed all the primates of the Anglican Communion of his conviction that all bishops
should uphold and proclaim whatever is believed by the vast consensus of Anglican
provinces, the sensus fidelium, and that those who do not do this “threaten our
sacramental communion.” Following the decision of ECUSA “to confirm the election of
a priest in a committed same sex relationship to the office and work of a bishop” and of
the Canadian Diocese of Wesminster “to authorize a public Rite of Blessing for those in
committed same sex relationships,” the Anglican primates, meeting at Lambeth Palace in
October 2003, declared that these decisions did indeed “jeopardize our sacramental
fellowship with each other.” They added that many provinces would likely consider
themselves out of communion with the Episcopal Church (USA), and that “this will tear
the fabric of our Communion at its deepest level.” — that “deepest level” being our *“our
sacramental fellowship. Following their meeting, and at their request, the Archbishop of
Canterbury established a Commission to examine “the legal and theological implications”
of the above actions, and specifically the “canonical understandings of communion,
impaired communion and broken communion.” The Windsor Report is the result.

In a statement following its publication, the bishop of Fort Worth pointed out that it
once again made abundantly clear that the positions taken by the Episcopal Diocese of
Fort Worth are in full accord with the practice and teaching of the worldwide Anglican
Communion. That being so, he could personally accept most of the Report’s
recommendations. Nevertheless, there seems to be a fatal flaw running throughout the
Report which in the long run may very likely make it impossible for us to walk together
as a Communion.

As far back as the Lambeth Conference of 1978 [Resolution 18: 1 and note] the
assembled bishops said: “It is a matter of urgency that we have a further theological
enquiry into and reflection on the meaning of communion in a trinitarian context for the
Anglican Communion. Such an enquiry should relate to ecumenical discussions
exploring similar issues. This, more than structures, will provide a theological framework
in which differences can be handled.” They saw the primary issues as theological,
trinitarian and ecumenical, rather than structural and juridical.

Since that time the above statements of the Archbishop of Canterbury and other
primates have made it abundantly clear that communion centers in sacramental
fellowship, communio in sacris, and in particular eucharistic communion, for this is the
greatest effective sign of the co-inherence we are all capable of sharing with the unity of
Persons in the Blessed Trinity. It is this sacramental co-inherence that is under threat by



the actions of ECUSA and Westminster. But the Windsor Report has, without
explanation, altered this understanding of Communion, and now says that it is “all about
mutual relationships,” and “expressed by community, equality, common life, sharing,
interdependence, and mutual affection and respect.” The defining character of
communion, which subsists in “visible unity, common confession of the apostolic faith,
common belief in scripture and the creeds, common baptism and shared eucharist, and a
mutually recognized common ministry” (Sections 45 and 49), is no longer sacramental
fellowship but “bonds of affection.”

This hardly seems an adequate response to the urgent Lambeth request of 1978.
There are bonds of affection between myself and my dog, but this hardly expresses the
unity of persons within the trinity. (See Section 45) And in the Windsor Report the
“trinitarian life and purposes of the one God” gain only a casual reference in Section 3.

Having lost our theological nerve as a Communion, it would seem that we have
moved from an intellectual and theological objectivity to a subjective and secular
sociology. In spite of Our Lord’s promise that the Holy Spirit shall lead us into all truth,
we have substituted affection for truth as the sufficient ground of communion. Here the
Commission follows in the footsteps of August Comte, the atheist inventor of positivist
sociology who proclaimed: “The necessity of assigning with exact truth the place
occupied by the intellect and by the heart in the organization of human nature and of
society leads to the decision that affection must be the central point of the synthesis.”
And again: “The foundation of social science bears out...that the intellect, under
Positivism accepts its proper position of subordination to the heart.” (As quoted by
Etienne Gilson in “The Unity of Philosophical Experience.”) August Comte substituted
sentimentality for metaphysics, and the Windsor Report has done much the same -
substituting sentiment for theology as the central point of its ecclesiology. Lambeth 1978
urged the Communion to provide a theological framework for communion in the context
of the trinity and ecumenical discussion rather than structures, but the Reportit has
offered us new political and juridical structures rather than adherence to a given and
objective sacramental faith as the necessary safeguard of communion.

This is surely why the Commission is so sanguine about the effect of the ordination
of women on the entire Communion. They hold up the juridical decisions of 1978 and
after, as a model of reconciliation within a diversity of theological opinion, and one rather
thinks that they hope a similar resolution will be forth come in the debate about
homosexuality. But what the Commission ignores is that the ordination of women broke
ommunion at its deepest level - at the altar, and this brokenness shows no sign of healing
even though we all remain within the same socio-political structures.

Because the Report defines communion in terms of socio-political structures rather
than orthodox faith, it is understandable that it believes that the crossing of diocesan
boundaries by other bishops threatens communion just as much as the actions of ECUSA
and New Westminster. But this is bad sociology as well as bad theology. Given the
mobility of our contemporary world, geographical boundaries are no longer relevant;
geography has become history. And belief in the absolute sovereignty of the diocesan
bishop, no matter how heretical his or her teaching may be, runs contrary to the teaching
and practice of the early church.

Finally, the socio-political understanding of communion undermines any serious
ecumenical interests, and it is no wonder that in all the Report’s discussion of



communion there is scant reference to ecumenism. We have no way of talking with
members of other ecclesial bodies about unity if we see unity as primarily juridical; we
have experimented with juridical mergers and they have all failed, because other
Christians do not necessarily want to be Anglicans no matter how much we compromise
our inheritance for their sake. But many do want to be united with us in a single
communion of faith and sacraments. And this is not just true of non-Anglican Christians.
There are many ecclesial bodies that consider themselves to be faithfully Anglican but
are not recognized as constituent members of the Anglican Communion. Most have
broken their juridical ties with their former Anglican provinces over the ordination of
women. Though they uphold our common Anglican tradition of faith and sacraments,
they are not mentioned in the Windsor Report. And one wonders if this is because their
existence gives the lie to the Commission’s insistence that the ordination of women does
not impair the communion that once existed among us.

I am thankful that the Windsor Report, following consistent Anglican tradition,
rightly upholds the primacy of scripture as the ultimate test of faith and primary source of
communion. However, the present divisions within Anglicanism do not concern the
primacy of scripture but standards for its proper interpretation. Here I find the Report
sadly deficient. Like us, the 16th century Anglican Reformers also had to inquire into the
necessary criteria or standards for maintaining communion among Christians of diverse
opinions., and for them the question had national as well as ecclesial urgency, for in the
16th and early 17th centuries virtually no-one thought it was possible to have one nation
with more than one church. Anglican divines from Jewel and Hooker onwards declared
that tradition and reason were the proper means of interpretation. But in doing so they
had only a pre-Kantian understanding of reason as the intellectual means for grasping
objective truth, rather than as the culturally formed reason of the Virginia Report. And by
tradition they were not simply appealing to cultural history but specifically, as embodied
in the Canons of 1571 and 1603, to the teaching of the ancient and catholic fathers of the
undivided church. Whereas the Windsor Report alludes to the ancient fathers as of
historical interest and value, classical Anglicanism treated them as essential standards of
scriptural interpretation. The canons of 1571 state that preachers shall “teach
nothing...save what is agreeable to the teaching of the Old and New Testament, and what
the catholic fathers and ancient bishops have collected from this selfsame doctrine.” And
they then go on to say that “whoever does otherwise, and perplexes the people with
contrary doctrine, shall be excommunicated” - a judgment stronger surely than just
“breaking bonds of affection!” Their appeal to the faith and practice of the primitive
church and ancient fathers was based on their conviction that the Holy Spirit was leading
the church into all truth and that this truth could be perceived by the consensus of the
whole church, by its consistency with the church’s original apostolic teaching, and by its
common expression in a variety of countries and cultures. In other words, the court of
appeal for such Anglican divines as Andrewes, Hammond and Thorndike was to the so-
called Vincentian Canon: that which has been believed ubique, semper, et omnibus.
Lancelot Andrewes could thus write: “Let that be reckoned Catholic which always
obtained everywhere among all, and which always and everywhere and by all was
believed.” He then goes on to say that the English church did not need “a coercive
jurisdiction” but a “moral authority” which he found in the continuity of Anglicanism
with the primitive church. [As quoted by Arthur Middleton in Fathers and Anglicans]



The Windsor Report only refers to the Vincentian Canon’s threefold standard of
interpretation tangentially and never by name (Sections 62 and 68), because throughout
the Report the Vincentian Canon like the early fathers are only treated as of historical
interest rather than upheld as objective standards of faith for judging the differences
among us.

The Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral is alone cited as objectively authoritative for all
Anglicans in that it “commits Anglicans to ‘a series of normative practices...”” (Section
51). But the Quadrilateral was never designed as a fourfold standard of normative
Anglican belief and practice but as a minimal requirement for entering into any form of
ecumenical discussion with other ecclesial bodies. It was not seen as specifically
Anglican but as normative for the entire church catholic and therefore inadequate as a
means for settling the differences among us and with fellow Christians.

The Windsor Report has offered a possible program for restoring full communion
among us by strengthening and initiating new juridical structures within the Anglican
Communion, many of which are undoubtedly long over due. | commend the Commission
on many of their suggestions. Nevertheless true communion has to be a spiritual and
moral reality based on an objective adherence to scripture and its right interpretation. In
this area the Windsor Report seems to me to be woefully inadequate. | fear that we shall
never walk together again until this Commission, or another like it, repudiates the current
drift of Anglicanism into subjective sociology and restores the objective criteria for
scriptural interpretation once upheld by Anglican divines.



Dear Colleagues in Ministy,

As you requested a couple of months ago, | have been working to facilitate several workshops
for clergy and lay people in the three Dioceses of Newfoundland and Labrador. One diocese
preferred to arrange its own process, but along with a colleague here at the College, | did lead
two workshops, one in Central Newfoundland and the other in Eastern Newfoundland and
Labrador. Around 50 people attended these two events. In these we dealt primarily with sections
A, B & C of the report, since most people were already better briefed on the final section.

My own experience of leading the discussions was very good, and found myself very
appreciative of the readability and logical flow of the arguments presented in the report. | am
impressed at the depth of theological thinking, with respect to biblical material and previous
documents of the Anglican Communion relating to the way in which we work at theological
issues in the Communion. This made the case for interdependence monitored by the “instruments
of unity” very compelling indeed. The idea of a covenant as a means of giving effect to
communion without needing to develop new structures of canon law at the international level is a
brilliant idea.

Most of the concerns expressed at the workshops centred around a fear that the office of the
Archbishop of Canterbury might become more “papal” in character, and the Report’s challenge
to an inherent assumption here in North America around local autonomy. I think the report deals
quite compellingly with the balance between autonomy and interdependence, and relating that to
the concepts of adiaphora and subsidiarity. However, | do need to note that this is an area of
concern in North America.

Personally, | rejoice greatly in the report. It named a number of the concerns | felt as | watched
events unfold in Canada. | admire the forthright way in which the report names the problems and
attempted to address them. For me it embodies a clear way forward as a Communion, and |
would welcome its adoption by the Primates at their upcoming meeting. My prayers will be with
them as they seek the leading of God’s Holy Spirit in their time together later this month.

Yours in Christ,

John

The Rev. Canon Dr. John Mellis
Provost & Vice Chancellor

Queens College Faculty of Theology
St. John's, NL CANADA
709-753-0116

709-753-1214 fax
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11 February 2005

The Most Rev. Peter Kwong Kong-kit
Bishop of Hong Kong Island

Bishop’s House

1 Lower Albert Road

HONG KONG

Dear Archbishop Peter

| write to extend my greetings to you on the eve of the Primates’ Meeting in Ireland.
By now you have probably received a book entitled The Faith Once for All Delivered:
An Australian Evangelical Response to the Windsor Report. This book was

prepared by three members of the Sydney Diocese.

At the request of our Standing Committee, they also prepared a brief response to the
Report, and | am pleased to attach a copy for your information.

Please be assured of our continuing prayers for the Primates as you embark on this
important meeting.

With best wishes.

Yours sincerely

Peter F. Jensen
Archbishop

Telephone: (02) 9265 1521 Fax: (02) 9265 1504
archbishop@sydney.anglican.asn.au www.sydney.anglican.asn.au
St Andrew's House, Sydney Square PO Box Q190, QVB Sydney NSW 1230
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THE WINDSOR REPORT: A RESPONSE FROM THE STANDING COMMITTEE OF THE SYNOD
OF THE DIOCESE OF SYDNEY

RESPONSES TO THE ‘QUESTIONS FOR CONSULTATION’

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A and B can
you recognize as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican
Communion?

The Windsor Report applies to the Anglican Communion categories and notions that
the New Testament applies to the church as such. Rhetorically, this is a powerful
move, but it is an illegitimate one, particularly given the lack of any recognition that
this is, at best, a derivative application. Such a derived application shifts the centre
away from the church to what is — when working at its best — a means of fellowship
which supports the local congregations. In shifting the centre to not just the diocese,
nor the province, but the Anglican Communion, there is a danger of ignoring the God-
given dignity of that network of personal relationships which is the local congregation.
The report is also in danger of ‘over-legalizing’ the Anglican Communion. Although
there is, from time to time, a welcome statement that the Anglican Communion has
no legal status, this is lost in the overall focus on process and the thrust towards what
amount to quasi-legal solutions, such as the proposed Anglican Covenant. The report
also shows no real awareness of the vastly differing situations that prevail —
ecclesiastical, legal and constitutional - in the various parts of the Communion. The
Anglican Communion is not an ‘entity’ as such, but an association of confederations
that are historically related to each other, and these confederations are groups of
dioceses which, in turn, are associations of congregations. Any attempt to tighten the
relations between the various ‘parties’ in a quasi-legal way, could only be at the
expense of local diocesan and congregational life. It should be resisted.

2. In which ways do the proposals in Section C and D flow appropriately from
the description of the Communion’s life in Sections A and B?

Firstly, insofar as the proposals flow from flawed assumptions, the proposals are also
likely themselves to be flawed.

Secondly, section C discusses the four ‘Instruments of Unity’ and the possibility of a
common canon law emerging as a fifth. It is pleasing to see this section, from time to
time, reminding the reader of the non-legal status of the various bodies, and their
consultative, advice-giving role. It is important that these statements should not be
overlooked. However, given the tendency for ‘advice’ to be viewed or utilized as ‘law’,
this requires constant re-iteration and any action by the various ‘instruments’ needs
to be carefully formulated so that there is no chance of the status of these actions
being misconstrued. On these premises, the wisdom of attempting to establish a
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common canon law across the Communion seems of questionable value, since there
is little possibility at all of the descriptive task resulting in future prescriptive practice.
Thirdly, the four Instruments of Unity are already well situated to perform their
designated tasks within the Communion and there needs to be no ‘strengthening’ at
all. Each of the Instruments can speak in its own way, and each can withdraw its
fellowship in its own way. There is no need for an Anglican Covenant, and this
suggestion is unlikely to succeed, given the legal manoeuvres that would be required
in the various provinces to institute it. But, more importantly, such a covenant should
be resisted as a further move towards international centralism, which has little value,
and much potential danger, for the life of the congregations of Christ’s people around
the globe.

Fourthly, the recommendations of Section D, in regard to the current ‘crisis’, suggest
that the problem is one of due process not being followed, whereas the supposed
‘due process’ thought to be the correct one (namely, the process of ‘reception’, as
exemplified in the ordination of women) is a sanitized portrait and the reality is really
much more difficult. In other words, it is not a precedent at all. Those who have taken
steps to ordain or bless practising homosexuals could also argue that they did, in
fact, follow due process, as understood by them. The real problem is not process, but
it is the breach of the apostolic faith that is involved in condoning homosexual activity
in any way.

Fifthly, this is the real issue that is glossed over by The Windsor Report. By
privileging the notion of a world-wide ‘communion’ focuses upon the structures of the
‘amorphous’ end of the Anglican Communion, rather than the congregations of
Christ’s people at the ‘concrete’ end, the recommendations fall a long way short of
what is required. If the issue was focused upon the apostolic faith and the
responsibility of churches and their bishops to continue to believe this apostolic
deposit as found in the Scriptures, and not to ‘drift away’, then the required action
becomes clearer. The present crisis has been provoked by a clear turning away from
the explicit teaching of Scripture on a matter which Scripture itself regards as a
salvation issue.

Sixthly, focusing on the apostolic faith, i.e. the real issue, offers a further critique of
Windsor’s proposals. The actions of New Westminster and ECUSA cannot be placed
on the same level as those bishops who intervened on behalf of congregations who
resisted them, due to their desire to stand for the apostolic faith. The principle of
interdependency actually requires such action, for when schismatic actions are
taken, care of the faithful remnant is imperative. Rather than calling for these bishops
to express ‘regret’, the authors of the Windsor Report should have clearly stood by
the faithful congregations, and alongside these bishops who acted properly, and it
should have commended their action to the rest of the Communion.

Seventhly, all ‘Instruments of Unity’ need to speak out against the actions of New
Westminster and ECUSA and call for, not just regret, still less regret over mere
conseqguences (not the actions), but for repentance and the reversal of the actions
taken. Until such actions are taken, given the high scriptural significance of the
presenting issue, the Instruments of Unity ought to withdraw their fellowship, by
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means of not issuing invitations to the offenders to their various meetings. If and only
when such repentance is forthcoming, there should be a willingness for fellowship to
be restored, but, once again, a fellowship that is in the apostolic faith, not merely in
order to gain some structural unity.

3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and
proposals of the Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they
were to be implemented?

If the proposals are not built on the realities of God’s way of working (as revealed in
the Scriptures), they will be seriously flawed and will therefore be seriously
damaging. Attempting to build structural unity by international centralism does not
accord with God’s view of the church as expressed in the New Testament, and so it
is bound to produce damage. There is also no historical precedent that such
increased centralism will succeed, and there is plenty of evidence from history and
the present day that such steps simply lead to persecution, and other forms of
coercion. The gospel way is persuasion, exercised locally through the ministry of
God’s word. Any denominational structures ought to support this grass-roots activity.
If there is any strength in ‘international’ statements, then this ought to be turned to
the protection of congregations who stand for the apostolic faith.

4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in
paragraph 119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible
draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an
appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?
Firstly, the assumption of the question is that the Anglican Communion needs such
‘development’ and we just want to find the appropriate form. This is misguided. What
is needed is a ‘looser’ association, not one that is tighter and more centralised on the
international structures. These, by virtue of their very nature, ought to be loose and
consultative, not presuming to speak on behalf of world Anglicans, or to legislate, or
to do anything that is considered binding in any final sense at all.

Secondly, contrary to par. 119, the case for rejecting such an Anglican Covenant is
overwhelming. Further comment has already been made in answering the questions
above. The ‘covenant’ our churches already have is the apostolic faith as delivered in
the Scriptures, explained by the Creeds, and enshrined in the Anglican Reformation
formularies. Every baptismal candidate, confirmee, ordination candidate, deacon,
priest and bishop, before God and a local congregation, in fact already solemnly
affirms these things.

Thirdly, some new quasi-legal covenant seeking to ensure structural unity is
therefore not required, but what is needed is encouragement at all levels that this
apostolic faith ought to be maintained and taught by Anglican Churches world-wide.
Churches who continue to do so, are automatically drawn to fellowship in their
common faith and may from time to time express this communion in practical ways,
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such as prayer support, money, or supply of ministry. But those congregations or
dioceses, or indeed provinces, who depart from the apostolic faith as revealed in
Scripture automatically break communion with those churches who stand by it. The
‘orthodox’ need to call for the offending churches to repent, and to undo any
schismatic actions that they have taken. Until this is done, there is no real fellowship,
and so the orthodox churches can, or should, also take the action of withdrawing
their ‘structural’ fellowship from the offenders as well.

Fourthly, if the desire is to assist local churches in their relations with the States in
which they exist (par.5), then such assistance can probably be afforded at the
present time without such a Covenant. The urgent need at the moment is to prevent
faithful congregations from losing their property at the hands of hostile bishops. If the
Archbishop of Canterbury declared immediately and publicly (and the other
Instruments of Unity in due course) that he was in communion with those
congregations who stand for the apostolic faith, then this is likely to assist them in the
eyes of the State in their desire for natural justice to hold their property.

Fifthly, the Anglican Communion, at every level, already has the ‘power’ to exercise
this kind of action and the problem is not a failure of structure, but perhaps a failure
of nerve. If this is so, then the solution is obvious.

7" February 2005
Forwarded by the Standing Committee of the Synod of the Diocese of Sydney.
 For another Australian response, see The Faith Once For All Delivered. An

Australian Evangelical Response to The Windsor Report (Camperdown, NSW:
Australian Church Record, 2005). For details: www.australianchurchrecord.net

Telephone: (02) 9265 1521 Fax: (02) 9265 1504
archbishop@sydney.anglican.asn.au www.sydney.anglican.asn.au
St Andrew's House, Sydney Square PO Box Q190, QVB Sydney NSW 1230



From: Anglican Synod Office
Sent: 04 January 2005 20:28
Subject: Response from Bishop Ronald Ferris, Algoma

| send this response as a Canadian Diocesan Bishop as a first response
to the Windsor Report.

| am fully supportive of the Windsor Report, its teachings,
observations, and recommendations.

| believe the report is moderate and insightful. | also believe its
recommendations are a minimum requirement to prevent a growing rift
within the Anglican Communion and the Anglican Church of Canada. | am
apprehensive that the General Synod seriously underestimates the rift
that has already taken place and the consequences for the shape of
Anglicanism in Canada in the future.

| found the teachings on "Autonomy in Communion" particularly applicable
to the Canadian situation. There seems to be a mood when the General
Synod meets that it has the power and the democratic freedom to decide
matters at will. The Solemn Declaration which is the very basis of our
Constitution requires that the General Synod "shall continue, in full
Communion with the Church of England throughout the world, as an
integral portion ...". The General Synod is required "to hold and

maintain the Doctrine, Sacraments, and Discipline of Christ ...".

Because we believe in a received faith and discipline, innovations

cannot happen without overwhelming consensus. That consensus does not
presently exist, and attempts to promote and implement such an

innovation without consensus will only result in further fragmentation

of the community.

A common Anglican Covenant would help Canadian Anglicans re-engage with
the existing obligation and boundaries outlined in our present
Constitution.

In short, | feel tremendously supportive of the Windsor Report, and
Anglicans must now choose whether we want to be a family of churches
with a common past and a divergent future. My hope is that we will
choose to be a Global Communion, not only with a common past but also
with a convergent future. That convergent future cannot happen without
restraint, reassessment, repentance, and redirection.

Thank you for this opportunity to contribute a response.
Sincerely in Christ,

+Ronald: Algoma

Ronald C. Ferris

Bishop of Algoma
RCF:mw



Name: Bishop Christopher Epting
Denomination: The Episcopal Church in the United States of America
Location: USA

Subject: General Comments

To: Reception Reference Committee From: Bishop Chris Epting Presiding
Bishop's Deputy for Ecumenical and Interfaith Relations Re: Response to the
Windsor Report

Questions for Consultation with the forty-four Churches of the Anglican
Communion as formulated by the Primates' Standing Committee 18 October,
2004

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A. & B can
you recognize as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican
Communion?

The biblical foundations for communion from | Corinthians and Ephesians are
central for our considerations - 'the unique source of (our) unity (is) our
common identity in Christ, and its unique purpose, the furtherance of God's
mission within the world." (Paragraph 5) Since mission is key, | missed seeing
the classic text, John 17:1-23, with its emphasis not only on mission but, as
Michael Ramsey has written, also on unity, holiness, and truth.

The Mutual Interdependence and Responsibility concept and 'Ten Principles
of Partnership' (Paragraph 8) must define the way we function together. |
believe that they do in mission, but we have not always lived up to the
implications of 'Mutuality' in decision making. (Appendix 3.5.2)

"The story of ordination of women to the priesthood and episcopate (may)
provide us with a recent example of mutual discernment and decision-making
within the Anglican Communion,' (Paragraph 12 ff.) but it is much idealized
here. Women priests and bishops to whom | have spoken are aware of a
much bumpier road and more pain on all sides than is recounted here.

It is not universally agreed that 'the same General Convention which gave
consent to (the Bishop-elect of New Hampshire's) election also decided to
allow experimentation with public Rites of Blessing for same sex
unions.'(Paragraph 27). The Convention simply acknowledged that such rites
were being used in some parts of ECUSA, but stopped short of commending
or endorsing them.

While a state of 'impaired communion’ (Paragraph 29) may have been
declared by some and is the painful reality which has existed within the
Anglican Communion at least since the ordination of women in the 1970's,
'‘broken communion' is too strong a word. Communion is a gift from God and
exists on many levels at once. We need to work on healing the impairment,
but not define ourselves as 'out of communion.' Currently, only the Archbishop
of Canterbury decides whom he will invite to the Lambeth Conference and



that is our only indicator as to who is 'in communion with the See of
Canterbury' and therefore part of the Anglican Communion.

The concept of 'theological development' (Paragraph 32 ff) is obviously key
here. It is something Anglicanism has embraced - the development of
doctrine. Now that there is an Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal
Commission it may be possible to consult more easily and broadly on such
matters. While it is true that the Episcopal Church failed to fulfill a General
Convention resolution mandate from 1991 that we engage both Anglican and
ecumenical partners in our discussion of human sexuality, no mention is
made of the three year study process, initiated by George Carey and at least
one of the sessions convened by Frank Griswold, which produced a study on
how to talk about sexuality and honor difference. It is nowhere referred to in
the Windsor Report.

| was surprised at the emphasis on 'adiaphora’ in Paragraphs 36 and 37 (and
later in paragraphs 87-88 and 90-95). While familiar with that term from
Lutheran dialogues, it is not a term of long standing use in Anglicanism. Why
not use rather Richard Hooker's notion of 'things accessory to salvation.’ Or,
are there classic, or even recent, Anglican statements of which | am unaware
which place such an emphasis on this term?

Finally, in Section A, we need to be careful when we say that 'the Anglican
Communion has always declared that its supreme authority is scripture'
(Paragraph 42) without adding the other two legs of the Hookerian stool -
tradition and reason. Yes, scripture has a pre-eminence, but it grows out of
the tradition and must be interpreted using our God-given reason. We are
helpfully referred here to Paragraphs 53-62 which provide a much richer and
more nuanced view of the authority of scripture in Anglicanism.

Section B may be one of the strongest sections in the entire Report, in my
opinion. The section on 'the communion we share' is excellent and certainly
reflects our understanding of the Communion - bonds of affection, mutual
relationships, etc. While appreciating the line from IATDC's Communion
Study, "The Lambeth Quadrilateral commits Anglicans to a series of normative
practices: scripture is read, tradition is received, sacramental worship is
practiced, and the historic character of apostolic leadership is retained,’ |
would have preferred the last word to be stronger, and the designation
‘historic episcopate' used rather than the rather wooly phrase ‘historic
character of apostolic leadership' (which many churches would claim).

The paragraphs on the episcopate (63 ff.) are largely consistent with ECUSA's
understanding. We certainly hold that 'Bishops represent the universal Church
to the local and vice versa' but most of us would be troubled by the footnote
attributed to Michael Nazir-Ali which goes on to say that '‘Bishops represent
Christ to the people, but also bring the people and their prayers to God.
Finally they often represent God and his Church in the world at large.' Surely,
that is the task of the entire Body of Christ - lay persons, bishops, priests, and
deacons! See the Catechism in the Episcopal Church's 1979 Book of
Common Prayer (pages 855-856) where all four kinds of ministers, each in



their own way, 'represent Christ and his Church.’

Robert Runcie's quote in Paragraph 66 fairly sums up where we are today.
Indeed, it has proven prophetic. There is a helpful clarification later on that the
term ‘reception’ is really only appropriately applied to matters on which the
Church has not finally made up its mind. However, | would question the
sentence in Paragraph 69 which states that 'lt cannot be applied in the case of
actions which are explicitly against the teaching of the Anglican Communion
as a whole and/or of individual provinces.' What about the ordination of
women?

The section on autonomy is also a nice teaching piece summed up by this
sentence in paragraph 75, 'Autonomy, therefore, is not the same thing as
sovereignty or independence; it more closely resembles the orthodox polity of
‘autocephaly’, which denotes autonomy in communion.' This is the steep
learning curve for contemporary Anglicanism and much appreciated! Finally,
the long section on 'adiaphora’ (Paragraphs 87 ff), while helpful overall,
sounds more Lutheran than Anglican.

2. In which ways do the proposals in Section C & D flow appropriately from
the description of the Community's life in Sections A. & B?

One overall concern here for many of us is the weight given to The Virginia
Report and to the 'Instruments of Unity' as a kind of fait accompli rather than
works in progress. The former while 'presented to the Lambeth Conference'
was never actually taken very seriously or discussed in any depth there. The
latter did not even exist on the level they seem to today until The Virginia
Report named them as such. They hardly have the status of, say, the
Lambeth Quadrilateral but seem almost to rise to that level in The Windsor
Report. And how did 'Instruments of Communion' become 'Instruments of
Unity'?

It is encouraging to read in Paragraph 105 that 'We do not favour the
accumulation of formal power by the Instruments of Unity, or the
establishment of any kind of central 'curia’ for the Communion.' However, one
could be forgiven for making that assumption in the paragraphs that follow! In
short, the accumulation of power by an Archbishop (a white male bishop),
Primates (all male bishops), the Lambeth Conference (all bishops), and the
Anglican Consultative Council (where at least a number are female and lay)
does not adequately reflect at the American Anglicanism'’s desire for synodical
government made up of all the ministers of the Church - lay persons, bishops,
priests, and deacons! Presumably, the 'Council of Advice' for the Archbishop
referred to in Paragraphs 111-112 could more adequately reflect such a
balance, reflective of the Communion's real make-up.

Finally, the section on Canon Law and Covenant (Paragraphs 113 ff.) needs
an enormous amount of work. We have always said that we are not a
‘confessional Church' like Lutheranism or the Reformed traditions. This looks
suspiciously like such a 'confession." We should certainly have a discussion
about this across the Communion, but it is good to know that the ‘draft



covenant' in Appendix Two was not even seriously looked at by the Lambeth
Commission, but is only intended as an example of something which might
develop over time.

3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and
proposals of the Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they
were to be implemented?

Obviously, | have begun to hint at my response to this question already. |
agree that there is a need for some more centralization of authority in the
Communion along the lines hinted at in the Virginia Report. After all, we do
not just 'all get along' in diocesan or national church life. We are governed by
canon law as well as by 'bonds of mutual affection." Now that we are a
worldwide Communion (albeit one under great strain), we may well need
global structures to help us function together. Ecumenically, our partners
would appreciate knowing who does finally speak for Anglicanism on the
world stage.

However, | am very troubled by the monarchial view of the episcopate and the
power (as well as authority) which is proposed to be vested in the Archbishop
of Canterbury (even with a new 'Council of Advice'), the Primates, or even the
Lambeth Conference. If any one of the 'Instruments of Communion' is to be
reformed and vested with more authority, it might be the Anglican
Consultative Council. At least this body is made up of representatives of the
whole people of God - lay persons, bishops, priests and deacons. Even
better, perhaps the Lambeth Conference itself needs to take the form of an
Anglican Synod, or Congress, made up of two Houses - bishops and
clergy/laity - and some clarification made as to the various categories of
resolutions as suggested in Appendix One, section 4.

4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in
paragraph 19 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible
draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an
appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?

As indicated above, | am suspicious of any Covenant which would appear to
make us a 'confessional Church' like the Lutherans or those churches of the
Reformed Tradition. So, the development of a Covenant will need to be done
carefully and with all parts of the Communion represented. The process of
adopting a ‘communion law' in our various canons, binding us to the
Covenant, may be more difficult than the Lambeth Commission imagined, but
it could be a step toward a constitutionally-governed Anglican Communion
and is worth serious study by all the Provinces. --------=--=====mmmmmmmmmm oo

[Recognizing that this Covenant is only a draft, specific concerns for me are:

Article 9: 'Each church shall act in a manner compatible both with its
belonging to the One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic Church, and with its
membership in the Anglican Communion.' Who determines what is



‘compatible'?

Article 10: 'moral values and vision of humanity received by and developed in
the fellowship of member churches' - how are they 'received by and
developed in' such a fellowship?

‘primarily through its bishops, ensure that biblical texts are handled
respectfully and coherently' - another example of a monarchial episcopate.
What about biblical scholars and theologians? What about the whole people
of God?

Article 13: "No minister, especially a bishop, shall 'act without due regard to or
jeopardize the unity of the Communion' - much too broadly worded. What
does this really entail?

Article 16: 'Each church shall 'in essential matters of common concern to the
Communion place the interests and needs of the community of member
churches before its own' - Who determines what matters are ‘essential'?

Article 17: "Ecumenical Commitments' - This article flies in the face of current
ecumenical strategy which allows the various Provinces to enter into
ecumenical agreements appropriate to their own context. The stipulation that
'before a member church enters any agreement with a non-member church,
that church shall consult the appropriate Instrument of Unity' is, again, much
too broadly worded. Provinces enter into many and varied kinds of
ecumenical agreements all the time. It would be unwieldy and unnecessary,
every time to have to consult globally. At the most, perhaps we could say that
'before a member church enters into any full communion agreement that
church shall take counsel with the Inter Anglican Standing Commission on
Ecumenical Relations.' For what would the ‘appropriate Instrument of Unity' be
in such cases?

In addition, it will be important to parse the word 'consult.’ Does this mean
consultation which may yet result in disagreement or consultation which must
lead to agreement before consultation can be said to have occurred?

Article 20: 'What touches all should be approved by all." What would such
things be? What does 'approval' mean?

Article 23: 'Communion Issues of Common Concern' - This is a very
problematic section. It needs much further work]

All that having been said, as the Presiding Bishop's Deputy on Ecumenical
and Interfaith Relations, | agree with the Inter Anglican Standing Commission
on Ecumenical Relations' response to the Windsor Report which states that it
'Is a rich resource for ecumenical endeavors, offering mature consideration of
Anglican self-understanding, grounded in Scripture, which invites partners to



engage with the fundamental issues that it addresses - Not following this
course is likely to complicate and further impair relations.’

| believe that following this course could go a long way toward restoring the
Episcopal Church and the Anglican Communion to the classic positions of
respect we have enjoyed from ecumenical partners and, indeed, allow
Anglicanism to make its proper and very valuable contribution, not only to the
ecumenical movement, but even to addressing the controversial issues of
authority and human sexuality which are among the presenting issues behind
the Windsor Report.

C. Christopher Epting, Bishop Deputy for Ecumenical and Interfaith Relations
The Episcopal Church, USA



RESPONSE BY THE DIOCESE OF BRISBANE
TO THE WINDSOR REPORT

AGREED TO BY THE ARCHBISHOP-IN-COUNCIL
16 DECEMBER 2004

This response to the Windsor Report takes as its structure an addressing of questions formulated by the Primates’
Standing Committee on 18 October 2004.

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A & B can you recognise as consistent,
or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?

1.1 The Report emphasises that the unity of the church, the communion of its members
with one another, and the radical holiness to which all Christ’s people are called, are rooted in
the trinitarian life and purposes of the one God, and are to serve and signify God’s mission to
the world. Communion with God and communion with one another in Christ are both gift and
divine expectation. (Paragraphs 3-5) This is very much in keeping with our understanding of
the Anglican Communion.

1.2 We would have welcomed a greater exposition of the raison d’étre of the Anglican
Communion within the one, holy, catholic and apostolic church. That is to say, we wish some
answer to the question ‘What do Anglicans believe to be the purpose, under God, of the
Anglican Communion?’.

1.3 Paragraphs 48 and 49 rightly point out that communion is a relationship between
churches (ecclesial communion) as well as between individual Christians (personal
communion); communion is all about “mutual relationships’. We suggest that this is the core of
how our Communion works.

1.4 There are limitations in comparisons between the Trinity and the church. The elements
that make up the Anglican Communion are not of the same mind in the way the Persons of the
Godhead are. It might be that the genius of the Anglican Communion will prove to be the
management of disunity and not just the management of diversity within the one Communion.

15 The Report addresses the emergence of divisions within the Anglican Communion.
There has been a lessening of trust among us. Since the matters which have occasioned this go
in some ways to the heart of the unity of the Communion, it is understandable that there is a
strong emphasis in the Report on our unity as Anglicans. That is not to say that diversity is
overlooked: it is rightly held to be enshrined in the autonomy of the individual provinces.
(Paragraph 72) A key idea identified is autonomy-in-communion, that is, freedom held within
interdependence. Autonomy and communion are interdependent and are directed to the same
goal, the mission of the church. (Paragraphs 76, 84) For all this, there can be a suspicion that
the Report privileges unity above diversity. If so, it would be good to give a rationale for this
desire for unity. It could be asked whether the Anglican Communion might legitimately commit
itself to being a loose confederation of provinces, and not adopt a process leading to greater
unity and perhaps even a centralising of authority.

1.6 A question arises whether it is necessary to consider not just diversity but also
difference among Anglicans. (This latter notion takes account of committed viewpoints which
arise from varying social and personal contexts, and indeed from differing interpretations of
scripture, and which do not just coexist but clash.) Clearly there are differences among
Anglicans on issues that some now claim to be central. It becomes debatable whether we can
continue in the communion we have shared, much less realistically seek to deepen and enhance
it. Speaking in terms of rich diversity may serve to mask actual instances of disunity.

1.7 Of note is the interplay of ‘adiaphora’ (things which do not make a difference) and
‘subsidiarity’ (the principle that matters in the church should be decided as close to the local
level as possible). It is when something is clearly central that wide consultation is required.
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(Paragraphs 87, 94) Still, we need to explore who or what determines what is central and what
is to be placed among the ‘adiaphora’.

1.8 The discussion of the bonds of communion (Paragraphs 52-70) is very helpful. The
understanding of “the authority of scripture” as shorthand for the notion of “the authority of the
triune God, exercised through scripture” (Paragraph 54) helps identify the place of scripture
within Anglicanism. Scripture is rightly seen as ‘part of the means by which God directs the
Church in its mission, energises it for that task, and shapes and unites it so that it may be both
equipped for this work and itself part of the message’. (Paragraph 55) It is worth noting,
though, that at the core of the crisis which led to this Report was a failure to agree on the
interpretation of scripture.

1.9 The church is called to be obedient to God. At times this may upset the status quo. It
cannot be assumed that the majority opinion is always right. Too great an emphasis on unity
and agreement among Anglicans may lead to a stifling of the leading of the Spirit, and a
resistance to change, even worthwhile or necessary change, within the church. The Report does
not adequately address the prophetic role of the church, which from time to time has been a
characteristic of the Anglican Communion.

1.10 In the discussion of Recent mutual discernment within the Communion (Paragraphs
12-21), the story of ordination of women to the priesthood and episcopate is presented as a
recent example of mutual discernment and decision-making within the Communion. It is
important to remember, though, that the first ordinations of women were seen by some as a
huge threat to the unity of the church and were condemned. Some of the rhetoric used in the
debates on homosexuality provides a painful reminder of the rhetoric in those earlier debates.
There is still not Communion-wide agreement on the ordination of women, and there is little
prospect of agreement on issues of sexuality that have arisen. Still, the Communion does seem
to have within it forces which keep it together in spite of its great diversity.

.In which ways do the proposals in Section C & D flow appropriately from the description of the
Communion's life in Sections A & B?

2.1 The proposals found in Sections C & D are not deductions that follow of necessity
from Sections A & B. Still, in plotting a way ahead, they are respectful of Anglican tradition
and of contemporary Anglican theological perspectives, and are consonant with the earlier
Sections.

2.2 If it is true that Sections A & B emphasise the unity of the Communion, then C & D
follow logically from them. There is discernible a tendency towards a stronger central authority,
bolstered by an attempt to discern a commonality in the canon law around the Communion, and
by the proposed Anglican Covenant.

2.3 There is value in the discussion of the Instruments of Unity. (Paragraphs 97-112) It
could be pertinent in addition to explore liturgy as an expression of unity and a means to it.

2.4 The Foreword to the Report by Archbishop Eames notes the need for realistic and
visionary ways to meet the levels of disagreement at present and to reach consensus on
structures for encouraging greater understanding and communion. In keeping with this, the
Report revisits the question of authority of the Instruments of Unity (the Archbishop of
Canterbury; the Lambeth Conference; the Anglican Consultative Council; and the Primates’
Meeting) and makes recommendations concerning them. Dispersed authority is seen to have
great strength, but also inherent weakness. (Paragraph 97) With regard to the Archbishop of
Canterbury, the Communion is held to look to this office as the significant focus of unity,
mission and teaching, to articulate the mind of the Communion especially in areas of
controversy. So the holder of this office should be able to speak directly to any provincial
situation on behalf of the Communion where this is deemed advisable. Such action is not to be
viewed as outside interference in the exercise of autonomy by any province. (Para 109) The
proposed Council of Advice to the Archbishop of Canterbury would enhance the foundations of
any authority on which the Archbishop might feel truly enabled to act. (Para 111)
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2.5 The approach adopted in the Report does not involve a claim on the part of the
Archbishop of Canterbury to jurisdiction in other dioceses of the Anglican Communion. It is
more in keeping with Eastern Orthodox than Roman Catholic views of authority in the church.
(Compare Paragraph 42 and the reference to ‘autocephaly’ in Paragraph 75) Still, it represents a
significant development in the role of the Archbishop within the Communion. Perhaps in time
such proposals, if adopted, will prove to have been a step towards a greater centralisation in the
Anglican Communion. For now, though, it comes across as an attempt to strengthen what unites
us as a Communion, without surrendering the very real diversity and autonomy which
characterise us.

2.6 Certain aspects of the development of the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury in the
direction envisaged do cause concern to some, nevertheless. The implied sanction relating to
invitations to the Lambeth Conference and the Primates’ Meetings (Paragraphs 110, 157) could
prove to be a burden that the Archbishop ought not to be required to bear. Clarity is also needed
concerning the Council of Advice: its powers, how it might be made representative of different
sections of the church, and how it would be chosen. One issue we wish to be addressed is the
adaptation of what the Communion has learned about synodical government in what might
prove to be the more centralised structure through the enhancement of the See of Canterbury.
That is to say, the place of representative clergy and laity along with a representative episcopate
needs to be affirmed and organised, with more of a role than is presently given to the Anglican
Consultative Council.

2.7 A strength of the recommendations is that they look to making explicit what makes us
a Communion: the nature of the loyalty and bonds of affection which govern the relationships
between the churches of the Communion. (Paragraph 118) This has to do with the
recommendation that the churches of the Communion adopt a common Anglican Covenant. We
suggest that such a Covenant might involve a statement of the purpose of the Communion,
together with the associated beliefs and behavioural expectations of its members.

2.8 Paragraph 124 is important in its affirmation that bishops are consecrated into an order
of ministry in the worldwide church of God. In keeping with this, Paragraph 131 draws
attention to the acceptability of candidates for Episcopal appointment to other provinces in the
Communion.

2.9 The call for expressions of regret in Paragraphs 134, 144 and 155 is appropriate. These
are invited from the Episcopal Church (USA) for the election and consecration of a bishop for
the See of New Hampshire; from bishops who have authorised public Rites of Blessing of same
sex unions in the United States and Canada; and from bishops who have intervened in
provinces, dioceses and parishes other than their own. It concerns us that more is explicitly
asked of bishops in the first two groups than of those in the third. Only the former have been
invited to consider in all conscience whether they should withdraw themselves from
representative functions in the Anglican Communion. In our estimation there is breach of
communion in the actions of the third group no less than in those of the first two. Nonetheless,
the call to seek ways of reconciliation in Paragraph 156 rightly encompasses all three, and a
symbolic Act of Reconciliation is envisaged which could mark a new beginning for the
Communion.

What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the Report would
impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

3.2

3.1 The recommendations and proposals show respect for autonomy and diversity in the
Communion. While doing so, they seek to convince the Communion to move in the direction of
greater interdependence and accountability. The proposal for an Anglican Covenant and
suggestions regarding canon law illustrate this.

There is much to welcome in what the Report puts forward.



e A number of us affirm the role envisaged for the office of the Archbishop of Canterbury,
together with the Council of Advice to the Archbishop, as being for the good of the
Communion. The workings of the Instruments of Unity should benefit from the
recommendations.

e In making provision for care of dissenting groups, the Report is not in favour of parallel
jurisdiction. (Paragraph 154) What is commended is a conditional and temporary provision
of delegated pastoral oversight for dissenting groups, with a mutually agreed commitment
to effecting reconciliation. (Para 151) In both respects, this is for the good of the
Communion.

e The Anglican Communion is not seen as static. Development and change are allowed for.
Ways are sought to introduce newness without disrupting unity and communion.

3.3 Still, there are criticisms of certain recommendations.

e We could well come to have a more centralised framework within which to live. The
structure of this framework, and the way it is set up and managed, have yet to be explored
and explained.

e  Strengthening central authority via the Instruments of Unity has the potential to divert the
Anglican Communion from an exploration of its raison d’étre.

e Itis still not clear who will determine what issues demand Communion-wide consultation,
and when such consultation might be deemed to have been carried out sufficiently. This is
pertinent to the discussion of subsidiarity and ‘adiaphora’.

How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in paragraph 119 of the
Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of
the Report represent an appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?

4.1 The arguments put forward for the adoption of an Anglican Covenant in Paragraph
119 indicate that such a Covenant could represent an appropriate development of the existing
life of the Communion, and might well benefit the Communion. Paragraph 120 indicates that
the paramount model must remain that of the voluntary association of churches bound together
in their love of the Lord of the church, in their discipleship and common inheritance. It then
goes on to look to ways in which the Anglican Consultative Council might encourage full
participation in the Covenant project by each church. Even if the development of the existing
life of the Communion envisaged in these Paragraphs is finally not accepted worldwide, a
Covenant which set out to describe the existing life of the Communion (in keeping with what is
outlined in Paragraph 120) might be worthwhile and gain wide acceptance.

4.2 We are convinced that the Anglican Church of Australia should provide
representatives to help edit the draft Covenant. Some believe that what emerges from that
editing process might be more descriptive than prescriptive. In epitomising what is best in the
Anglican Communion's understanding of itself, the Covenant could provide a standard by
which we test ourselves in living in communion. That applies not just to national churches, but
to individual dioceses, parishes, agencies etc. Provided what emerges from the worldwide
consultative process is then approved by the relevant synods, the brief ‘communion law’ could
be passed to authorise the Primate of the Anglican Church of Australia to sign the Covenant on
our behalf. A further consideration is allowing for the Covenant to evolve as the Communion
itself changes. (The final point in Paragraph 119 is a useful beginning in this regard, but more
explicit attention to how the Covenant might be altered over time could be useful.)

4.3 Adoption of the draft Covenant (perhaps in a modified form) could add a unifying

impetus to the Communion, as Paragraph 119 envisages. It is worth noting that if the trust
spoken of (Article 21 of the draft) is in evidence throughout the Communion, the Covenant may
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well be beneficial. If it is lacking, restoration of it by means of the Covenant would be difficult,
to say the least.

4.4 There is wide recognition of the value of certain of the Articles in the draft Covenant.
Among elements we wish to commend are the following:

e The spelling out of elements of our common understanding. (Article 4)

e Each church shall recognise the canonical validity of orders duly conferred in every
member church. (Article 12)

e Each minister, especially a bishop, shall be a visible sign of unity and shall maintain
communion within each church and between it, the See of Canterbury and all other
Communion churches. (Article 13)

e The exercise of autonomy in communion through explanation, dialogue, consultation,
discernment and agreement. (Article 21)

e Respect and maintenance of the autonomy of all churches, with a rejection of intervention
in the internal affairs of another member church without its consent. (Article 22)

4.5 Elements that we suggest need more work are:

e Atrticle 6 brings out well that communion is a gift of God, who is a communion of three
Persons. We suggest, though, that faith in God as Triune be expressed in Part I: Common
Identity. This would be in keeping with Article 1 of the Articles of Religion and with
Paragraph 1.11 of the Virginia Report. There is a case for considering faith in the one God
as Father, Son and Spirit to be central to our common Anglican identity.

e Given our obvious differences on certain moral values, what is said about such values in
Avrticle 10 might need spelling out somewhat.

e ‘What touches all should be approved by all’. (Article 20) Is this in fact a recipe for
masterly inactivity on any contentious issue?

e Despite what is said in Paragraphs 72-86 of the Report, individual provinces may actually
be not only autonomous, but in many ways sovereign. It is doubtful that the draft Covenant
takes this into account, and so it may not have the effects looked for in Paragraph 119. In
order to advance the Covenant proposal to the greatest extent possible in provinces that
espouse a high level of sovereignty, the Covenant might be promoted in such provinces as
a Model Covenant, similar to the concept of model legislation for adaptation by various
jurisdictions.

Conclusion

The Windsor Report builds on the Report of the Archbishop of Canterbury’s Commission on Communion and
Women in the Episcopate (Eames Report, 1989) and the Virginia Report (1997). There is a fairly clear direction
in ways Anglican ecclesiology has developed in recent times. This most recent Report puts forward theologically-
grounded practical responses to matters which are currently affecting, and even dividing, the Anglican
Communion.

It seems unlikely that the Anglican Communion will simply continue as it has in the past. The conclusion to the
Report makes it clear that Anglicans may choose not to walk together. Development in one direction or another
appears likely. Some posit that a way ahead is to let the Communion become a loose confederation of provinces,
holding together despite disunity. The way ahead suggested by the Report includes a strengthening of the role of
the Instruments of Unity, and particularly that of the Archbishop of Canterbury. Various measures, including the
‘communion law’ and the Anglican Covenant, highlight our mutual accountability as provinces. One of the
strengths of the Report is the place it gives to the church's sharing in God's mission to this world. Perhaps the
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emphasis placed on the need for consultation and agreement should be tempered by heightened consideration of
the prophetic role of the church.

If the desire to hold together is strong enough, then the recommendations put forward in this Report may enable
us to continue in communion as Anglicans, and perhaps develop and strengthen that communion. There are many
of us who are prepared to move in the direction indicated after there has been widespread discussion and
amendment of the Report’s recommendations and proposals.



A Response from the Diocese of Bendigo
to the
WINDSOR REPORT

January 2005

Introduction:

Copies of the Windsor Report were distributed to all Members of Diocesan Council along with the
document outlining the four fundamental questions. All clergy and parishes across the Diocese were
told how to access the Report from the Anglican Communion website.

On the feast of Epiphany a small representative group met at Charlton to finalise a brief Diocesan
Response.

The Response is in the form of responding to the four fundamental questions.

Question 1:

What in the description of the life of the communion in Sections A and B can you
recognise as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican
Communion?

The Diocese of Bendigo as part of the Anglican Church of Australia and the Anglican Communion
over the years has valued its Anglican Heritage and Anglican ecclesiology.

It is a diocese which would identify completely with the statement Section B paragraph 70 of the report
in which it states:
The Anglican Communion is thus bound together in a variety of ways, with scripture
as the constant factor, the historic episcopate, the instruments of Unity and the
synodical life of the Church as the practical means of living together under scripture,
and with discernment and reception as the modes on which the communion operates
in relation to new proposals and the emergence of differences.

This diocese strongly affirms Sections A and B of the Report which highlights:

e  The Principles of Partnership
e  The Six Underlying features of our Common Life, and
e The Bonds of Communion

This Diocese welcomes the helpful contribution the Report makes on the issue of the authority of
Scripture. It states categorically that the Bible has always been at the centre of Anglican belief and life.
Particularly we endorse the following comments:
The place of Christian leaders — chiefly within the Anglican tradition, of bishops — as
teachers of scripture can hardly be over-emphasised. The ‘authority’ of bishops
cannot reside solely or primarily in legal structures, but, as in Acts 6.4, in their
ministry of “prayer and the word of God™.
(para 58)

We affirm also that
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the purpose of scripture is not simply to supply true information, nor just to prescribe
matters of belief and conduct, nor merely to act as a court of appeal, but to be part of
the dynamic life of spirit.

(para 55)

This diocese would also affirm the view of the Report that no church has the authority or autonomy to
act unilaterally on any significant matter of faith or order. This diocese would strongly endorse Section
B paragraph 80, which states:

In our view, therefore, ‘autonomy’ thus denotes not unlimited freedom but what we
might call freedom-in-relation, so it is subject to limits generated by the commitments
of communion. Consequently, the very nature of autonomy itself obliges each church
to have regard to the common good of the global Anglican community and the
church.

Question 2:

In which ways do the proposals in Sections C and D flow appropriately from the
description of the communion’s life in Sections A and B?

This diocese is of the opinion that the proposals set out in Sections C and D are quite consistent with
the description of the Communion’s life as described in Section A and B.

The diocese believes that if the underlying principles of the Anglican Communion and its good order
are to meet our mission and future:

@ the Instruments of Unity:
The Archbishop of Canterbury
The Lambeth Conference
The Anglican Consultative Council
The Primates’ Meeting
must be recognised and affirmed by the various Provinces of the Communion.

(b) the Diocese - in the spirit of the Report which notes the call of Lambeth
Conferences in 1988 and 1998 for the Primates’ Meeting to have ‘enhanced
responsibility — would also recommend that the Primates’ Meeting and the
Anglican Consultative Council be merged or brought into a more intentional
inter-relationship.

(© that the proposed Anglican Covenant is a step in the right direction which in the words of the
Report:

would make explicit and forceful the loyalty and the bonds of affection
which govern the relationship between the churches of the Communion
(para 118)

A concern in relation to the Covenant is the Report’s suggestion that the ownership of it will
require a long-term process. While there must be a process for consultation and ownership we
believe that a timetable for its adoption needs to be drawn up and implemented.

(d) that the recommendation in relation to a Council of Advice for the Archbishop
be acted upon and for a
small group of advisors being brought together to fulfil this specific
role, drawing on the primates’ specific expertise understood to be
required.
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(para 112)

(e) the Diocese accepts the General findings and recommendations contained in
Section D; particularly those outlined in paragraphs 134 and 143 of the Report
recommending that:

e the Episcopal Church (USA) express its regret that the “bonds of
affection” were broken by events in the diocese of New Hampshire,
and

e the Episcopal Church (USA) restrain from consecration to the episcopate any
candidate living in a same sex union.

e proceeding unilaterally with authorisation of Rites of Blessing for same sex unions at
this time contradicts the Instruments of Unity.

Question 3:

What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of
the Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be
implemented?

If the recommendations and proposals of the Report were implemented, we believe they would have
some impact, particularly if all 42 churches of the Anglican Communion:

€)] signed the Covenant
(b) agreed to the:
e Ten Principles of Partnership
e Six underlying features of our common life
e Bonds of Communion, and
e Instruments of Unity

Each Province should be asked to reaffirm their commitment to this basic Anglican understanding of
our Communion.

If this were to happen hopefully we would be a Communion that:

e is able to maintain our unity and accept diversity as long as it does not threaten unity
e understands that different churches within the Communion are facing different challenges and
cultural contexts. This requires ongoing conversation, engagement and listening.

This diocese endorses the words of the Archbishop of Canterbury, The Most Revd Dr Rowan Williams,
in his Advent pastoral Letter where writes:

... But staying together as a Communion is bound to be costly for all of us. To be in the
Church at all obliges us to try and discern the difficult balance between independence and
responsibility to each other, and to face the dangers of causing others to stumble (Mark 9.42,
Rom.41). How can we be true to our consciences, yet aware that the Church as the whole
Body needs to reflect and decide — not just ourselves and our friends? The only thing that will
ultimately keep us together is recognition in each other of the same love and longing for the
same Lord and his appearing.

How do we do that? Not primarily through public words and statements. We know each
other’s hearts as believers only when we share each other’s prayer. In the months ahead,
please do not forget this. Be aware of others praying with you across the world. Take the
opportunities that may arise of sharing directly in prayer wherever you can. Let us use
various links of Communion for this good purpose. Do not forget the good things we have
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shared as a Communion. Do not think that repentance is always something others are called,
but acknowledge the failing we all share, sinful and struggling disciples as we are.

The concern we have with the recommendations and proposals is do they go far enough? Dr. Robin
Eames Chairman of the Lambeth Commission, which prepared the Windsor Report, said at its launch
in London in October:

I hope the Communion sees that what we were able to do together was an example of the
Communion at work. In all honesty, | dare to suggest this is one of the Communion’s last
opportunities. If it’s not grasped | really do not know where we are going. The report, of itself,
is not going to prevent disintegration, but it could help if people are prepared to take this
opportunity

(Church Times, 22 October 2004)

The Diocese would share the same concern as Dr. Eames given the recent behaviour of certain
Churches in the Communion. We welcome the Council of Advice for the Archbishop of Canterbury
and note the Report’s comments

that the historic position of the Archbishop of Canterbury must not be regarded as a
figurehead, but as the focus of both unity and mission within the Communion.
(Para 109)

However, will this give the Archbishop the level of authority necessary to address the pressing issues
our Communion faces? Although the Report focuses on the issues of the Consecration of Bishops in
same sex unions and the Blessing of same sex unions what about issues of the abuse of Episcopal
power eg. The Archbishop of Harare who is causing untold damage to the Communion, and the
Communion’s inability to address corruption and the abuse of power.

In Summary, we believe the Report points the Communion in the right direction, but an enormous
amount of goodwill and trust will be required if we are to sail in the right direction.

Question 4:

How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in
paragraph 119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible
draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an
appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?

The arguments as set out for an Anglican Covenant in paragraph 119 of the Report are theologically
strong, but in terms of delivering an outcome there is a lack of essential governance and management
structures. The arguments for the Covenant are very persuasive, but an analysis of the detail of the
Covenant as set out in Appendix Two shows, we believe, a very weak structure for addressing
contentious issues. As stated earlier, there are more contentious issues that threaten the Communion
and the structure as outlined is not strong enough to deliver decisive action in a limited period of time.
The present tensions in the Communion have revealed that time is of the essence in addressing
contentious issues and the Covenant’s process as outlined in Article 26 looks cumbersome.

The Communion needs a more decisive process and the way to achieve this may be to enhance the
authority of the Primate’s Meeting to intervene and act where issues threaten the unity and goodwill of
the Communion.

The elements of the Covenant depend enormously upon goodwill, trust, conversation, and sharing. At
times history has shown this does not work and as a Communion we must develop a means to address
these situations while still being consistent with the elements of Anglican ecclesiology and unity.

It is the view of this Diocese that for the past forty years the communion has struggled as to its
international identity and unity. Up until the 1960s, it was the Book of Common Prayer that largely
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united the Communion, but since that time, in an increasingly complex and global world the
Communion has not found a way forward. Our concern with the Covenant is whether in the long term
it will act as a way forward or be ignored as various churches in the Communion act unilaterally. At
best the Covenant gives us hope. At worst it will fail to address the issues and will be considered
irrelevant.

These are issues that must be addressed.

Bishop Andrew W Curnow

January 2005
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Response of the Diocese of Saskatchewan to the Windsor Report

This response to four questions posed by the Standing Committee of the Primates of the Anglican
Communion was commissioned by Bishop Burton at the request of the Primate of Canada, the Most Rev.
Andrew Hutchison. It is a synthesis by the Rev. Dr. David Smith of submissions from clergy and laity in the
Diocese of Saskatchewan.

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A & B can you recognize as
consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?

The report’s description of the fundamental character of the church, drawing on Ephesians and 1 and 2
Corinthians, portraying the church as “the practical embodiment and fruit of the gospel”, is one we
enthusiastically endorse. We agree that the “redeemed unity which is God’s will for the whole creation is
to be lived out within the life of the church.” Within the Anglican Communion we agree that this means
“mutual interdependence and responsibility”, as the Anglican Congress of 1963 put it. In its external
relations, Anglicans are also linked to the Orthodox and Catholic churches, as is pointed out in section 28
and, we would add, to the Evangelical Protestant churches. Mutual interdependence and responsibility
extends in some degree to these as well. We agree that “What is done in one place can and does affect all”.
Within our diocese those who have had contact with global south churches first-hand have experienced
how directly some of the decisions that have been made in our part of the Anglican church have affected
those across the planet. So this part of the report is on the whole consistent with our understanding of the
Anglican Communion.

The section entitled “lliness: The surface symptoms” gives a clear presentation of the difficulties that the
communion has encountered over the issue of the understanding of homosexuality and homosexual practice
within the church. These are centered on (a) the action of the Diocese of New Westminster in providing
liturgies for blessing same-sex unions; (b) the action of the Episcopal Church in the United States in
consecrating a man living in a sexual relationship with another man; as well as (c) the reaction of other
bishops to those moves in providing Episcopal oversight to parishes who believe they could no longer
remain under the oversight of their own bishops. In the section entitled “lliness: The deeper symptoms”,
there is a clear account of the specific factors in the divisions that have arisen, having to do with theology
and process, understanding and relationship. We do not think it is constructive or accurate to describe the
actions of orthodox bishops seeking to provide pastoral oversight to orthodox parishes in North America as
a “tit for tat” dynamic. While we recognize that their actions have been in certain instances precipitous and
unhelpful (for example the unwarranted intervention into the life of our neighboring Diocese of Saskatoon),
we do not view them as of equal gravity with the “breaking of the bonds of affection” that holds the
communion together by a diocese and a national church that have acted unilaterally, without giving a
theological rationale and without following procedures of accountability and mutual responsibility.
However, this part of the report is, again on the whole, consistent with what we see to be happening in the
Anglican Communion.

The report then goes on to discuss the principles of Christian life within the communion that need to be
considered in advancing any practical solutions to the problems: the nature of the communion, the
authority of Scripture, and the role of the episcopate. The first bond that holds the communion together is
said to be the authority of Scripture, and with this we wholeheartedly agree. However, there are certain
emphases in this part of the report that we do not recognize as consistent with our own understanding of
Anglicanism. The report was ambiguous and confused about the authority of Scripture, as compared with
the traditional understanding set forth in Article VI and VI of the 39 Articles. In fact, although the report
speaks of our shared inheritance from the Reformation, it makes little reference to the classic sources of
doctrinal authority in the Articles, the Prayer Book, and the Ordinal.

This in itself is significant and problematic. There are several references to our common liturgical heritage
as one of the sources of our unity, but the doctrines contained in those liturgies are surely a more important
source of Anglican unity than the liturgical forms. Certainly the Anglican Reformers would have thought
so. The report seems to reflect the idea, associated with the liturgical movement, that the act of worship is



somehow a source of Christian truth and authority, independent of the teachings of Scripture — a view
sometimes associated with the Latin phrase lex orandi lex credendi. This we regard as an outdated and
theologically untenable position. What support in the Church Fathers or the Reformers (whom the report
calls us to look to for our “inheritance™) would one ever find for the following statement: “This means that
for Scripture to “‘work’ as the vehicle of God’s authority, it is vital that it be read at the heart of worship in a
way which ... allows it to be understood and reflected upon, not as a pleasing and religious background
noise, but as God’s living and active word”? What does the idea of Scriptural authority as part of the
“dynamic inbreaking of God’s kingdom” really mean? Does “dynamic” imply that Scriptural truth is tied
to notions of change and process and so we can now change it or discern that it has changed? If so, we
would assert with the foundational thinkers of the patristic period who, again, are such a vital part of our
inheritance, that such a view is in the end not even coherent or philosophically viable. For Augustine or
Gregory of Nyssa, truth must be unchanging to be truth.

The comments about the difficulties and subtleties of the interpretation of Scripture for the most part seem
to us true in themselves. And it is clear that the report does assume and defend the authority of Scripture as
the primary source of unity within the Anglican Communion. But there is a certain naiveté or even
disingenuousness, it seems to us, in presenting the issues of the interpretation of Scripture as if everyone
were equally attached to its authority, and we only disagree about what it means. Bishop Spong, for
example, is only at the extreme end of a spectrum of attachment to Scripture that exists within the North
American church, and we hardly think his conclusions could be described as arrived at under the authority
of Scripture. The report doesn’t really raise the vital question in the dispute that is going on: at what point
do you start to be simply picking and choosing truths that happen to appeal to you from Scripture, as
opposed to being under its authority? The report cautions us that the authority of Scripture is really the
authority of God exercised through Scripture, but it does not caution us that when we don’t submit to the
authority of Scripture, we reject the authority of God.

However, the report does assume and defend the authority of Scripture and asserts that the addressing of
our problems will mean reading and learning from Scripture together. This much is good. What it says
about the place of the Bishop as the teacher of Scripture, deriving his authority from this, is excellent. The
place of the consensus fidelium in discerning the meaning of Scripture in its reception is something we can
endorse. That this principle goes along with the synodality of the Anglican Communion and its diffused
authority, and that autonomy must necessarily have a limited character in such a church, seems true to us as
well. Again though, there seems to be a certain naiveté in describing our polity in this way and to put
forward hopes that it can weather our current storms without talking about the political ideology of radical
individualism that surrounds us. With the Report’s silence on this point, it is difficult to imagine all sides
submitting to the bonds of unity given in the authority of Scripture and the mutually accountable character
of the Anglican Communion. Perhaps such a document must be diplomatic rather than prophetic but a
prophet would surely have to point out that if the churches are to submit to the bonds of unity a remarkable
degree of repentance is going to be necessary. The report would have had to speak much more forcefully
about this to fully reflect the reality of the life of the Anglican Communion that we see.

2. In which ways do the proposals in Section C & D flow appropriately from the description of the
Communion’s life in Sections A & B?

Section C discusses the role of the Instruments of Union, the Archbishop of Canterbury, Lambeth
Conference, the Anglican Consultative Council, and the Primate’s Meeting, in providing leadership in
finding a way forward for the communion. What wasn’t clear was how the recommendation to emphasize
the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury, as the primary focus of unity, flowed from the previous
discussions. How is the Archbishop of Canterbury especially equipped to teach the Scriptures
authoritatively? How is he especially equipped to represent the consensus fidelium about the reception of
new teachings? This recommendation seems to come from the character of these Instruments of Union as
they presently exist, rather than from the basic principles laid out in section B. The difficulty of the
Archbishop taking on this role seems to be recognized in the idea of a Council of Advice. But rather than
the Archbishop of Canterbury and rather than the Anglican Consultative Council, with its short-term
membership, shouldn’t it be the Lambeth Conference and the Primate’s Meeting that form the primary
focus of unity?



Section D consists of the recommendations of the report which we believe are pointed in the right direction.
The report has accurately outlined about the true character of unity in the Anglican communion. It has thus
has helped us to understand the “deep offence” to the Communion caused by the actions of the Diocese of
New Westminster and the Episcopal church of the United States, and to a much lesser degree, in our view,
of the responses of outside bishops in coming to the defense of parishes who could not accept their divisive
actions. That both New Westminster and ECUSA have violated the interdependence and the bonds of
affection of the communion seems undeniable to us, and the call for them to call a halt to these actions is a
reasonable and godly request. Indeed, what was called for did not seem to us to go nearly far enough. One
person said that the “expression of regret” that was asked for constituted a “second class kind of
repentance” where “you’re not really sorry but you regret the consequences of your action and want people
still to be on good terms with you even when you’ve been quite beastly to them.”

3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the report would
impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

The fear was expressed that since the report did not envisage the prospect of effectual discipline for any of
the offending parties, it was likely to actually inflame and radicalize the situation rather than calming it. Its
recommendations were likened to a referee in a hockey game skating over to a fight but then just watching
it. For those who expected some effort to realize accountability within the communion, the report will be a
disappointment.

However, the recommendations, if followed by all parties, could well be a way in which the communion
could hold move forward together. No one wants the Anglican Communion to dissolve, and the moves
suggested could signal to all parties enough good will on both sides that the next step would be possible.
To follow the recommendations would provide hope that Scripture does remain authoritative for all in the
Anglican Communion and that we do want to remain together in fulfillment of Christ’s mission and are
willing to temper our actions accordingly. We are certainly among those who see the actions of the
Diocese of New Westminster and ECUSA as “surrendering to the spirit of the age”, but we and no doubt
many others, would be reassured that the surrender had not gone as far as we feared, were those bodies to
follow the recommendations of the report. If they were to take these steps, then the external bishops
offering oversight ought certainly to step back as well.

We are concerned that the Report’s recommendation of alternative episcopal oversight is so limited. What
parish could feel that it’s future under the authority of Scripture was secure with the temporary alternative
oversight referred to — which in practice seems to mean that the diocesan bishop can work to gradually
phase out its discordant views? The fear of “parallel structures” seems to us to be a bit of a bogy. After all,
in Canada, by our recognition of the Lutheran church we have a nation-wide parallel structure of Bishops
and governing bodies. What about the parallel structures of Anglican and Roman Catholic or Orthodox
dioceses? In fact it might well be that the continued relationship between liberals and conservatives within
the Anglican Church in Canada may depend on working out “parallel structures.”

4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in paragraph 119 of the
Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two
of the Report represent an appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?

It seems to us that the argument for an Anglican Covenant is very strong. We agree that the Anglican
Communion, even if it were to survive this crisis, would not likely survive many further such crises, and so
there needs to be a voluntary expression of the will to maintain the bonds of unity. The agreement
proposed is a good starting point. However, we are dubious that any such agreement could be reached
without first finding a more concrete and detailed unifying statement about the authority of Scripture to be
a part of it. The divergent trajectories of Scripture interpretation have to be brought back closer together.
This would seem to involve a reassertion of the centrality of the Anglican formularies of the Articles and
historic (and thus common) Prayer Books as our inheritance, not as a narrow restrictive authority, but as the
roots and trunk of the Anglican tree.



Trust has been broken with regard to the authority of Scripture and the will to reestablish trust will have to
be demonstrated. Why would conservative Africans, for example, submit themselves to procedures for
maintaining unity without being assured that the issue of Scriptural authority was being seriously addressed
in a way that they could trust? Some level of agreement on this point would be very difficult to attain but
without it, how could all sides submit to the Covenant with conviction?



The Feast of the Epiphany 2005

The Rt. Rev. James A. J. Cowan

Bishop of the Diocese of British Columbia
900 Vancouver Street

Victoria, BC V8V 3V7

Re: A Draft Response from the Diocese of British Columbia to the Windsor Report 2004
to be Considered by the Diocesan Council, January 22, 2005.

Dear Bishop James:

We thank you for your invitation to draft a response to the Windsor Report. Our Primate, the Most Rev.
Andrew Hutchison, has invited members of the Anglican Church of Canada to submit their comments to him.
He has especially invited each dioceses of the Anglican Church of Canada to make an official response to the
Windsor Report (the “Report”). All of this is to inform him as he prepares for the Primates’ Meeting in Belfast
in February 2005, and for the Anglican Consultative Council in 2005.

You asked a group representative of the spectrum of Anglicanism in this Diocese to meet and prepare this
response. Our names are below. We met twice in December at St. John the Baptist, Duncan. Our response
builds on the comments of our clergy at a clergy day last November, on the report team’s own reflections,
comments from people within the diocese, and some of your own comments. Our response is framed in the
form of answers to the four questions for consultation within the forty-four Churches of the Anglican
Communion, as formulated by the Primates’ Standing Committee. We believe that we are still in the early
days of reception, and neither our comments nor that of any other person or group should be seen as the final
word on the Windsor Report.

In responding to a document such as the Report there is always the temptation to argue positions rather than
respond to the actual text of the document. In our drafting of this response we found that when this happened,
more often than not we were discussing the issue of the authority and interpretation of scripture. We also
found ourselves digressing into church history and the Ten Principles of Partnership. In trying to figure out
why we said what we did, these background issues might be kept in mind to provide context for our work.

Again, we thank you for the opportunity of serving the church in this way. May God bless you as you provide
leadership in the national church around these issues, and as you assist Andrew, our Primate, in formulating an
appropriate response on behalf of the Anglican Church of Canada.

Yours in Christ,

The Venerable Bruce Bryant-Scott, Diocesan Executive Officer & Diocesan Archdeacon (Chair)
The Reverend Glyn Easson, St. John the Baptist, Duncan

The Reverend Dean Kellerhouse, St. Mark, Qualicum Beach

The Reverend Canon Dr. Kim Murray, Salt Spring Island

Mrs. Sandra Odendaal, St. Mark, Qualicum Beach

Mrs. Claire Pickering, Salt Spring Island

Mrs. Norma Plato, St. John the Baptist, Duncan

The Reverend Canon John Alfred Steele, St. Dunstan (Gordon Head), Saanich
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The Windsor Report
January 22, 2005

(Numbers in brackets refer to paragraphs in the Windsor Report [the “Report™])

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A & B can you
recognize as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican
Communion?

THE BONDS OF COMMUNION

Scripture

We appreciate and agree with the strong emphasis upon the central “authority of the triune God
as exercised through scripture” (54) as reflected in the Report.

Further discussion on scripture and interpretation is required (as the Report itself notes in
paragraph 61). Underlying the current crisis is a lack of consensus on the boundaries of
what the church may teach from scripture. Even the way in which this underlying issue
is to be framed is contested: is it a question of the authority of scripture, or is it about the
interpretation of scripture? We believe that “interpretation” and *“authority” cannot be
separated, and that a fuller examination of the ways we Anglicans approach scripture is in
order. In particular, we are concerned that the interpretation of scripture not be solely a
retrospective exercise, but one in which we see the Holy Spirit speaking to current issues.

The Episcopate

We appreciate the understanding of bishops as teachers of scripture (58), and the recognition that
the authoritative teaching of scripture cannot be left solely to academic researchers. We
would emphasize the role of bishops as ones who are called to “guard the faith, unity, and
discipline of the Church” (Book of Alternative Services, p. 636), which suggests an
inherently conservative role for bishops in the polity of the church. We would like
further reflection on how the laity and clergy, with the bishops, play a role in
interpretation and authority of scripture.

Holy Communion

We find it curious that in a discussion of communion, little was made of its significance as a
primary sign of unity or the healing nature of the sacrament of Holy Communion with the
implication that as we continue to come together to share around the Lord's table we will
find healing.

The Bonds of Affection & The Ten Principles of Partnership

We appreciate the discussion of the double “bonds of affection” (45). We find this to be a
profound concept, and believe that it should be discussed further. Based upon our
experience of partnership with other dioceses and provinces and the bonds of affection
that have been strengthened by them, we believe that this discussion should pay far
greater attention to the “Ten Principles of Partnership.” While the report mentions them
(8) and includes them in Appendix 3.5, the Report does little to develop them. The
Report uses the word “interdependence” within its meaning and understanding as the
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fourth principle of partnership 31 times, but does not mention or use the concept of the
other nine principles:

Local initiative

Mutuality

Responsible stewardship

Cross-fertilization

Integrity

Transparency

Solidarity

Meeting together, and

Acting ecumenically.
Could this be because they are too blunt? The failure of the Report to integrate these
principles in our thinking about communion is matched by the trend in this country to
reduce funding for long-term exchanges and partnerships; there is now a tendency on
both sides to pick partners who are comfortable, rather than those that challenge and
oblige us to reconsider our own situation. We believe that maintaining communion is
problematic without the means for intentionally building community, including long-
term partnership exchanges, with all parts of the Anglican Communion.

Recent Mutual Discernment in the Communion

We appreciate the description of how previous controversies were dealt with by the Communion
(especially the ordination of women) (12-21). We note that the first Lambeth Conference
was itself a response to a crisis around jurisdiction and scripture in the communion,
namely, the Colenso affair.

Paragraph 68 sets out a clear threefold sequence of consultation, but being aware of the different
polities within the Communion, we struggle with what determines the sufficiency at each
stage. In the Canadian context, consultation requires the involvement of clergy and laity,
yet we have concerns about the role and competency of synodical procedures, General,
Provincial, or Diocesan, to properly reflect on theological matters. We are uncomfortable
with the idea that discussion only amongst bishops can be considered adequate
consultation and reflection.

IlIness

We agree with the report “that neither the Diocese of New Westminster nor the Episcopal
Church (USA) has made a serious attempt to offer an explanation to, or consult
meaningfully with, the Communion as a whole about the significant development of
theology which alone could justify the recent moves by a diocese or a province” (33).
Consultation, to be meaningful, means more than informing the House of Bishops of the
Anglican Church of Canada of what is intended. The Diocese of New Westminster
published canonical arguments as to why they believe a bishop and synod has the
authority to act without reference to the province, national church, or Communion. These
were presented as definitive conclusions, not as a basis for discussion. This appears to us
an attempt to pre-empt consultation, not to foster it.
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Prior to New Westminster’s approval of the blessing of same-sex unions, the synod of this
diocese passed a resolution asking that Bishop and Synod to refrain from such action.
This resolution was communicated to the Diocese of New Westminster, and we never
received a response. We find that these actions are serious breaches of the bonds of
affection. Although we are a neighbouring diocese, we do not feel that we were ever
consulted, and yet by association we have had to reckon with the schismatic
consequences (see below). While there are clergy and laity in this diocese who are
conscientiously supportive of the blessing of same-sex unions, as a whole we find we
cannot approve of what has happened in New Westminster, some for reasons of process,
others for reasons of conviction.

Over the past five years, and mostly for reasons of conscience, individuals in this diocese have
left the Anglican Church of Canada, including some clergy who have abandoned or
relinquished their exercise of ministry in the Anglican Church of Canada. This has been
very difficult and deeply painful. Some of these people have left the Anglican
Communion to join other denominations. Others have left the Anglican Church of
Canada but still believe themselves to be still part of the Anglican Communion. They
have been offered, and have accepted, alternate episcopal oversight from foreign primates
and their representatives. This non-consultative, summary, pre-emptive action by the
foreign primates is deeply hurtful, and constitutes a serious breach of the “bonds of
affection.” They have acted in spite of the fact that this diocese has not approved the
blessing of same-sex unions — indeed, we have not even considered such a motion. This
has also happened without any attempt by these foreign primates and their representatives
to discuss the issue with our bishop, clergy, or people.

2. In which ways do the proposals in Section C & D flow appropriately from the
description of the Communion’s life in Sections A & B?

The proposals relate to

- the “Instruments of Unity” (i.e the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Lambeth
Conference, the Anglican Consultative Council, and the Primates Meeting),
a proposed Council of Advice for the Archbishop of Canterbury,
a proposal for an Anglican Covenant,
recommendations around the election of bishops,
proposed moratoriums,
suggestions around expressions of regret, and
the care of dissenting groups.

Reasons for Hesitation

The history of the Anglican Communion over the past 450 years has tended to be centrifugal,
propelling the gospel from England to the far ends of the earth (even to Vancouver
Island), and resulting in a very decentralized communion. Decision making has over the
past 250 years become more broadly inclusive in some parts of the communion. The
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authority of non-democratic monarchs in parliament and convocation, acting through
appointed bishops and archbishops, has been replaced with the authority of synods which
include clergy and laity, and, in most parts of the Communion, bishops elected by those
synods. The main proposals presented in the Report would seem to call a halt to this
development in synodical governance, replacing it with a trend to centralize authority in
small bodies operating at the highest levels of the Communion, and not necessarily
involving laity. We thus regard them with some hesitation.

“Instruments of Unity”

We are concerned about how the authors of the report regard the authority of the four
“Instruments of Unity.” It describes them as “the core structures of the Anglican
Communion.” This is a description of a status which we do not believe is universally
acknowledged. The presumption and declaration that the four Instruments (especially the
Anglican Consultative Council and the Primates’ Meeting) have acquired such authority
and status appears to have been made without much consultation (except at the highest
levels of ecclesiastical bureaucracy), and has not significantly involved the dioceses of
the various Provinces. This may be the main reason why “the views of the Instruments of
Unity have been ignored or sidelined by sections of the Communion” (97). There is an
important distinction between observing the way in which these mechanisms have
sometimes functioned in the life of the communion, the ways in which some people
presume and would prefer them to function and the desirability of those mechanisms
actually functioning in those ways; the presumptions and preferences are contested
ground, and the desirability is still open to debate.

The Archbishop of Canterbury

We have a concern that an enhanced role for the Archbishop of Canterbury (110) might, over
time, become a basis for the centralization of power in that office, much as the office of
the Bishop of Rome, on the basis of appeals for judgement from other dioceses, evolved
into the office of the Pope. The significance of the office of the Archbishop of
Canterbury is the result of an historical process, and its current function should not be
seen as justification for an expansion of authority beyond the bounds of the Church of
England. We acknowledge him as “first among equals.”

The basis for our unity and mission is our common faith and common history as found in the
double bonds of affection, and the only person who can serve as the focus of this is Jesus
Christ our Lord; Paragraph 109 suggests that the Archbishop be that focus, and we find
that language problematic.

Council of Advice

Because of historical circumstances, the Archbishop of Canterbury will continue to serve a role
within our Communion. We agree that the office of the Archbishop of Canterbury will
continue to need expert advice in his ongoing consultation with and for the Communion.
We believe that the practice of appointing ad hoc groups would do this better than a
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standing Council of Advice (112), and would allow broader participation, expertise, and
representation from all parts of the Anglican Communion.

The Primates’ Meeting

While there are some among us who would enhance the authority of the Primates’ Meeting
(Appendix 1, (5)), a fundamental problem for others is that it grants the Primates
collectively an authority which we in the Anglican Church of Canada do not grant to our
own Primate. This is part of that centrifugal heritage of the Anglican Communion, and
for us to change this would require constitutional changes at the level of the national
church, and for the four provinces and thirty dioceses.

3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the
Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?
Some of this has already been answered in 2. above.

Timing

We recognise that dealing with all of this will take time, and encourage everyone to take a deep
breath and not get caught in entrenched positions or media spin.

We are concerned that a legislative solution — any legislative solution — might appear as the
quick fix, and we urge caution in adopting any mechanisms which may appear to address
the present situation, but has unseen long-term effects upon our common life.

The Election of Bishops

We agree with the appropriateness of the questions posed around the elections of bishops (131).
We note that there is an accepted degree of toleration about the way in which we might
answer those questions (especially with regard to the ordination of women and divorced
and remarried persons), and agree with the Report that no new procedures need to be in
place around election and confirmation. We trust that in Canada the electoral synods and
provincial houses of bishops will act appropriately and with due consideration to these
questions.

Moratoria and Study

We approve of the moratoria suggested (143), will observe them ourselves, and commend them
to others. We will not pass motions that will challenge the spirit of them.

We also require of ourselves and suggest to others ongoing study and dialogue about issues of
sexuality, as requested by our Bishop and most recent synod. We are encouraged by the
call (145) for all parts of the Communion to engage in continuing biblical study and
theological reflection around same gender relationships. We look forward to the guide to
be produced by Faith, Worship and Ministry and urge that it clarify the distinction
between same sex marriage and same sex unions and that this guide be made available to
the worldwide communion.
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Expressions of Regret

The expressions of regret (144) may not be sufficient for the aggrieved parties. Despite this, we
believe that those who have offended others need to reflect deeply on “the proper
constraints of the bounds of affection.” In our own particular circumstances, we call
upon the foreign Primates and their representatives to express their regret directly to our
Bishop, and to withdraw their pastoral oversight. Furthermore, in the spirit of
partnership, we invite them to visit us and discuss these issues, so that we might repair
and strengthen the bonds of affection.

We also feel it appropriate to state that if we as a diocese have done anything which has breached
the proper constraints of the bounds of affection, we sincerely apologise and repent, and
regret the hurt that it may have caused.

4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in
paragraph 119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft
for such a covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an appropriate
development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?

We are open to the idea of an Anglican Covenant, but .
The draft in Appendix Two is not that document
Such a document needs to be discussed and approved by more than just the Primates
Meeting. Input from laity and non-episcopal clergy is required. An Anglican Congress,
consisting of bishops, clergy, and laity would be a more appropriate context in which to
draft a Covenant.
The Ten Principles of Partnership would need to be integrated into the Covenant in a
meaningful way.



The Diocese of Saskatoon—Response to the Windsor Report Day, 8 January, 2005

Thirty-seven people, including diocesan clergy, laity and a retired bishop, were present at the response session. The
process involved the best part of five hours, and virtually all present had read the report ahead of time at least once.
The session included an overview of the report in the form of the document provided on the Commission website,
and consideration of all sections of the report by the facilitator with attention to certain specific paragraphs. The
process included an opportunity for each participant to be interviewed about each of the four questions posed by the
Primates’ Standing Committee. These responses were drawn together and summarized by the group, then
individuals had a further opportunity to weight items they considered important.

What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A & B can you recognise as
consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?

Consistent

Twenty-six of thirty-two respondents found the
description consistent with their experience and
understanding of the Anglican Communion.
Others described it as very fair. Two respondents
indicated they had too little experience of
Anglicanism to respond.

For many a key theme is the interdependence of
churches.

The theology is acceptable. It recognizes the
authority of scripture and theology in the life of the
communion. The description identifies issues we
agree/disagree on and raises questions of same-sex
blessings. It accurately identifies the tensions and
fears about diversity.

Some noted that the description is more as it should
be, not as itis. (Compare the model in Ephesians).

The Action of General Synod 2004 as identified in
the report is inexcusable and contradictory and is
correctly identified by the report as a key dividing
issue in the communion, in the view of some
present.

Not Consistent

There is a gap between the description and praxis at
the parish level, and it does not connect to everyday
life. Report is too cerebral.

Not enough weight is given in the description to
history. Some emphasized that greater
centralization is not our history or identity.

It reads as an ideology—fairly theoretical and not
grinding a particular axe.

How do we relate to the rest of the Church—e.g.
Roman Catholics, and especially evangelicals?

The report’s interpretation of power, especially of
the Archbishop of Canterbury is not consistent with
experience and understanding. The Archbishop of
Canterbury is not equivalent to the Pope.

The description disregards the value of being a
family that disagrees.

The concept of “illness’ is inappropriate—it should
speak of diversity.

These sections don’t take into account gut feelings.

These sections don’t address potential
irreconcilable differences.

Several participants emphasized that the experience
of the ordination of women is not a proper model
for us to draw on.
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In which ways do the proposals in Section C & D flow appropriately from the description of the
Communion's life in Sections A & B?

Sections A and B do describe the communion’s life appropriately; Sections C and D would lead to repair.
However a key issue identified was the breaking of trust--How is that to be repaired? Because the
proposals are not black and white, they would lead to discussions and softening of barriers.

Many emphasized that the entire report has a lack of Ecumenical context; it is not just about us; what
about the traditions outside our own? Why, for instance are there several references to the reference to
the Roman Curia and very few to Orthodox traditions or to those of Judaism? How do we consult with
other groups of Christians when making decisions?

The depth of crisis is seen in the seriousness of the recommendations. Implicit in the report is a tension
between personal autonomy and concern for others.

Some noted that insofar as genuine diversity is seen as problematic the proposals flow appropriately. If
diversity is not seen as problematic, the proposals become ambivalent.

On specific recommendations:
1) A key issue--More authority for the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Instruments of Unity is not
helpful or justified theologically. The proposed covenant would move us that way. Great care

must be given if moving toward central authority. “It is not the Anglican Way.”

2) There is a need for greater role for Instruments of Unity but no satisfactory theological
justification for the increased role.

3) The Covenant could promote dialogue and be useful. Could be a way to a universal Anglican

expression. It could be a “covenant of good will”, not an enforceable legal contract, but one with
moral authority.

Another theme that surfaced, in response to the entire report was the question--“What is wrong with
happy division?” — Why not split?

Note: The format of the day limited our ability to answer the question “How do Sections C and D flow from Sections A and B?”
It assumes a good understanding of the report which not all participants had.
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What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the Report would
impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

Several key principals were identified in the responses.

1

2)

3)

4)

HOMOGENIZATION is dangerous — we need to value DIVERSITY and need to make sure
principal of inclusiveness of all within communion. (In the final weighting this response was
chosen by eleven participants—the highest weighting given to any single response among all four
sets of questions.)

BALANCE is needed between Authority and basic principle of Anglicanism of Diversity.

Scripture / Tradition / Reason are necessary. We need to understand cultural differences eg
Africa. Scripture is not just word of God but Word of God - reflecting WHO JESUS IS.

There is concern about Alternative Episcopal Oversight for both sides. Moral authority seems to
be moving to legislative authority — not good. Moral authority has always run the Communion.

On specific recommendations:

1

2)

3)

4)

On the Covenant Relationship proposal— seen as essential by several participants. It will help
develop rules for engagement and communion and maintain unity.

On the Authority of Archbishop of Canterbury — VVeto power scary — concern about more
centralization, particularly if papal-like (especially leaving out invites to certain bishops).

On the Lambeth Conference — It helps with worldwide unity.

On the Council of Advice —The lack of lay representation is a concern — the membership should
not be limited to ACCouncil.

Other observations:

Several noted that bureaucracy could be cumbersome (layers of decision-making). We need to help those
hurting — which needs immediate action.

Implementing recommendations would allow for improving accountability and relations within the
communion — so conseguences needed for those stepping outside bounds of covenant, etc. A non-binding
covenant policy (or other) would have little impact because bishops would do the bidding of a diocese or
national church.

We need to use the 4 Instruments of Unity. The Council of Advice hopefully would integrate and focus
decisions and bring them together meaningfully which would have more authority.
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How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in paragraph 119 of the
Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft for such a covenant in Appendix
Two of the Report represent an appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican
Communion?

Many found the Arguments for a Covenant as presented valid, and some thought it necessary. While it
appears good in theory there are questions about the lack of accountability in the model. Some think it
would lead to the diversity in the church being homogenized. In practical terms it would require ten years
to reach such a point—this renders it impractical for dealing with this crisis.

A key benefit identified would be that the dialogue leading to such a covenant would in itself be
beneficial. There is a danger in not finding a mechanism to address the current crisis. Covenants have
been beneficial ecumenically. Conversely, some may feel apprehension over what we may discover
about how small the core that binds us together is, as we enter into such a discussion.

The covenant would not necessarily address the trust issue identified earlier in the report.
Such a covenant should not just be among Provinces but between Provinces and God.

Some are concerned about the language of Covenant and Confession—how binding will they be, and how
bound will we be/are we willing to be? Covenants are more a Reformed (Calvinist) manifestation than an
Anglican one.

From another perspective, some questioned whether the Instruments of Unity are essential, and noted that
the whole obsession with unity is problematic.

On the impact of such a covenant:
o A key question for some was “How badly do we want unity?”
The elements presented do represent an appropriate development.
The elements would need to be well known.
The covenant should focus on relationships not on doctrine.
What is proposed does not seem new or radical—it looks like a restatement or clarification of the
existing situation.
How practical is a covenant in the lives of ordinary Anglicans?
A covenant can articulate common ground, but not diversity—it needs to provide for diversity.
A covenant will clarify what our commitments are and how strong they are.
We need to be clear about its purpose.
People warned against having high expectations that a covenant would resolve the same-sex
blessings issue.
e Could the Instruments of Unity reach a consensus on what is a ‘Communion’ issue?
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Response to the Windsor Report
The Doctrine and Worship Committee, Diocese of Huron
Executive Summary

January 19", 2005

A meeting was held, Monday, January 10", 2005, to discuss the Windsor Report with respect to
the questions put by the Primate.

Present: The Rev’d Drs Michael Peterson, Tim Connor, Dalice Sim; Dr Bill Acres; Rev’d Canon
Bill CIiff.

Written Submissions were given by Dr Darren Marks and Rev’d Canon Bill CIiff.

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A & B can you recognize as
consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?

A. The understanding of Scripture was described as something new and not recognizably very
Anglican. One member described the views on Scripture as “fundamentalist” in nature. The
primacy of Scripture as the grounding for our unity, communion and holiness was seen to differ
from previous understandings and uses of Scripture. Due to differences of context, we (and
members of the Anglican Church) disagree over how to interpret Scripture and how to use it
pastorally. This has never been an issue before, but has somehow created much anguish with
respect to this issue. One member described the Report’s understanding of Scripture as
“ahistorical”.

B. The role of the episcope was considered quite different from the member’s understandings.
In particular, the concept of translatability of bishops was not considered historical. Many
current bishops are not translatable in the sense described in the Report (in particular women
bishops, but also divorced and remarried bishops). Bishops have in the past been appointed/
elected as pastoral leaders in a given context and a particular situation. The approval/ consensus
of members of the wider Anglican Communion was not thought necessary nor helpful by the
committee members. In particular, it was felt that it would impede the ability of bishops to
respond to local needs and concerns and thus provide appropriate episcopal oversight.
Translatability, in and of itself, was not considered a necessary or helpful goal.

C. The role of the Archbishop of Canterbury. The committee members felt that the increased
power of the Archbishop of Canterbury would not help to hold the Communion together. The
addition of an Advisory Council for the Archbishop of Canterbury seemed to be “edging us
closer to a Magisterium Model.” It is as if a new Instrument of Unity needs to be invented
merely because the existing ones have failed.

The role of the Lambeth Conference was somewhat problematic. Is the Lambeth Conference in
fact a Council of the Church? The first Bishop of Huron, Benjamin Cronyn, raised this question
many years ago. Are the motions of the Lambeth Conference proscritive or do they merely have



moral suasion? Members of our committee thought that the latter was more akin to historic
practice in the Anglican Communion.

D. The Importance of Communion/ Catholicity. The Report described Communion/ Unity as
something proscribed by Scripture - the mission of the Church as the Anglican Communion had
received it. It thus was described as an obligatory command, apostolic in origin. Committee
members rather saw Communion as something given by God. It is God’s to give, not ours to
break. We felt that, even at the local level, where such matters are lived out, communion/ unity
was practised in the Anglican Church, as people of widely divergent viewpoints come to the
same altar to receive the sacraments, consecrated through the prayers of the Church. One
member described his work as a University Chaplain, where the divergence of backgrounds,
contexts and theological understandings, even of the sacrament itself were patently obvious, yet
not a hindrance to unity.

Again, the importance of context was raised. The Report does not seem to think context very
important. Yet context plays an important role in our faith as practised.

2. In which ways do the proposals in Section C & D flow appropriately from the description of
the Communion’s Life in Sections A & B?

The proposals for ways of maintaining Communion were difficult to assess since they were not
grounded (incarnated?). It was as if the issue of homosexuality was an elephant in the room that
no-one was naming. Ideas about how to move forward need to be concretized. What really is
the reason why this issue has generated such fury and problems of potential disunity when
previous issues: divorce, ordination of women, lay presidency at the eucharist (Diocese of
Sydney), Trinity, Resurrection and Virgin Birth (Diocese of Newark, NJ) have not? Why is the
context of a particular community not allowed to be part of the consideration of this issue? Who/
what determines what is adiaphoria and what is not?

Committee members felt that this issue would be resolved at the grassroots level, with prayer and
local pastoral concerns being paramount. This would need to be a 10, 20, 30 year process. We
need to put in place a form of ecclesial life where we share in the sacraments and where the
discussion/ living out of this issue becomes a deep reality. This was what we felt was the
“Anglican Way”.

The Report appears to propose a “one size fits all” restructuring of the practice of Anglican
Authority, without discussing the concrete issue that would check it out, and which spurred the
discussion in the first place. Committee members felt there was a deep need to work out the
conflicts within our own communities, a “bottom up” approach rather than a “top down”
approach. How this would resolve issues of potential schism at the national and international
level was not discussed, but clearly committee members felt that the time-line needed to be
opened up. We also felt we needed to get to know each other better.

There was some discussion about the phrase “bonds of affection”. It was felt that, in point of
fact, there were many issues about which members of the Anglican Communion disagreed, and
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that such bonds were not very strong. It was only in this particular, concretized situation that we
seem to be trying to work out what those bonds of affection really are.

3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the Report
would impact the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

Committee members felt that the proposed changes would very much change the way that the
members of the Anglican Communion would inter-relate. They felt that the local authority of the
episcopate would be diminished, thus reducing the Communion’s ability to contextualize specific
understandings of faith and praxis. Some felt the Anglican Communion would not be
recognizable. Personally, | wonder what would happen in terms of all those issues we have
previously agreed to disagree about. Would the next Lambeth Conference/ Primates Meeting/
Anglican Consultative Council no longer allow divorced persons to remarry in the church, or
women to be ordained?

4. The Covenant.

While we did not have much time to discuss the proposed covenant, one member described it as
arbitrary. It’s need seems to be based on a contradictory argument - if Scripture is what holds us
together, as the Report proposes, why do we need a covenant?

In summary, the members of the Committee felt that the Report, while helpful as a starting point,
was seriously flawed and, if implemented, would change the face of the Anglican Church. One
member questioned whether “Unity at all costs” was a worthwhile goal. More important,
perhaps, was that we seemed unable to rationalize why this particular issue, rather than many
others which have been debated over the years, should be the one to either drive us apart, or
cause us to function in a way that seems to us “unAnglican”.



IGLESIA ANGLICANA DE LA REGION
CENTRAL DE AMERICA
(IARCA)

Su Gracia, Martin Barahona, Obispo Primado
Apartado (01) 274 San Salvador, EL SALVADOR
Teléfonos (503) 223-2252/224-6136, Fax (503) 223-7952
e-mail: anglican.sal@integra.com.sv

COMMITTED TO THE UNITY OF THE CHURCH

Meeting in the context of reflection and penitence that is characteristic of the Lenten
season, we, the House of Bishops of the Anglican Church in the Latin American Region,
gathered to contribute from our perspective and reality, to the analysis and discussion of the
Windsor Report. Our analysis calls us to declare and recommend the following matters that
we deem important in search for alternatives that will help us maintain unity, as unity is one
of the values that identifies us as Anglicans, and as a sign of the resurrection of our Lord
who always testified to the importance of unity in the Body of Christ.

e We consider it highly important to respect and strengthen the autonomy of each
province in the Anglican Communion, within an atmosphere of interdependence in
the body of Christ.

e According to the changing processes in which we are involved today and as an
attempt to take into account the opinion of the Church as a whole, it is necessary
that we consolidate proper mechanisms for consultation on pastoral, canonical, and
administrative issues that will have an impact on the diocesan, provincial and the
Communion level.

e We resent feeling pressure to take sides or to be opposed to one position or another
on issues related to the report; however, we believe we should maintain keen
observation and be open to learn from this experience; striving to be instruments of
reconciliation and balance in the Via Media.

e We believe that the jurisdictional authority of the Bishops should not be broken,
rather, we need to strengthen the figure of the Bishop in his or her pastoral role and
as a representative of the Church as described in the rites for ordination and
consecration contained in the Book of Common Prayer.

e We consider most appropriate and in good timing the recommendation of a
moratorium offered by the WR in relation to the decisions of the Provinces of the
Communion on themes that will have significant effects on pastoral, liturgical and
doctrinal practices of the Church.

e Once again, it is necessary for us to review the instruments of unity in relation to the
larger Communion, as they serve as vehicles of cohesion and testimony to unity so
that they may strengthen interdependence and mutual growth.



e We encourage a revision of the components assuring unity within the Anglican
Communion as described in the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral.

e We regret that no Latin-American presence was included in the composition of the
Committee that undertook the task of preparing the WR.

e We suggest that in the future, the official documents issued by the Communion be
produced or translated in their entirety into Spanish, one of the important languages
of the Communion.

We pray that the Primates meeting be inspired by the Spirit of Unity and that the best steps

for conciliation can be found, so that our Church can be strengthened in this process.

House of Bishops
Anglican Church of the Central American Region
IARCA

Guatemala, February 9 and 10, 2005
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THE ARCHBISHOP'S REGISTRY

The Most Reverend Peter Kwong

Chair of the Reception Reference Group
The Anglican Communion Office

St Andrew's House

16 Tavistock Crescent

London

WII 1AP

25 January 2005
Dear Archbishop Kwong
Response to the Windsor Report from the Church in Wales

With reference to your letter of 8 November 2004, | attach the provincial response of the Church in
Wales to the Windsor Report.

Much of the work in preparing this response has been carried out by a working group appointed by the
Bench of Bishops. However, in view of your hope that as wide a cross-section of the Church in Wales as
possible be consulted on the Report, a page on the Windsor Report was included in the Church in Wales
website explaining the purpose of the Report (linked to the Anglican Communion website) and the process
that had been chosen by the Bench to prepare a response from the Church in Wales. Church members were
then invited to send their comments on the Report to me (guided by the Anglican Communion’s questions).

These responses from church members were considered alongside the work of the working group by the
Bench of Bishops at its meeting last week, and a final response agreed.

I hope that the Church in Wales's contribution to this process will be helpful in the
Communion's further discussions.

J M Shirley Provincial
Secretary

39 Heol y Gadeirlan, Caerdydd CF11 9XF 39 Cathedral Road, Cardiff CF11 9XF 029 2034
8218 « 02920387835 E suebrookman@churchinwales.org.uk
DX95408 Canton Cardiff



Response by the Church in Wales to the Windsor Report

Questions for Consultation formulated by the Primates’ Standing Committee

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A and B can you

recognise as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?

(a) The Anglican Communion is one that witnesses to the Kingdom of God.

Our discussion of the Communion was based on the wide experience of members of the working
party. One member had taught in Bangladesh, and one in Uganda, while the ministry of the
members covered a variety of different parishes. We also had a Bishop and a member of a
theological college. The working party saw the primary reality of the Communion as eschatological,
or in the words of the Windsor report (henceforth WR, with the number referring to the paragraph)
* an anticipatory sign of God’s healing and restorative future of the world” (WR2). We had
experienced in various ways examples of community development, evangelism, participatory
education and the building up of the community of men and women. We had also seen the Church
in Wales move to the acceptance of the ordination of women to the priesthood which would have
been unthinkable fifty years ago. In all this we found signs of the in breaking of the kingdom well
described in WR 55: “ God’s sovereign, saving, redeeming and reconciling rule over all creation”
We, like the report, would find in this reality the source of our authority to speak of the mission of
the Church, or “ the dynamic life of the Spirit”. This leads us to believe that the reality of the
Anglican Communion is a dynamic one. As WR 3 says, unity, communion and holiness are never
there for their own sake but serve the mission of God to the world. In this we were guided by an
unpublished paper from Professor Dan Hardy which he wrote for especially our consultation. We
are grateful to him for this contribution. His insight has enabled us to see the issues with particular
clarity.

The Windsor Report is a document which in our opinion is a milestone in Anglican

ecclesiology. It seeks to develop an understanding of the Church as an embodiment of God’s
purposes. It is not simply a human construction. Instead it is how God seeks to heal and

restore the world for his kingdom (WR2). The report also sees our unity as being founded on
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Christ. It is a unity for the sake of God’s  mission in the world (WR 5). One implication of

making this claim is that our common unity is not based solely on shared experience or on
obedience to moral prescriptions. We believe that the report takes an important step forward
in seeing the autonomy of provinces and dioceses as placed within the needs of the
Communion as a whole. This in turn means that it is crucial that a climate of trust is created.
Part of this climate of trust can be built by mutually respectful exploration and explanation
(WRA41, 67-68). At the moment ways of reading Scripture, of explanation, and of behaviour,

are often divisive.

(b) The dynamic nature of the Anglican Communion

WR 9 expresses the care of Anglicans for each other, and we would want to add for
the world. Over the centuries Anglicans have opposed slavery and genocide,
struggled against famine and disease, fought against apartheid, carried out mission
and evangelism, stood in solidarity with indigenous peoples, enabled communication
across the globe and built up centres of excellence in theological education. . This is
a proud record, and one which theologically means that we see the Communion as
carrying within itself the ability to transcend and overcome crises. There have been
many challenges to injustice, in ways which combine an ecclesiological reality of
our common life with a challenge to oppressive political or social practices. It is not
at all as though we are confronted with a static institution which has suddenly been
destabilised by the actions of a few of its member churches. One of the ways in
which that dynamism is expressed is the existence of inter cultural dialogue. One
member of our working party who has worked in Uganda said:

In Africa the particular history and context of the contemporary Anglican Church has
shaped and continues to shape its approach to ethical matters. In Uganda the issue of
homosexuality is bound up with the troubled history of relationships with Moslems.
It is important to recognise that these cultural factors of themselves neither validate
nor invalidate traditions of Scriptural interpretation. None of us can or should offer a
reading of Scripture free from cultural values. What is important is that the
willingness to acknowledge these values.’

Another who had worked in Bangladesh also commented:

Though in the debate the “western” world is often set against the “non-western
world”, neither are homogenous monoliths. The Asian experience is significantly
different from the African. In Bangladesh, for example, the Church, as a very small
minority, tends to emphasise its distinctiveness from Islam, and often defines its role
as an irritant, challenging the majority culture in a radical way, particularly on social
issues, and as an agent of change. It has been a stout defender of the marginalised
and those without a voice in society. The recently retired Moderator of the Church of
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Bangladesh would have said that the ethical issues which were crucial as tests
of the Church?s faithfulness to Scripture were to do with structures of power,
distribution of wealth and violence [for example in genocide and endemic war], and
found it very difficult to understand that an issue like that of homosexuality, on
which the Bible said so little, had acquired the defining role it had.

(c) The authority of Scripture in the Anglican Communion.

It was also the conviction of our group that it was important to see ethics in an eschatological way.
The example of Paul’s letter to Philemon on slavery is a good example of what we mean by
eschatological ethics. Although slavery was accepted in the ancient world, and Christians would
have owned slaves, nevertheless Paul appeals for Onesimus “ no longer as a slave, but as more than
a slave; as a dear brother..as a man and a Christian.” (Philemon 17). This understanding of ethics
accepts the reality of social norms and institutions but sees them as able to be transformed by the
power of the Spirit. We would argue that gender and sexual cultural norms and values can also be
transformed in a similar manner. We therefore are glad to recognise in the report an affirmation of
the importance of authority of scripture for Anglicans.

WR 67 makes the point that it is by reading Scripture too little that we have drifted apart. We
strongly agree with this view. The authority of Scripture for Anglicans is that it points to the reality
of the eschaton. However we felt that WR 61 in its description of shortcomings in Scriptural
interpretation becomes a caricature of itself. We do not believe that those who have pressed for
change have sought * to sweep away sections of the New Testament as irrelevant”. We also feel that
WR 62 is too comfortable a view of the reading of Scripture. We point to the recognition by many
church historians, and to the writings of Professor Stephen Sykes, about the reality of conflict in
theological debate. Conflict is a reality in theological disputation, but the task for Anglicanism is to
resolve such divisiveness by building trust and by the way in which the power of the Holy Spirit in
worship can overcome division. It is worth quoting Professor Sykes on this point: “ Only in the
phenomenon of Christian worship could the conditions of vigorous argument be regarded as a
constructive contribution to the performance of Christian identity in the modern world.” It is also
worth remembering that the Virginia Report spoke of Anglican unity as made up of diversities held
in tension.

We affirm the role of Bishops in interpreting Scripture (WR 5 8) but stress that such interpretation
is one that has as its task also the maintenance of unity in the midst of disagreement. There is also
the important issue of inculturation (discussed briefly at WR 85) when considering the
interpretation of Scripture. One feature of the African reading of the Bible is a greater confidence
in offering interpretations at variance with those in the Western Church. It is clearly important
within the Anglican Communion that both African and Asian readings are heard respectfully and

accorded the dignity of being received as valid contributions to theological discussion. There
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remains the question of what are the most appropriate vehicles for cross-cultural learning

within the Anglican Communion. Traditionally the Western church has set the theological agenda.
That this is being challenged is a welcome sign of Anglican vitality.

A similar comment can be made about the reading of Scripture on the Indian continent. The Indian
Church’s reading of the Bible has often been bold and creative. It has recognised the necessity of
expressing Biblical truth in the language of the philosophical categories and thought forms inherited
by almost all Indians from Hinduism. Far from being a defender of “traditional” readings of
Scripture against liberal innovation, Indian Christianity can challenge too easy an acceptance on the
part of the Western church of its own tradition of interpretation, and encourage it to see things anew

(d) The Anglican Communion is one bound together by bonds of affection

We affirm much of what is said in WR 45-51 and are glad to see that the importance of mutual
relationships is brought out in WR 49. There is a helpful article by Dr. Lorraine Cavanagh in
Theology Wales: The Church and Homosexuality which speaks of * the kind of solidarity which is
acquired through free exchange of honour and human affection between people.” However we
dissent from the telling of the story in WR 12-21 about the ordination of women to the priesthood in
the Anglican Communion. We believe that this section offers too rosy a view, especially in WR 13
and 16. There was unilateral action both in Hong Kong and in the United States in a manner which
is not brought out in the report. This action was driven by pastoral need, and it could be argued that
this is also the situation in North America today on the issue of sexuality. It is certainly the case that
the unilateral action on the ordination of women then produced constitutional discussion and
eventually a change in the polity of those provinces that ordained women to the priesthood, and to
the episcopate. While we recognise the importance of WR 50 on the pain caused by impaired
communion, it was also the case that on the issue of the ordination of women to the priesthood that
experimentation produced changes, which the Communion later came to accept. The sensitive
discussion of autonomy in WR 72-86 was one that we would wish to affirm, and we felt especially
that WR 76 on autonomy-in-communion was a fruitful concept for future discussion. This reaffirms
the Anglican understanding of conciliarity, well described by Paul Avis in his paper for the
Commission as contrasted with a monarchical, or hierarchical, understanding of Anglican polity.
Nevertheless there are times when we feel that the Report tends to equate diversity with opinions,
rather than a diversity of people, forgetting how the Report addresses this issue when discussing
inculturation at WR 85.



2. In which ways do the proposals in Section C and D flow appropriately from the description
of the Communion’s life in Section A and B?
3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the

Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

We answer these two questions together because we believe that the answers are inseparable.

We are concerned about the expansion of the authority of the Primates in WR 104. We feel that the
call in To Mend the Net for enhanced responsibility in doctrinal, moral and pastoral matters, which
takes up earlier proposals in the 1988 and 1998 Lambeth conferences, is a suggestion which is made
with inadequate theological justification, such as the section on theological development (WR 32-
33) calls for. Indeed we would point out that the Report says that the Episcopal Church has not
given sufficient justification for the election of a Bishop in a same sex relationship, but the same
could well be said for the enhancement of Primatial authority in the Report. WR 65 does no more
than repeat the calls made in Lambeth Conferences for the Primates to take on more responsibility.
Indeed the Inter Anglican Theological and Doctrinal Commission itself said in a statement in 2003
referred to in WR 65:

A word of caution here. It is not envisaged that the first 'port of call’ for disputed matters in the
Communion would necessarily be the Primates. Rather, historically Anglicans have dealt with their
conflicts in consonance with the principle of subsidiarity. Indeed, Anglicanism has a natural inbuilt
reticence to 'stealing’ from lower levels the decision-making responsibilities that are properly
theirs. So it is not the case that strong action from above in a particular case would become the
Anglican norm for settling disputes

We believe that there is a great danger that the Primates move the Anglican Communion much
closer to a hierarchical polity, monarchical in nature, and in fact rather like the Roman Catholic
Church. However WR 70 explicitly distinguishes the Bonds of Unity in the Anglican Communion
from the ones working in the Roman Catholic Church .The reason given in WR 70 is because of the
power of the Pontiff, but we believe that this only conceals a deeper disagreement which is between
the monarchical nature of the Roman Catholic Church and the conciliar nature of the Anglican
Communion. There is a real danger that for essentially pragmatic reasons the Primates are being
given in this Report the power of Cardinals in the Roman Catholic Church. Furthermore, as said
above, no real justification is offered. We wonder why Primates should be said to speak for their

province, rather than serving as a focal point of reference.
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We note that the authority of Lambeth Conferences in WR 102 is earned and not

inherent. It has held a functional authority because of the value of these gatherings in bringing
Bishops together. It is another matter if Lambeth resolutions have inherent authority in a binding
way. We regret the tendency in WR 106 to see the Lambeth Conference as the ultimate governing
body, and the Primates’ Meeting as a standing committee. It is true that there is a lack of clarity, as
noted in WR 105, but the answer to this confusion is not by arrogating powers to some of the
constituent bodies within Anglican polity.

We also believe that the Council of Advice would again strengthen the power of the Archbishop of
Canterbury in ways that are unhelpful. There are enormous questions about who would choose the
membership, how they would be transparent and accountable, and how they would be financed.
Again it seems as if a magisterium is being created by default. This is not a mechanism for building
trust among the Communion.

Primatial authority in the Church in Wales is very much one of primus inter pares, with the
Archbishop not giving a blessing in a diocese different from his own in the Province if the diocesan
bishop is present. Members of the group who had worked elsewhere in the Anglican Communion
valued the personal role of the Archbishop of Canterbury in other provinces, and his constitutional
role there. However if this role were enhanced further there would have to be a large expansion of
the staff at Lambeth Palace at a time when the Anglican Communion faces severe financial
constraints. Furthermore it is not as though the Archbishop of Canterbury is chosen by the whole of
the Anglican Communion. However great the crisis in the Communion over the last two years we
do not accept that this is a reason for changing the fundamental nature of the place of the
Archbishop of Canterbury in the Anglican Communion. We believe that the belief in WR 109 that
such a person should “speak directly to any provincial situation” is ill advised, and inherently
impractical.

What then do we recommend? We affirm the value of the Anglican Consultative Council, which is
a properly synodical body. We also believe that further discussion between the provinces, and inter
cultural dialogue, is what is needed at this critical junction. It is by a process of mutual need. We
also affirm the value of the Anglican Covenant, which we discuss below. The Sinai Covenant was a
robust one, in which Moses kept God to His promises. It is a conversation between God and
humanity. A covenant is therefore a safe place to have an argument, whether with God or the other
members of the Anglican Communion. We do not say this in jest, for the Jewish importance of
asserting oneself before God, while recognising his sovereignty, is crucial. What we do ask is how
the Covenant should be related to canon law. Within a marriage relationship there is a covenant
without necessarily a law binding the parties. Perhaps the Covenant is more about principles, and in

this way it can strengthen existing relationships in the Communion. We affirm the arguments in
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WR 119, and believe this could mitigate conflict if they were adopted. In particular we see the

Covenant as expressing the centrality of Article 10 on page 83 of the Report. The value of a
Covenant is that it could change a culture and express the importance of relationships. It is about
building holy trust, between the parties, which is refined in the willingness to expose oneself to
discussion within the Communion. Nevertheless the importance of autonomy in WR 117 should
not be forgotten. WR 119, bullet point 3, is for us a primarily theological statement. We feel that the
drafting of a Covenant should first be given to the ACC.

The working party was not united in its discussion of Section D. However we agreed that in WR
125-127 there is once again a covert pragmatism which comes into the Report. It is by no means
clear, theologically or in terms of relationships between Provinces, why the issue of appointing a
Bishop who has been through divorce and remarriage is not a *“ crucial criterion.” The appointment
of a Bishop in these circumstances was clearly unacceptable during the past history of the
Communion, and indeed for much of the history of the Church of England and the Church in Wales.
If it is now acceptable for Bishops in some parts of the Anglican Communion to be appointed after
divorce and remarriage (WR 125 speaks of the issue being unthinkable in some provinces but in
others notes that these factors are a secondary issue) then we must ask why WR 127 takes a very
different line on the ordination of those in same gender unions. There is no discussion of scripture at
this point, or even of the appropriate hermeneutic for interpreting scripture. Yet if it is acceptable
for bishops to be appointed in some places and not in others, without the report giving theologically
reasons for this diversity, it is not good enough for the report simply to note that the acceptance of
diversity means that the fact of divorce and remarriage “ would therefore not seem per se to be a
crucial consideration”. Our earlier comments on the relationship of ethics and eschatology apply at
this point. What is needed is an extensive theological discussion of how scripture is interpreted on

such issues, and how interpretations can change.

WR 134 was a difficult section for our working party. Some felt that the Bishops in North America
who had followed due ecclesiastical process had nothing to apologise for. Nor was there any
reference to the hurt caused by the statements made by some Bishops. These are plainly quite
incompatible with WR 146 that speaks of the “demonising of homosexual persons * as being
against basic pastoral care. Other felt that WR 134 and 135 should be combined into a single
section. This might well be the best way forward for it would incorporate any expression of regret
into a constructive theological process by which the Episcopal Church (USA) explained why it
considered that a person in a same gender union could be considered eligible to lead the flock of
Christ.
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It is worth reflecting, whatever view is taken about whether apologies should be given, and by

whom, about the experience of the German Church from 1934-1946. After the Evangelical Church
of Germany (EKD) reunited in 1946 (following the secession of the Confessing Church in 1934
and the Barmen Declaration attacking those who accepted Hitler as head of the Church) an apology
was issued by all parties. It was not as those who had supported the Nazi party were put in the
wrong, and those who had opposed Hitler were praised. Rather all sides in the German Church
after the end of the Second World War admitted their mutual responsibility. Something like that
seems to be called for on this occasion.

Nevertheless we accept that the future of the 2008 Lambeth Conference is now in serious doubt.
We accept with regret that there should be withdrawal from representative functions in the

Communion by those who participated in the consecration of Gene Robinson.

4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in paragraph
119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft for such a
covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an appropriate development in the

existing life of the Anglican Communion?

We welcome the articulation of the Covenant and feel that it offers a helpful way forward. As is
clear from our submission we wish to separate the Covenant from the enhancement of the power
of the primates, or the Archbishop of Canterbury. We therefore dissent from Article 24-2 and
24-5. We also wonder whether Articles 25-27 jump the gun, because we believe that the
Covenant should first be agreed before these implications are worked out. These seem to be a
creeping assertion of hierarchical power which we do not agree.

Nevertheless, having said this, we wish to be very positive about the idea of a Covenant. There
are many sections of it which we like very much. We welcome the Anglican appeal to tradition
and reason as tools for interpreting Scripture in Article 4 -4 which we see as an echo of Richard
Hooker. Article 6-3 is a very strong statement of communion: we wonder how this sits with the
break with the Roman Catholic Church at the Reformation? The answer can only be by
appealing to the eschatological nature of communion in Article 8-1, and to the restraint called
for in Article 9-1. The experience of the Church in Wales when proposals were put forward for
an ecumenical Bishop shows that the procedure recommended in Article 17-2 is helpful. Once
again we emphasise the importance of context in Article 22-2, and we believe this Article

should set the tone for the future direction of the Anglican Communion.

Our Final reflections on the report as a whole
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Anglicanism in our view is a dynamic Communion by which people move to serve God’s purposes.
That purpose is the fulfilment of society in the ways which God wills. In other words the goal of the
Anglican Communion remains the in- breaking of the kingdom of God which we journey towards.
This means that as a Communion we need to move global society nearer and nearer to that goal.
We are very appreciative of the report and feel that it serves the Anglican Communion well,
especially in its ideas for a covenant and for greater provincial interdependence. Out of a crisis has
come a great resource for Anglican ecclesiological development. Such a resources should be met by
a deep expression of gratitude. Nevertheless we also wish to add that we see a danger in the report.
Put simply the danger is that the report seeks to repair the damage done by schism. That is
understandable but it can lead to most attention being given to recovering the conditions for a
stable, interdependent Communion than to social change. The burden of proof here is always on
those who wish change (WR 135, WR141); and the danger is always that Anglicanism can only
change at the pace of the slowest. The future of the Anglican Communion will include both social
change and growing interdependence. We wish to affirm both realities as vital as we journey to the

kingdom.

Rt. Revd. John Davies, Bishop of St.Asaph.
Revd Dr. Tudor Griffiths

Canon Enid Morgan

Revd Dr Peter Sedgwick (chair)

Revd. John Webber
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Windsor Report Response Group
Communiqué

The Windsor Report Response Group of the Anglican Church of Canada met in Oakuville,
Ontario January 26-27, 2005. The group was constituted at a meeting of the Chairs of
Standing Committees of the General Synod to advise the Primate, in advance of the
Primates’ Meeting in late February, about an appropriate preliminary response from the
Canadian church to The Windsor Report, and then to oversee a longer term process of
reception of and response to that report and its recommendations.

The task was to:

1. reflect the response of the House of Bishops to The Windsor Report (October 31-
November 4, 2004);

2. reflect the response of the Council of General Synod to The Windsor Report
(November 26-28, 2004);

3. meet in December or January to gather responses from the church and provide
advice to the Primate for the February Primates’ Meeting;

4. examine The Virginia Report and the Canadian response to it in light of The
Windsor Report and consider whether there should be a further response to it
from the Anglican Church of Canada;

5. encourage consideration of both The Windsor Report and The Virginia Report by
the Partners in Mission Committee (March 3-6, 2005) and the Faith Worship and
Ministry Committee (March 10-13, 2005);

6. prepare aresponse, if desired, to The Virginia Report, for the consideration of the
Council of General Synod (May 6-8, 2005);

7. advise the Council of General Synod (May 6-8, 2005) about an appropriate
process for longer term response to The Windsor Report

The Primate invited all members of the Anglican Church of Canada to make submissions
to him. Members of the group read all of these submissions, in addition to considering
the reflections of the Council of General Synod and the House of Bishops. 171 responses
were received; 9 were from dioceses, 87 from laity, 51 from clergy, 13 from groups of
clergy and laity, and 11 could not be identified as to order. They came from all
ecclesiastical provinces (17 from Canada, 58 from Ontario, 34 from Rupert’s Land, 36
from British Columbia and Yukon, and 20 could not be identified as to geography). They
represented a wide range of opinion both about the Anglican Communion and its
structures as about the presenting issues that gave rise to The Windsor Report.



The group identified cogent comments from among the submissions and organized them
as responses to questions put to the Provinces by the Anglican Communion Response
Team. Ms. Patricia Bays, the chair of the group, will edit the material to create a working
document for the Primate to take to the Primates’ Meeting. The group will confer in
March about further steps.

Members were chosen from the Partners in Mission Committee, the Faith Worship and
Ministry Committee, and the House of Bishops. They included Ms. Patricia Bays
(Ottawa) the Rt. Rev’d Michael Bedford-Jones (Toronto), the Rt. Rev’d Peter Coffin
(Ottawa), the Rev’d Dr. Tim Connor (Huron), the Rt. Rev’d Jim Cowan (British
Columbia), Ms. Cynthia Haines-Turner (Western Newfoundland), the Rt. Rev’d Colin
Johnson (Toronto) and the Rev’d Linda Nicholls (Toronto). Staff support was provided
by Dr. Eleanor Johnson with the assistance of Canon Alyson Barnett-Cowan, Archdeacon
Jim Boyles, and Archdeacon Paul Feheley.

For further information please contact Archdeacon Paul Feheley, Principal Secretary to
the Primate (80 Hayden St.,, Toronto, ON M4Y 3G2; 416-924-9199 ext. 277,
pfeheley@ @national.anglican.ca).



The Windsor Report

Response to
Questions for Consultation

From the Church of Ceylon (Sri Lanka)

The Church of Ceylon expresses its deep appreciation of the Windsor Report 2004

Our Church will, much to our regret, not be represented at the Primates’ Meeting and
would therefore offer the following Comments to the Reception Reference Group for
their consideration

. We shall comment on the Four Questions for Consultation that have been referred to us.

Question 1
Inter Provincial relationships

In all the discussion that has taken place on the question before us, it is our view that all
Provinces have not in effect been accorded parity of status. There is no hierarchy of
Provinces and this principle needs to be affirmed. There are no Provinces that must be
regarded as progressive or avant-garde while others are backward and have much to
learn. Some African and Asian Provinces fell discriminated against and this perception
underlies their discontent.

Global Context

What we are discussing is not a phenomenon that is peculiar to the United States and
Canada but a worldwide phenomenon, as we are often reminded. This is therefore all the
more reason that "consensus omnium” should have been sort not just the consent of all
the members of a particular Province but of all members of the whole Communion
whether they are members of statutory bodies or not . The Catholic understanding of
consensus omnium would include all members of the Church in all places and of all
times, past, present and future. That is why we must pay attention to worldwide
acceptability and tradition. Our Communion has not paid sufficient attention to this
aspect of our Catholic heritage unlike the Roman Catholic Communion and the Orthodox
Churches.



Different levels of decision-making.

Various decisions are made in our communion at different levels. In some matters even
our Parishes are autonomous, in some the Diocese, in some the Province and in others it
is the whole Communion that must exercise the right to make decisions. These different
levels of decision-making have always been accepted traditionally in our Communion but
never spelt out. This needs to be done even now. Who can make what decisions?

The Anglican Communion and Mission.

It needs to be emphasized that our Communion exists to fulfil its Mission (including
Evangelism) to the whole world. Whenever decisions are made we need to evaluate the
impact of those decisions on the Mission of the whole Church to the whole world. It is
perhaps for this reason that the Churches in Africa and in Asia, that live in the context of
other faiths, have not found it possible to agree with American and Canadian Churches
on the matter under discussion

Inclusivism

We recognize the need for all our Provinces to adopt inclusive attitudes towards all their
members. But inclusivism should not be regarded as an absolute value and we need to
study the limits of inclusivism. Where can we rightly draw lines?

Our Provinces and our Communion must indeed seek to accommaodate all not only those
within their boundaries but also all the people of God.

Dynamics of Change

We need to be aware of the dynamics of Change how does a large Communion like pours
change and accept new ideas? How do we begin? How do we proceed? This will always
be a long drawn out process since we have to seek the consent of all, as we have done and
are doing on the question of the ordination of Women to the threefold ministry

It is the responsibility of the change agents those who wish to introduce change to win
acceptance for the change they propose throughout the Communion by patient discussion.
We must also be willing to move at the pace of the slowest of our member Provinces.
Charity demands this. Changes cannot be introduced in a large Communion such as ours
in a decade or two. This process may take 50 years or more as we have experienced in the
case of the ordination of women.

The dynamics of change may also require the willingness to go through a period of
ambiguity, when the old is passing away and the new has not yet come. This calls for
great patience and forbearance from all, and the willingness to put up with anomalies.
Important changes will not come about tidily with the passing of resolutions and changes
in Canon Law



Question 2
Sections C and D are consistent with Sections A and B

We believe that Instruments of Unity are proliferating and would suggest that the Joint

Standing Committees of the Primates’ meeting and of ACC can be officially recognized
as Council of Advice to advise the Archbishop of Canterbury. But we also suggest that

provision be made for the Archbishop of Canterbury to act independently under certain

circumstances at his own discretion.

Canon Law

Although presumably all our Provinces are guided by their own Canon Law there seem to
be wide disparities from Province to Province.

We suggest a comparative study of the Canon Law in all our Provinces with a view to
formulating principles that all, our Provinces should seek to uphold.

Question 3

The Recommendations and Proposals of the Report need further revision in the light of
feedback that will be received from the Provinces.

In the main it is to be expected that wiser Counsel will prevail and no one will be willing
to break up our Communion.

Very specially we must plead for patience, further discussion and the resolution of our
problems in time after further deliberation. The most important need is mutual respect
among the Provinces which has been lacking at certain times

Question 4
Covenant

We wish to express our reservations about the proposed Covenant.

Our Communion has never been a Confessional Church in the sense that we all contribute
to any particular document that expresses our Faith. Outside England we do not recognize
the authority even of the Thirty Nine Articles.

We must avoid the temptation to become a Confessional Church now and be tied own to
a document which presumably none will be able to change in years to come



We suggest that what we need at the present time is an ad hoc Memorandum of
Understanding to help us to tide over our present crisis.

It may well be that such a Memorandum of Understanding will not find favour in all the
Provinces but we may be able through discussion to persuade the promoters of change to
be patient and give the Communion more time to move together if that be God’s will for
us. Such a Memorandum of Understanding could be issued by the Primates’ Meeting and
should seek to be a Reconciliatory document. It must call for a moratorium on all action
with regard to the acceptance of those in same sex relationships and promise a review of
the situation we have reached not earlier that Lambeth Conference 2018

Promoting the Ethos of our Communion

In our view the various Universities in Rome do much to foster and promote the spirit
and ethos of the Roman Catholic Church. All their Bishops and many of their senior
clergy have gone through very similar educational processes. In our Communion we lack
anything comparable and there appear to be widening disparities in our understanding of
the spirit and ethos



RESPONSES TO KEY QUESTIONS RE THE ‘IMPAIRED COMMUNION OF THE ANGLICAN
CHURCH FOR SUBMISSION TO THE COMMISSION OF THE ARCHBISHOP OF
CANTERBURY, FORMULATED BY THE JOINT COMMITTEES OF THE DIOCESES OF
KURUNAGALA AND COLOMBO, SRI LANKA, IN AUGUST 2004.

1. What are (a) the legal and (b) the theological implications flowing from ECUSA decision to
appoint a priest in a committed same sex relationship as one of its bishops? (See LC 1998 Res.
1.10)

The Church of Ceylon itself is studying this situation. Voices on this issue are not unanimous in
this country or in the Church. It is yet premature to state a final opinion on this issue

theologically.

2. What are (a) the legal and (b) the theological implications of the decision of the diocese of New
Westminster to authorise services for use in connection with same sex unions?

(8) The legal implications are that this decision may precipitate others in the communion to
legalise the said decision or break away from the communion. This depends on the intensity of
the local opinion in either direction.

(b) According to some interpretations of the Bible, homosexuality is theologically unacceptable.
Others disagree. However, the authorisation of Services for same sex unions has polarised the
debate and thrown these schools of thought on two different sides of the divide.

3. What are the -canonical understandings of (a) communion, (b) impaired
communion and (c) broken communion? (What is autonomy and how is it related to communion?)

(&8 Communion is amongst autonomous Sees/Dioceses but because of the Canonical
acceptance of the independence of Sees/Dioceses within the communion, a uniform law need not
be operable right throughout the Anglican Communion.

(b) Impaired Communion — Agreement where there is unity in all issues pertaining to Faith and
Order, yet a situation where disagreements exist on some non-fundamental issues.

(c) Broken Communion — Is a situation where there is no agreement even on issues of Faith and
Order. It will be a situation where one is isolated from the rest of the Communion. We believe
that such isolation should not debar these Sees/Dioceses from participating in conferences and
policy making of the Anglican Communion e.g. Lambeth Conference, Primates Conference, etc.

(d) Autonomy is where one institution or society does not depend or rely on another for policies
or administration. Two or more autonomous bodies could be in communion with each other on
many issues — it does not however mean uniformity.

(e) The principle of co-existence and tolerance of parties having different viewpoints within a
Province is ‘in essentials unity, in non essentials diversity, BUT IN ALL THINGS CHARITY".

4. How (do and) may provinces relate to one another in situations where the ecclesiastical
authorities of one province feel unable to maintain the fullness of communion with another part of
the Anglican Communion?

In our understanding of autonomy and communion, these Provinces should have no problem in
relating to one another or to be in full communion with each other, in spite of dissensions on
individual issues and differences in policies. In such situations dialogue should be mandatory,




recognising the dignity of the Provinces concerned. The Provinces that are seen to have caused
the dissension should take a proactive initiative in the dialogue.

5. What practical solutions might there be to maintain the highest degree of communion that may
be possible, in the circumstances resulting from these two decisions, within the individual
churches involved? (e,g. [alternative] episcopal oversight when full communion is threatened)

A mediatory role could be performed by a competent and qualified third party to reconcile
dissenting parties. Or, if full Communion continues to be threatened, both parties involved
consider an alternative Episcopal oversight with the involvement of a third party.

6. What practical solutions might there be to maintain the highest degree of communion that may
be possible, in the circumstances resulting from these two decisions, as between the churches of
the Anglican Communion? (e.g. [alternative] Episcopal oversight when full communion is
threatened)

A similar mediatory role could be played by persons or committees chosen among Bishops,
theologians, laity and conflict resolution resource persons to make Episcopal oversight
acceptable to both parties. If the difference of opinion is mutually exclusive and cannot be
synthesized in an inclusive manner, the same mediating group could arrange the services of a
suffragan, retired or a Bishop in office from the Province or Communion for alternate Episcopal
oversight with the consensus of both parties. But this should be only in exceptional circumstances
and as a temporary measure.

7. Under (a) what circumstances, (b) what conditions, and (¢) by what means, might it be
appropriate for the Archbishop of Canterbury to exercise an extraordinary ministry of pastoral
oversight, support and reconciliation with regard to the internal affairs of a province to maintain
communion between Canterbury and that province? (see LC 1998, Res. IV.13)

The Archbishop of Canterbury is a “primus interpares” — first among equals — in the College of
Anglican Bishops. Hence, she/he can/should never force her/his way into the internal affairs of a
Province/Diocese without being explicitly invited. Even when so invited, her/his role should
always be mediatory or reconciliatory, to foster communion through pluriformity. It should always
be accepted in the Anglican Church that unity in pluriformity — not uniformity, is the Christ viewed
way of understanding.

8. Under (a) what circumstances, (b) what conditions, and (c) by what means, might it be
appropriate for the Archbishop of Canterbury to exercise an extraordinary ministry of pastoral
oversight, support and reconciliation with regard to the internal affairs of a province to maintain
communion between that province and the rest of the Anglican Communion? (see LC Res. 1V.13)

The Archbishop of Canterbury should play a role in setting up a dialogue between the estranged
Provinces.
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Preface

The Church of Ireland welcomes the opportunity to comment on the
Windsor Report and to contribute to the continuing discussion within the
Anglican Communion. We particularly recognize and pay tribute to the
contribution this report will make to the shaping of relationships within the
Communion and the enhancement of self understanding among its
member Churches. We wish to place on record our appreciation of and
admiration for the work of the Chairman of the Lambeth Commission, the
Primate of All Ireland, without whose wisdom and skill the Report would
have been a much impoverished document.

The Lambeth Commission makes it abundantly clear that it was not
tasked, and the Windsor Report emphatically does not deal, with the
contentious issue of same-gender human relationships. Yet, indisputably, it
arises from circumstances of division among and within the Churches of
the Anglican Communion caused by precisely that issue. While we
continue to wrestle, as a Church and as a Communion, with the biblical
and theological dimensions of the issue, one thing needs unambiguously
to be said, namely that the manner and pastoral sensitivity with which any
Church responds to the needs of those persons who discover or declare
themselves to be homosexual or lesbian will be an indicator of its
faithfulness in responding to a just and loving God.

Whilst acknowledging the circumstances that surround the genesis of the
Windsor Report, we believe that the Report’s true value will come to be
discerned in terms of its capacity to change attitudes and ways of
relating within the Anglican family in the long term, rather than in its
immediate and detailed formulations and recommendations. Indeed, it is
already doing so as member Churches of the Communion enter into
dialogue with one another, listen to each other’s unigue perspectives and
respond to each other in truth, faithfulness and love.

We have been asked to consider four questions. These questions have not
only shaped but also substantially circumscribe our response. The response
itself represents only an interim reaction to the Windsor Report from the
Church of Ireland.






Commentary

Q1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A and
B can you recognize as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the
Anglican Communion?

Sections A and B are the weightiest parts of the Report. Section A begins
an exploration of the theology of unity and communion within the Church
of God. Thus it expounds the nature of unity and communion among all
the baptized. The focus is self-consciously and quite properly biblical and
describes the unity and communion to which all within the Church of God
are called. Such a level of acceptance contrasts with the actual state of
acceptance of one another by Christians and ecclesial bodies
throughout the world. The level of acceptance, unity and communion to
which in Christ and in conformity with the Gospel we aspire is only
approached in Anglican experience among the member Churches of the
Communion to which we belong. Thus, while the description of
communion and of “the life of the [Anglican] Communion” can be
recognized as consistent with our “understanding of the Anglican
Communion”, that is only to say that “the life of the Communion” we
have is consistent with a life of communion we ought to have much more
widely.

We strongly believe that the weighty matter of the nature and expression
of unity and communion deserves much more extended and careful
analysis than either we are able to contribute or even the discussion in the
Windsor Report affords. We are concerned that there is occasional
imprecision in the application of key terms. From time to time discussions
of “unity” merge with references to “communion” and even “the
Communion”. Furthermore, we should wish to plead that these are
fundamentally theological issues, yet from time to time they merge with,
or surface as, legal or juridical matters. In certain respects this is
unsurprising since the Report will go on to propose canon law solutions as
an additional Instrument of Unity, but it can serve to hinder the overall
internal theological coherence of Sections A and B which we recognize
as key sections of the Report.

When, particularly in Section B, the report turns to an examination of the
essentially “organic” development and growth of Anglicanism as a
Communion of autonomous provinces, experiencing and attempting to
deal with issues that give rise to division and threaten to cause disruption,
the Report comes into its own. It describes most effectively the Anglican
Communion which, with all its contradictions, frustrations and
imperfections, we have come both to know and love. It will remain the



case, however, that until we have a fully developed theology of the
nature and interrelatedness of communion and unity in the context of that
gift of gracious variety and relational diversity which is a hallmark of the
Triune God, any instruments we design will be at very best provisional.

We turn therefore to Question 2

Q2. In which ways do the proposals in Sections C and D flow appropriately
from the description of the Communion’s life in Sections A and B?

Our reaction to Sections C and D could be summarized thus: The
proposals contained in Sections C and D are one way of developing the
understandings of Sections A and B, but not the only way.

Unity is a precious gift and an aid to mission, but unity achieved at the
expense of truth becomes an idol. What price unity, therefore, and what
price truth?

Ultimately, the question remains, “What should be the outcome when, all
things considered, an autonomous province determines in conscience
upon unilateral action without the sanction of the other provinces of the
Communion?” The answer may be schism. It may, on the other hand, be
an acceptance of the painful experience of the necessity of living
patiently with difference. Patient and painful living with difference - as all
who live in a family know well - may represent a greater good than
endless deference to any particular model of unity.

Recommendations on the Instruments of Unity

Whilst the Report is careful to disavow any enthusiasm for the creation of
an “Anglican Curia”, the recommendations in respect of the Instruments
of Unity seem to lead directly towards such a development, a process
which seems to have been quietly gathering momentum since the
appearance of the Virginia Report in 1999. The change of name from
Instruments of Unity to Instruments of Communion gives the appearance
of a softening of focus, but this may be an illusion. To describe the
Archbishop of Canterbury as the “the significant focus of unity, mission
and teaching” (C.109 p59) is to move towards a Patriarchate with more
than an historical Primacy of Honour accorded to one who is freely
accepted by other provinces, despite their differences, as Primus inter
Pares. Furthermore, for the rest of the Anglican Communion the manner of
appointment of the Primate of All England remains a thing indifferent. It



ceases to be a thing indifferent if such a system governs the appointment
of one adventurously described in the Report as both the focus of unity
and even “the chief pastor of the entire Communion” (B.65 p43).

The additional demands made upon a Primate of All England and
inherent in the development of the “focus of unity/chief pastor” role
would significantly change the nature, role and workload of the
incumbent of the See of Canterbury. Has anyone asked the Church of
England whether such a development is welcome? Have the conclusions
of the Committee chaired by Lord Hurd been considered in constructing
the Windsor Report? Has anyone, hitherto, asked the rest of the
Communion whether it is prepared to accept the inherently imperialist,
unaccountable and opaque centralism of the proposed development?
The role of the host at a Conference to which bishops are invited
(Lambeth) and that of the Convener of regular meetings of Primates is
radically different from that of one who has “the [absolute] right to call or
not to call to those gatherings whomsoever he believes is
appropriate...for the well being of the Anglican Communion.” (C.110 p59)

When to an enhanced role for the Archbishop of Canterbury there is
added the structured conciliarity of a “Council of Advice” we sense with
considerable dis-ease a further step towards a curial system. Archbishop
Henry McAdoo, quoting the Report of the Lambeth Conference of 1968,
noted that, “Although the declaration and guardianship of the faith has
traditionally been regarded as belonging fundamentally to the episcopal
office, the collegiality of the episcopate must always be seen in the
context of the counciliar character of the Church, involving the consensus
fidelium, in which the episcopate has its place.” (HR McAdoo, Being an
Anglican, APCK Dublin, 1977) This movement towards the creation of a
curia becomes apparent through the specific reference in paragraph 111
to the enhancement of the authority upon which the Archbishop of
Canterbury may act. The Report fails to make a distinction between
authority and power. The Report implies an enhancement of power as
well as authority. Ecclesiastical authority, as we in the Church of Ireland
have come to understand well and indeed to esteem greatly, is best
experienced and exemplified as a moral and a teaching authority rather
than one which possesses elements of the coercive.

We note that the Report envisages an increasingly prominent role for the
Primates’ Meeting and we express concern that there is a risk that the
delicate balance within the Instruments of Unity is in danger of being
upset. The Report returns to the proposition that the Primates should
become members ex officio of the Anglican Consultative Council (ACC).
We note that this proposition was specifically rejected in 2002 by the ACC



as potentially damaging to the preservation of balance, and unlikely to
ensure the opportunity for expressions of diversity of opinion which the
ACC has been at pains to protect. Furthermore, the increasing frequency
of Primates’ Meetings already threatens the balance which the Report is
keen to preserve. The media generated frenzy of expectations
surrounding Primates’ Meetings now tends to heighten rather than
contribute to the resolution of the problems we face in sustaining unity.
The Standing Committee of the General Synod of the Church of Ireland
expressed the view that the Communion should not introduce novel
Instruments of Unity without first reviewing the agreed bases of unity.

We note reference in paragraph 114 to the establishment of an Anglican
Communion Legal Advisers’ Network and the need “to produce a
statement of the principles of canon law common to the churches and to
examine shared problems and possible solutions.” (Cl114 p6l) We are
strongly supportive of this recommendation. We note however that such a
Network was not envisaged in Resolution 13 of ACC 12 (September 2002)
as a short term exercise but as a continuing and creative dialogue. We
believe that the Church of Ireland should engage actively and urgently in
the work of the Legal Advisers’ Network but we urge that the work in hand
should not be rushed. We note that the Primates in October 2003
requested that the Network “bring to completion” this work. Precisely
because we recognize that this work is important, we are anxious that it
should be thorough and neither artificially curtailed nor seen as being
pressed into service to deal with a single crisis.

A major proposal in the report, introduced in Paragraph 117, concerns the
construction and application of a proposed Anglican Covenant set out in
draft in Appendix Two. We make further reference to this proposal in our
response to Q4. However, we offer prefatory observations here.

A Covenant among Anglican provinces will take its place alongside a
wide range of other “agreements”, “covenants” and “declarations”
entered into ecumenically by individual provinces and groups of
provinces and marking very diverse levels of doctrinal, theological and
ecclesiological agreement or convergence. In Ireland we point to the
“Covenant” with the Methodist Church in Ireland (different in scope,
content and context from that of the Church of England with the
Methodist Church in England,) the Porvoo Agreement, the Fetter Lane
Agreement and the Reuilly Accord, among others. In addition, the Church
of Ireland has, in a unigquely distinctive way, incorporated a simple but
remarkably influential covenant in the Preamble and Declaration Prefixed
to the Constitution of the Church of Ireland. In Article Il it is declared that
The Church of Ireland will maintain communion with the sister Church of



England, and with all other Christian Churches agreeing in the principles
of this declaration; and will set forward, so far as in it lieth, quietness,
peace and love, among all Christian people. We argue that the strength
of this reference is that it is indicative of an open and not a closed
framework for the enablement of our manner of relating. The Declaration,
and the principles of relationship to which it points, find their dynamic in a
statement of origins and a common inheritance that have enabled us to
live with subsequent differences, for example over the ordination of
women to the episcopate. In this respect it is true to some of the
characteristics of the biblical concept of “covenant” which is dynamic
rather than merely prescriptive or restrictive.

We express a further concern, namely that we anticipate considerable
unease about enacting a commitment to a document over which the
Church of Ireland has almost no control, may endorse but may not
amend, and which is virtually the child of the Primates’ Meeting alone.
Our sense of the temper and constitutional nature of the Church of
Ireland is that such a document could be signed by the Primate of All
Ireland only at the behest and with the express authority of the General
Synod of the Church of Ireland after it had been free to debate the
document in detail. Even then, like an Order in Council of the Westminster
Parliament, it would be subject solely to either affirmative resolution or
complete rejection.

Paragraph 119 argues — with almost breathtaking conviction - that the
case for the adoption of an Anglican Covenant is overwhelming. It goes
on to declare that the Communion cannot again afford “the crippling
prospect of repeated worldwide inter-Anglican conflict such as that
engendered by the current crisis.” We ask three questions:

1. “Willa Covenant solve the current crisis?” We answer, “No.”

2. “Will it provide a mechanism for anticipating and helping to avoid
future disputes?” We answer, “It may, but we should be aware of
the risk of exaggerating future differences into crises.” To be
specific, it is hard at this stage to anticipate the helpfulness or
otherwise of the Covenant in addressing the emerging issue of lay
Euchatristic presidency.

3. “What would happen to Provinces that felt, in conscience, unable
to adopt or sign the Covenant?” This question we are unable to
answer.

We therefore offer three reflections.
First, the Church of Ireland is instinctively cautious and conservative. As a
church we are confronted with major issues of diversity which have given



and continue to give rise to issues of difference threatening division. We
are attempting to develop patterns and approaches which enable us to
express difference and to live with difference. We experienced in the
internal and internationally recognized furore over the situation at
Drumcree intense division within the Church of Ireland. The response of the
Church of Ireland was to confront and address its divisions by listening and
dialogue rather than by prescription. There was immense internal and
external pressure on the Church of Ireland to act prescriptively and
punitively. These pressures were rightly resisted in favour of dialogue and a
systemic approach to meet the challenges of sectarianism as a societal
malaise. We believe that this approach is appropriate and has something
to offer to the Anglican Communion in the matter of dispute resolution and
especially in discerning the will of the Spirit of God for His Church.

Second, we commend the Anglican model of “liturgy making” as
contributing a useful method for the development of other approaches to
the definition of a distinctively “Anglican position” in other fields of
theological endeavour and especially the field of moral theology.
Historically, the shared liturgy was something which held the member
churches of the Anglican Communion together. The liturgical model
applies attentiveness to developments of diverse patterns of liturgy within
differing social and cultural situations so that now we are held together
not by a common liturgy but by a common shape and pattern of worship.
Such a model of attentiveness has allowed Anglicans in all parts of the
world and in a wide variety of linguistic contexts to remain recognizably a
“family”, doing what is our most characteristic and fundamental work -
that of worship - yet acknowledging social and cultural necessity or
appropriateness. That this has been so has been a tribute to the method
and atmosphere of the International Anglican Liturgical Consultation.
Something of the spirit of the above reflection is captured in the words of
the Primate of All Ireland reflecting on the interplay in Anglicanism
between worship and doctrine. In a “Rite and Reason” article, published
in the Irish Times, he wrote, “We have traditionally placed a high value on
the ordering, the forms and the expression of worship. In this we have
expounded doctrine in a more explicit manner than doctrinal statements.
Here, in the Church of Ireland, it is the way we worship and pray that
shapes our identity.” Whether liturgy can continue to function in this way
without agreed confessional formulae remains an unresolved issue.

Third, the key to developing appropriate dispute resolution procedures lies
in the concepts of adiaphora (things which do not make a difference,
matters regarded as non-essential, issues about which one can disagree
without dividing the Church, B87 p51) and subsidiarity (the principle that
matters in the Church should be decided as close to the local level as



possible B94 p53 et al.). We commend the concept of a “hierarchy of
issues”. It is clear that we need an accepted mechanism for declaring -
in very different cultural settings - which matters are of the “esse” (the very
essence) of the faith, which of the “bene esse” (for the “well being”) and
which are lower in order of significance to the whole communion.
Concerning which matters, to what extent is it possible to permit, at least
for a time, the existence of two mutually attentive integrities within the
Communion, so long as both remain equally loyal to the principles of the
Lambeth Quadrilateral? We remain to be convinced that the Covenant,
as proposed, could assist us in handling such sets of circumstances.

We turn briefly to Question 3, noting that much of the foregoing applies
both to the specifics of this question and the one that follows.
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Q3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and
proposals of the Report would impact upon the life of the Communion if
they were implemented?

Our over-riding concern is that if the recommendations and proposals of
the report were to be implemented we should be replacing bonds of
affection with the bondage of law. We are fearful that the refreshing,
unpredictable and liberating wind of the Spirit may be inhibited through a
seemingly inadequate appreciation of the way in which it appears to
have influenced Anglicanism through past developments that have now
received widespread acceptance. Provincial autonomy ought not to be
idolized but it deserves to be cherished: it may be a gift we have to offer
to the whole Church of God. As a Communion we should be prepared to
explore the contribution of diversity as a component of the imperative of
mission for the Church of God.

11



Finally, we comment on question 4

Q4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set
out in paragraph 119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in
the possible draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of the Report
represent an appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican
Communion?

We have expressed above a series of reservations in respect of the
proposal for an Anglican Covenant. We recognize, however, that such a
document may assume much greater significance for other Provinces of
the world wide Communion than for the Church of Ireland. We come to
these matters with a perspective formed of our own experience.

Our experience of the nature of authority in Anglicanism is that it is a
dispersed and not a centralized authority; that it is a moral and a teaching
authority and one that depends as much on personal integrity and stature
as upon office, although office does convey authority. The thrust of the
proposed Anglican Covenant, together with proposals for an enhanced
role for the Archbishop of Canterbury and the creation of a Council of
Advice, would inevitably (and we fear detrimentally) change the nature
and structure of authority in Anglicanism and also change the dynamics
of our Anglican ways of relating. We find that prospect unappealing. We
are strongly of the opinion that any proposed covenant should be
minimalist in specific content and focus upon creative engagement.

We note that there already exist four Instruments of Unity. These already
cohere and communicate with significant difficulty. We remain to be
convinced that the addition of a fifth, based more in law than in human
contact, would contribute to coherence, transparency and mutual
accountability. We seek evidence that the manner and effectiveness of
relating among the existing four instruments would be empowered by the
creation of a fifth.

We have felt that it is inappropriate, at this point, to comment in detail on
each of the 27Articles contained in the proposed Covenant. We have
recommended a minimalist approach and we fear that Articles 10, 25
and 26 in particular create a “court of ultimate (and perhaps even first)
resort” analogous to the instruments of discipline developed in other
ecclesial bodies but eschewed, so far, in Anglicanism.
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Postscript
We make two final points.

First, we recognize that in the issues that currently divide the Communion,
the authority and interpretation of Holy Scripture are matters of high
importance and sensitivity. We affirm, in the words of Article 1.1 of the
Preamble and Declaration that The Church of Ireland doth, as heretofore,
accept and unfeignedly believe all the Canonical Scriptures of the Old
and New Testament, as given by inspiration of God, and containing all
things necessary to salvation; and doth continue to profess the faith of
Christ as professed by the Primitive Church. We also affirm the Thirty Nine
Articles of Religion and in particular Articles VI and VII (Of the sufficiency
of the Holy Scriptures for Salvation and Of the Old Testament). We should
regret any form of words in any covenant which restricts or diminishes the
meaning of those declarations. In particular we affirm the phrase “the rule
and ultimate standard of faith” (Chicago/Lambeth Quadrilateral, 1888) as
found in Article 1(3) of the proposed Covenant, understanding that
phrase as allowing for the application of scholarship and reason to the
study of the Scriptures and not requiring narrowly literalist interpretations.
We strongly affirm the call to the whole Anglican Communion, contained
in Paragraph 61 (p42) of the report, “to re-evaluate the ways in which we
have read, heard, studied and digested scripture. We can no longer be
content to drop random texts into arguments, imagining that the point is
thereby proved, or indeed to sweep away sections of the New Testament
as irrelevant to today’s world, imagining that problems are thereby solved.
We need mature study, wise and prayerful discussion, and a joint
commitment to hearing and obeying God as he speaks in scripture, to
discovering more of the Jesus Christ to whom all authority is committed,
and to being open to the fresh wind of the Spirit who inspired scripture in
the first place.”

Second, we note that much disquiet has been expressed about the
apparent equivalence of offence expressed in the Report between the
actions of the Episcopal Church of the United States of America in
consecrating the Revd Gene Robinson a bishop of the Church of God,
the actions of the Anglican Church of Canada and the Diocese of New
Westminster and its bishop in the matter of providing a liturgical instrument
for the acknowledgment of same-gender partnerships, and the uninvited
interventions of certain bishops in dioceses not their own. We share that
disquiet. We feel, for example, that the offence, and the processes
leading to the offence, of ECUSA are of a different order from those of the
Canadian Church, and both are different again from the offence caused
by interventionist bishops. Clearly one’s estimation of the relative gravity of
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each offence depends to an extent upon the position one occupies in
respect of the substantive matters at issue. While repentance is called for
from all parties, our local (Irish) experience suggests that this is best
achieved through respectful dialogue.

14



A response to the Windsor report 2004 by the Committee appointed by the
executive committee of the synod of Church of Pakistan for the Moderator Church
of Pakistan, The Rt. Rev. Dr. Alexander John Malik.

We receive the Windsor report which we trust has come out with heart searching
deliberation and continually seeking divine guidance,

We understand that the Windsor Report:

» Has assessed the Crisis honestly and brought out the seriousness of the crises
Clearly.

* Holds the ECUSA and the Diocese of the New Westminster responsible for
causing this crises and calls for regret from all involved.

* In its own way has also suggested some remedies to stop this kind of happening
causing conflict in the Anglican Communion and proposed to further strengthen
the existing four instruments of Unity, i.e. the Archbishop of Canterbury, the
ACC, The Primates Meeting and the Lambeth Conference.

However, we recognize that the whole approach of the Windsor Report seems to be crises
management rather than touching the heart of Christian Gospel and Witness. It is sad that
the Report uses at its base the ecclesiology of the Anglican Communion rather than its
faith which defines it. We feel an opportunity has been lost for an authoritative voice
within the Communion to express its views on the issue of homosexuality.

We believe that the current crisis is incompatible with the Biblical, Cultural and
Religious context of our church in the Islamic world. The most serious being its blatant
departure from Biblical view of human sexuality.

We desire that in its ensuing deliberations, some authoritative expression should be made
for the healing of the situation. We hope that in their meeting, the Primates reaffirm and
defend the teaching on sexuality as in the Lambeth 1.10.

We further request the Primates to workout the mechanism to continue to take some of
tangible conclusions resulting in a reconciled relationship within the Anglican
Communion.

We also urge upon the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Primates and the other
instruments of Anglican Communion to define the parameters of 'discipline if any
Diocese or Province defies the ethos of Anglican Communion especially contrary to the
accepted Biblical views.

And finally, we must say loud and clear that in multi-faith context like ours in Pakistan
our amorphous attitude to the issue of this nature acutely damages the witness and
credibility in inter-faith relations and opportunities of mission and witness.



Following are our answers to the four questions on the Windsor Report as formulated by the
Primates Standing Committee on 18" of October 2004.

oo

The description of the life of the Communion in Section A & B is consistent.
The Report is wanting to hold together the concept of communion as the body of

Christ. The theology and understanding of the Scripture and Church
Tradition has been upheld. It appropriately flows though.

C. It will affirm the faith in Scripture and Tradition. It will reaffirm the office of the
Archbishop of Canterbury and episcopacy in general. It will reaffirm the
nature of the whole meaning to be Communion. It would reestablish the
authority of the instruments of unity i.e. The Archbishop of Canterbury, ACC,
Primates Meeting and the Lambeth Conference. It gives us guidelines to
resolve ecclesiastical disputes and will safeguard the moral issues the
Communion faces.

d. The evaluation of the Anglican Covenant set in para 119 of the Report is as
follows:

)

1)

1)

V)

V)
Vi)

Covenant should help resolution of the present crises and safeguarding
the crippling inter- Anglican conflicts of future. It will prove a
mechanism to enable and maintain life in Communion,

Should strengthen inter- Anglican unity in line with the existing
practice of ecumenical unity among Anglican units in Anglican
tradition.

Despite the possible complexity, it should help manifesting distinctive
identity and mission commitment of the Communion,

Should raise the level of international obligation and commitment
and stop unilateral decisions and moves of single Provinces and
Dioceses.

Should help the Churches in relation to the States they live in, thus
helping to live in a given context.

Should assist the provinces and Churches to discern the ever-changing
situation of their societies.

Rev. Dr. Pervaiz Sultan Recorder

for the Committee



Dear Sir,

Here is the Windsor Report's answers from the Church of the Province of Myanmar. This comes from
a long and frequent discussions with our church leaders. | will send it both in the e-mail and also with
an attachment.

Sincerely,

Saw Kenneth
General Secretary

Windsor Report 2004

Questions for Consultation
with the forty four Churches of the Anglican Communion
as formulated by the Primate's Standing Committee
18th October 2004

Q.1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Section A & B can

you recognise as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican

Communion?
Al With our understanding of the Anglican Communion, the Section A & B, by and large, can be
recognised as consistent. Moreover it helps us to understand the Bible fully, as many of our people in Myanmar

read it literally. It also provides us the fully meaning of some terms, e.g., "adiaphora", "unity", "autonomy", the
"Anglican Communion." It also help us to comprehend our faith and order which we have been practicing.

Q.2. In which ways do the proposals in the Section C & D flow appropriately from

the description of the Communion's life in Sections A & B?
A2 The proposals in section C & D flow appropriately from Section A & B because they highlight the
historical events which the Anglican Church and Anglican Communion had been practised. Based on the
incomplete practice and understanding, Section C & D proposed some recommendations and proposals for the
future of the Anglican Communion to be able to stay together as a "Communion." Moreover they also enlighten
and enrich our understanding.

Q.3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals

of the Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be

implemented?
A3. If the Anglican Covenant be adopted some provinces would be happy and some would be sad. It
depend on their ecclesiastical and theological orientation. But one thing is worthy to be noted that for those who
don't want to follow it, they will just put aside the recommendations and proposals of the Report and would not
use it. If they are really be put into practice, it would give more authority to the Archbishop of Canterbury and
other instruments be involved in any controversial or dispute issue in the communion and could give more
advice and help as a family member.

Q.4.  How would you evaluate the arguments for Anglican Covenant set out in paragraph 119 of the
Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two of the
Report represent an appropriate development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?

A4, The arguments for Anglican Covenant set out in paragraph 119 and in Appendix Two of the Report are
very good, but do not cover every thing which will happen in the 44 churches. But generally, it is quite good
because the inter-Anglican relations would become better than before and the relationship of each province will
become more smoothly with greater concern and respect of each other. It is also good for each province to
exercise true local autonomy which will not hurt the other provinces and encourage and comfort each other
when one is really in need and facing great sorrow.



Questions on the Windsor Report
for dialogue with our ecumenical partners

Q.1. What do you find helpful in the Windsor Report 2004?

Al The Windsor report reminded us what the Anglican Communion should be and live peacefully in unity
in the future life of the Anglican Communion. It also reminds us how to interpret the "authority of the Bible and
the autonomous authority, etc." If the recommendations and proposals in the Report be confirmed and
implemented the role of the mentioned Four Instruments of Unity together with “A Council of Advice" would
have more authority and clear functions, and would be able to give more specific and practical guidance or
advice whenever a controversial issue occurs in the Communion. One fact is to be noted that some people regard
the Windsor Report as it is against the Bible. Some said, the report is meant to be read only but not to judge
what has happened recently in the North America.

Q.2. What questions does the report raise from the perspective of your church?

A.2. After long and frequent discussions, the Church of the Province of Myanmar raised some questions,
e.g., what is "communion"? As practising before and now, only the Archbishop of Canterbury has had direct
relationship to the 44 churches, but for each province there is no rule for having direct relationship to another
province (though the report surely mentions about this kind of relationship in the communion), but we never
have seen in practice. As far as we know and have been practising each diocese makes and has a link with
another diocese in the communion, e.g., the Diocese of Yangon has a link with the Diocese of Liverpool. If each
province has direct relationship only with the Archbishop of Canterbury, how could a province has a voice to
advice other provinces which did something which is controversial? So can this kind of relationship be called
communion? Anyway, the Windsor Report help us to understand fully the meaning of "communion" which is
really practical for doing God's mission in this planet.

How can the words of Jesus, and Paul, for example, be put into practice in terms of the relationship
between the 44 churches? "Do not judge, ....... you will be judged with the measure you use............ , "Why do
you look at the speck of sawdust in your brother's eyes and pay no attention to the plank in you own eye?",
"Rejoice with those who rejoice, mourn with those who mourn.” (Matt 7:1-4, Ro 12:15, Life Application Study
Bible, NIV). There are many texts which speak about to love, to forgive and to accept each other in the Bible,
which has the highest authority on us, according to our Anglicans belief. In the Old Testament, e.g., Job,
"....Shall we accept good from God, and not trouble? (NI1V) Job 2:10b)

Q.3. If the recommendations of the Windsor report were implemented, how would  this affect your
church's relation with the Anglican Communion as an ecumenical partner?

A3. There would be no problem for the Church of the Province of Myanmar. We can even have better
relationship with the Anglican Communion than before. We have been longing to see and have these kinds of
"Covenant." The recommendations in the report also strengthen the bond in the Anglican community, and also
help us to know our true identity and mission as believers, in the body of Christ.

Suggestions for more general questions
Q.1. How can the 44 churches of the Anglican Communion be helped to stay together?

Al The 44 Churches of the Anglican communion can help each other and stay together by practising truth,
love, forgiveness, acceptance and other virtues in the Scriptures and try to give wholeness to each other as Jesus
and the Apostles want us to be. We can help each other by exhorting and sharpen our understanding of the
communion."

Q.2. How should a Christian behave when another Christian does something which  they believe is deeply
offensive to the Gospel?

A2 The answer for this question is clear. Just love them everything would be alright. "The entire law is
summed up in a single command: "Love your neighbour as yourself." (Gal. 5:14 NIV). Actually, if we measure
our behaviour with the Gospel (Bible) we are all sinners in one way or another. We also are reminded not to
forget the baptismal covenant to live in the truth of Light.



Q.3. Would you like to see Anglican/Episcopal churches moving closer together or  going their separate
way?

A3. We would like to see Anglican/Episcopal churches moving closer together. We expect the
Anglican/Episcopal churches have mutual understanding, mutual love and have a common covenant for the
benefit of all churches in the Anglican Communion, which will prevent schism. As peace cannot be kept by
force, but only through understanding, each church must understand each other. Only then the direction will lead
to moving closer together.



Subject: [ENS] From Executive Council / El Consejo Ejecutivo
Friday, November 5, 2004

From Executive Council / El Consejo Ejecutivo

ENS 110504-1

[ENS] November 4, 2004

Dear Sisters and Brothers in the Episcopal Church:

Meeting in Boise, Idaho, during the first week of November, we on Executive
Council have been moved to give thanks for all the saints of God around the
world. We have deliberated on many matters, including the needs of Africa and
Haiti, a funding plan for the church's mission, the work of Episcopal Relief and
Development and the United Thank Offering, support for indigenous ministries,
recruitment of young people for ordination, and translation of church documents
into Spanish and other languages. We were inspired by the ministries of the
Diocese of Idaho. And we have reflected on how the USA's general election may
call us to engage with public policy as a church.

As the Episcopal Church begins to receive the Windsor Report of the Lambeth
Commission on Communion, we invite all congregations, dioceses and provinces
of the church to take time to read and discuss the report. The church needs to
explore the Commission's vision of how we are called to a deeper communion
with one another as a reflection of the inner communion of the triune God. The
church also needs to reflect on the Commission's recommendations about how
the Anglican Communion might function amid differing views.

Our church's reception of the report will be enhanced as you share your
reflections with bishops and members of this Council. The House of Bishops will
meet in January, and the Council will meet in February. It is especially important
that all orders of ministry, including lay people, contribute to the church's
reflection. The Presiding Bishop would like to be informed by these deliberations
as he meets with the Primates in February. We affirm his intention to appoint a
group to respond to the Windsor Report's invitation that the Episcopal Church
explain the rationale for consecrating a bishop living in a same-gender
relationship.

The consultations of the coming months are just the beginning of our church's
reception of the Windsor Report, for the principal response should be made by
the 2006 General Convention. We believe our role as Executive Council is to
help prepare deputies, bishops and the church at large for the discussions that
will take place at Convention. As we considered the report, we were assisted by
Bishop Mark Dyer, the Episcopal Church's representative on the Commission,



and Bishop James Tengatenga of Southern Malawi, who shared perspectives as
an African church leader.

The Council supports wholeheartedly the wise and articulate leadership that is
being offered during this difficult time by Presiding Bishop Frank Griswold and
Dean George Werner, President of the House of Deputies. We offer our prayerful
affirmation to gay and lesbian Anglicans, both here and abroad, who continue to
minister faithfully in a time of vulnerability in the life of the Anglican Communion.
We believe that receiving the Windsor Report with humility and patience will draw
us with renewed zeal and wider vision into God's mission of restoring all people
to unity with God and each other in Christ.

In Christ's love,
The Executive Council



Monday, February 14, 2005

Our Commitment to Partnership in the Gospel: A Word to the Church from
Executive Council

ENS 021405-2
[Note: ENS will post translations in Spanish and French as soon as possible.]
Sisters and Brothers in Christ,

The Executive Council has begun its part in the consultative processes called for
by the Windsor Report. We recognize that it will be a long pilgrimage as we press
on to the goal of reconciliation and healing. We urge all of the Episcopal Church
to join us in this process of considering the report and growing in communion
with each other and with the whole Anglican Communion.

As the representatives of the General Convention of the Episcopal Church
between its meetings, we are responsible for carrying out the mission and
ministry approved by the previous General Convention. We are therefore deeply
concerned that "our current difficulties [may have a] negative consequence ... on
the mission of the Church to a suffering and bewildered world." (Windsor Report,
Foreword, p.6)

The Council, consisting of elected laity, priests and bishops, reflects the diversity
in the body of Christ which is The Episcopal Church, a multinational and
multicultural church that includes a broad spectrum of views on the General
Convention actions that led to the Windsor Report. We regret the pain and lost
opportunities for ministry caused, both at home and abroad, by those actions.

Because of our particular ministry, the Council is mindful of our need to listen to
and learn from other provinces in the Anglican Communion. We welcome every
chance to hear from guests from other provinces as they share glimpses of their
realities and observations of the Council's work. Council's work in many ways is a
reflection of our commitment to be in partnership with our Anglican brothers and
sisters. At every meeting, our International Concerns Committee deals with
issues such as covenants with newly autonomous provinces, encouraging global
mission relationships, and advocating for peace and justice policies such as
global debt relief. Our National Concerns Committee deals with refugee
ministries, combating racism, developing socially responsible investment policies,
and approving Jubilee Centers to minister to the poor and marginalized in this
country. The Congregations in Ministry Committee supports congregational
development and such parish ministries as evangelis! m, Christian education,
youth work, and theological formation. The work of the Administration and
Finance Committee includes identifying resources to provide grants to our
overseas dioceses and others outside the U.S. for their mission work. Thus we



aspire to be faithful, in all that we undertake, to the "gift and divine expectation”
of communion with God and one another in Christ. (Windsor Report, Paragraph
5, p.12)

At each meeting, as we approve companion relationships between dioceses of
the Episcopal Church and dioceses of other Anglican provinces, we rejoice in the
opportunities such relationships give our dioceses and congregations to develop
real understandings of and appreciation for their fellow Christians living out
Christ's mandate in other cultures and contexts. We know the best way truly to
know one another is to work side by side, listening to one another's hearts. The
bishops have that opportunity at Lambeth Conferences, but Christ calls all of us
who have been baptized into the same deep love and mutual support.

We believe, with our House of Bishops, that another important communion
building step would be to undertake the Communion-wide study of human
sexuality recommended by Lambeth Conferences since 1978. Such a study
"would be a sign of respect for gay and lesbian persons in our common life and
of our ongoing pastoral care for them." It would permit more sharing of their
ministries and contributions which have enriched our church for many years.
(House of Bishops letter, January, 2005)

In the Council, despite our differing views, we strive to incarnate the gift of
communion, by focusing on mission together, by listening to each other, and by
daily worship and Bible study. We have seen the same bonds holding the diverse
center of our church together over the last two years despite the anguish felt by
many on all sides of the issues. We trust that through the power of the Holy Spirit
working in us and in our sisters and brothers throughout the Anglican
Communion we will build new relationships of mutual responsibility and
interdependence. (Windsor Report, Appendix Three/5, pp. 74-77)

In this season of Lent, we commit ourselves to "self-examination and
repentance,” as our liturgy for Ash Wednesday invites us. We also pray, in the
words of our Collect for Wednesday in Holy Week, that "God may give us grace
to accept joyfully the sufferings of the present time, confident of the glory that
shall be revealed.”

The Executive Council
February 11 — 14, 2005
Austin, Texas



Thursday, January 13, 2005
A Word to the Church

The House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church
January 12 - 13, 2005
Salt Lake City

ENS 011305-1

[ENS] To the faithful in Christ Jesus, greetings in the season of Epiphany. We rejoice together
with you that God has "caused a new light to shine in our hearts" revealing God's glory in the face
of Jesus Christ our Lord. The sufferings of our brothers and sisters in the aftermath of tsunamis in
South Asia and flooding and mud slides in California and here in Utah where we are meeting,
make us long all the more for this new light revealed to us in Christ. We are mindful as well of the
suffering around the world caused by global poverty, HIV/AIDS, malaria, other diseases, and watr.
In this suffering world we are called to "serve and signify God's mission to the world, that mission
whereby God brings to men and women, to human societies and to the whole world, real signs
and foretastes of that healing love which will one day put all things to rights" (Windsor Report,
paragraph 3).

We decided at our September meeting in 2004 to set aside this time so we might together begin
to receive the Windsor Report with humility. We have met for a day and a half in Salt Lake City.
We welcome with gratitude the work of the Lambeth Commission on Communion. We realize this
is a long-term effort which will most likely extend beyond our March meeting. In the meantime, we
aim to practice the more intentional consultative processes called for by the Windsor Report. We
also anticipate the Executive Council of our church joining in this consultation.

In this spirit of intentional practice, we affirm that all need to repent, as the Archbishop of
Canterbury reminded us in his Advent Letter 2004. We repent of the ways we as bishops have
sometimes treated each other, failing to honor Christ's presence in one another. Furthermore, too
often we have also failed to recognize Christ's presence fully manifest in our sister and brother
Anglicans around the global communion. We honor their full voice and wisdom. We desire
mutuality. We recognize our interdependence in the Body of Christ.

Moreover, we as the House of Bishops express our sincere regret for the pain, the hurt, and the
damage caused to our Anglican bonds of affection by certain actions of our church. Knowing that
our actions have contributed to the current strains in our Communion, we express this regret as a
sign of our deep desire for and commitment to continuation of our partnership in the Anglican
Communion.

We note here that our decision-making structures differ from those in many parts of the Anglican
Communion and that our actions require conciliar involvement by all the baptized of our church,
lay and ordained. Therefore we as bishops, in offering our regrets, do not intend to preempt the
canonical authority of the General Convention of the Episcopal Church. At the same time, we are
keenly aware of our particular responsibility for episcopal leadership.

We long for the fullest expression of the gift of communion that God has given us through Christ.
"The communion we enjoy with God in Christ and by the Spirit, and the communion we enjoy with
all God's people living and departed, is the specific practical embodiment and fruit of the gospel
itself* (Windsor Report, paragraph 3). We rejoice in our partnership in the worldwide Anglican
Communion and affirm anew our commitment to the interdependence of this church as a member
of the Anglican Communion.

We agree that one important expression of our communion would be a Communion-wide study



and discernment process on matters of human sexuality as recommended by Lambeth
Conferences of 1978, 1988 and 1998 and are eager to continue to respond to this challenge. This
would be a sign of respect for gay and lesbian persons in our common life and of our ongoing
pastoral care for them. We also believe that such a process would strengthen our communion. By
doing so, we will be able to share more of the prayerful conversations and studies on the
ministries and contributions of homosexual persons in the church that have enriched our
experience for many years. The Presiding Bishop has already established a committee to offer a
theological explanation of how "a person living in a same gender union may be considered
eligible to lead the flock of Christ" (Windsor Report, paragraph 135).

We pray our brothers and sisters throughout the Anglican Communion will forgive us and that
together we may remain in steadfast relationship so we might open our lives and our hearts to
one another and learn how the Holy Spirit is acting in our different contexts. We are eager to take
steps to make this possible, and particularly would welcome invitations to visit other Anglican
provinces to learn from them the many ways they are vital withesses to the healing love of Christ,
often in very difficult circumstances.

During this brief meeting we humbly struggled in our deliberations to discern how best to receive
the Windsor Report. We had an extensive discussion about a "moratorium on the election and
consent to the consecration of any candidate to the episcopate who is living in a same gender
union until some new consensus in the Anglican Communion emerges" (Windsor Report,
paragraph 134). We have only begun a serious and respectful consideration of how we might
respond. Further, we have not had sufficient time to give substantive consideration to
recommendations in the Report calling for a moratorium on diocesan boundary violations or the
call for a moratorium and further discussion of the authorization of liturgical texts blessing same
sex unions. (Here we note that there are those among us who do not agree with the statement in
paragraph 144 of the Windsor Report that "the Episcopal Church has by action of Convention
made provision for the development of public Rites of Blessing of | same sex unions.")

In February 2005 the Primates of the Anglican Communion will consider the Windsor Report. We
commit ourselves to a more thorough consideration of the range of concrete actions identified in
the Report at our House of Bishops meeting in March 2005. We do not wish to act in haste. We
believe it is extremely important to take the time to allow the Holy Spirit to show us ways we can
engage with people throughout our church in a consideration of all of the invitations for further
reflection and the recommendations of the Windsor Report.

We seek together the epiphany of Christ's reconciling love for the world, which lies at the heart of
the mission we share. It is our prayer that along with Anglican Christians around the world we
may be faithful to God's mission.



Response to the Questions for Consultation formulated
by the
Primates’ Standing Committee 18 October, 2004
by
The Episcopal Church in the United States of America

At its regular Fall meeting held in Spokane, Washington, September 23-28, 2004, the
House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church agreed to reconvene in January, 2005, to discuss the
Windsor Report which was soon to be released.

Upon receipt of the questions from the Primates’ Standing Committee in October, 2004,
the Most Rev. Frank Griswold, Presiding Bishop and Primate of the Episcopal Church,
communicated with the members of the Planning Committee of the House of Bishop and with
his Council of Advice. In consultation with them he circulated the questions prepared by the
Primates’ Sanding Committee to all the bishops of the various dioceses. He then asked the
bishops serving as president or vice president_of the nine regional provinces of the Episcopal
Church to convene the bishops in his or her province to discuss the Windsor Report in some
detail. These gatherings took place between November, 2004, and January, 2005.

On January 12-13, 2005, the full House of Bishop reconvened in Salt Lake City, Utah.
There was an exceptionally high attendance at this meeting with 143 bishops present
representing the complete spectrum of theological and political opinions. All bishops
participated fully in the meeting.

The bishops heading the nine regional provinces all made reports on the data gathered in
their regional meetings concerning the Windsor Report. They also provided a summary of
incidences of Designated Episcopal Oversight in their area. In most instances, bishops reported
that conversations with concerned congregations strengthened their pastoral relationship and did
not require any further steps. In situations where the ministry of another bishop was in order,
arrangements were made with a bishop of another diocese to offer Delegated Episcopal Pastoral
Oversight.

At the meeting, the bishops were seated in core groups of eight for purposes of
discussion. They were also divided into five expanded groups and asked to reflect on the four
questions posed by the Primates’ Standing Committee. The comments of these five groups were
then shared with the entire group. A collation of their observations, responses and remarks has
been made and those observations and remarks form the response, in this report, to the individual
questions.

Following those group gatherings, the entire House met in plenary and devoted two and a
half hours to a discussion of the merits and concerns regarding the recommendation of the
Windsor Report for Moratoria. Fifty four bishops spoke before the entire House with comments
representing both positive and negative reactions.



A representative group of bishops was then charged to draft a “Word to the Church”
reflecting the reaction of this meeting of the House of Bishops to the Windsor Report. The text of
that Word is offered as part of this report as well.

There was expressed at this meeting, an overwhelming sense of gratitude and
appreciation for this report which we receive with humility. Many bishops also expressed
surprise that the action of the Episcopal Church regarding the consecration of Bishop Robinson
has generated the widespread disapproval that exists. On that subject, there was, however,
disagreement with the assumption, reflected in the Report, that our General Convention at its
meeting in 2003 actually approved the blessing of same sex unions. The prevailing opinion is
that while the Convention recognized that the blessings of those unions do occur in certain
dioceses, there has not been any official approval of this action. Regardless of this disagreement,
there is widespread acceptance of the Report’s call for the American Church to officially
apologize for the turmoil our actions have caused throughout the Anglican Communion and there
is an overwhelming desire that we express our regret for this.

As we express this sincerely held regret, however, there is also an underlying
understanding held by the majority of bishops at this meeting that the Windsor Report was
commissioned by the Primates and that while it has been graciously shared with the church at
large, the formal report of Lambeth Commission must first go those Primates at their meeting in
February, 2005, and then to the Anglican Consultative Council at its meeting in June, 2005.
Given that understanding, a formal response or the proposal of any action on the
recommendations by the Episcopal Church at this time would be premature. It is appropriate,
however, to express our opinions regarding this Report. Those opinions are share in our
responses to the four questions and in our “Word to the Church” which was drafted primarily for
distribution to the ordained and lay members of the Episcopal Church.

It is expected that once the Primates and the Anglican Consultative Council formally
receive the Windsor Report, recommendations will be forthcoming. The next meeting of the
House of Bishops will be in March, 2005, after the Primates meeting. At that meeting, many
bishops have expressed the desire that the House continue our discussion of the issue of
moratoria. Then at the next meeting of the full Convention of the Episcopal Church in June,
2006, the recommendations could be formally considered. The polity of the Episcopal Church
makes it clear that the House of Bishops is only ONE house of our legislative body, and any
formal action requires actions by both Houses. However, the Bishops meeting alone can
certainly discuss the recommendations of the report and each bishop can choose to respond on
behalf of his or her diocese as far as our polity permits.

With this understanding then, this report contains a broad representation of the wide
spectrum of responses to the questions which forms an honest representation of the variety of
opinions and observations within our House of Bishops. The Word to the Church is a distillation
of our meeting and was adopted by a majority of the bishops present.



Responses of the Episcopal Church Bishops to the Questions

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A and B can you
recognize as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?

Conversation at the House of Bishops indicated a general feeling that the document is
very helpful. We appreciate its conclusions and it seems generally reflective of what we
understand the Anglican Communion to be.

Comments seem to be grouped around the following topics:

Scripture:
e There is general appreciation for examples of | Corinthians and Ephesians and for the

use of Scripture in general.

e It is pointed out that we believe interpretation of Scripture is best done in community,
but we wonder how large is the community to be?

e \We like the description of Communion as a gift of koinonia fellowship

Understanding of Bishops and Church Polity:

e There seems to be a faulty perception of our polity across the Communion. The report
indicates a lack of understanding that our House of Bishops is part of a larger group and that our
authority comes from the trust that people have given to us. Episcopacy is not so much a ministry
of authority as a ministry of responsibility. The use of authority in this report seems inconsistent
with who we are as the church in ECUSA. We place more emphasis on baptismal authority as
expressed in our baptismal covenant. A missing element seems to be an understanding of laity
(as represented by all the baptized and the full House of Deputies in ECUSA) in this process.

e We question the assumption that only bishops were responsible for past decisions and
for future ones.

e The report seems to give bishops more authority to express a corporate opinion than
we understand them to have.

e There seems to be a lack of understanding that in ECUSA bishops cannot commit the
church to action without the House of Deputies acting as well.

e There is some general uncomfortableness with a proposed increased role of
Archbishop of Canterbury. We would prefer more emphasis on the Anglican Consultative
Council since this body includes laity.

The Anglican Communion:

e There needs more clarification as to how we agree on what is essential.

e Mutuality among members of the Communion is important

e The report seems to indicate that tension within the Communion is destructive while
we believe it can be creative and an inherent part of our unity.




e The report leads us to ask some important questions: What are the bonds of affection in
the Anglican Communion? What is unity? How do we live in tension?

e We have some concern that the report seems to observe that we (ECUSA) seem to put
our own needs before others in other provinces.

e \We raise some concern over the notion that Anglican Communion is an invitation list
maintained by the Archbishop of Canterbury.

e Some among us observe that the Instruments of Unity have recently evolved and we
need to look at them carefully. We do appreciate the emphasis on the Lambeth Quadrilateral in
this report.

Observations regarding the report:

e The report seems to be looking for conclusions, but in reality working out our
relationships in Communion will be a life long process.

e Section A seems to flow naturally into Section B but we have some concern that
Sections C and D reflect a technical fix to an adaptive problem.

e The report is an instrument of relationship. It names our brokenness, and gives us an
opportunity to address ways that can strengthen our relations.

General comments:

e There seems to be a romanticism regarding the example of the ordination of women.

e Some concern was raised over the issue of core vs. adiaphra.

e We believe illness is not a good metaphor for homosexuality.
We wonder where sacramental theology fits into the issues raised in Sections A and B.
There seems to be a lack of emphasis on the work of the Holy Spirit.
We agree with the point that more trust is needed.
We note some difference in what we mean by bonds of affection and interdependence.
We would like to see more clarification of the terms “reception” and “consultation.”

2. In which ways do the proposals in Sections C and D flow appropriately from the
description of the Communion’s life in Sections A and B?

e Sections C and D seem to be directing us toward being a confessional church.

e \We believe the emphasis on reconciliation is important.

e A prime question is for us is how can we be in community in spite of our differences.
There needs to be more emphasis on relationship and prayer. To be in community there must be
dialogue/conversation. It can be frustrating at times, but we must keep at it and exclude no one.

e The spirit of Sections A and B does not seem to be reflected in Sections C and D.
These sections look more like a set of demands.

e For us, the question of moratoria is something that cannot be acted upon without the
approval of our full General Convention. The best we can do is speaking a “mind of the house”
of our House of Bishops only.



e Sections C and D have good information, worth studying, but there is a concern that
the direction some of the recommendations appear to take bring us dangerously close to the kind
of magisterium that is very inconsistent with our understanding of and appreciation of historic
Anglicanism.

¢ In some ways the report is maintenance oriented and defensive. We need a higher
vision for our time.

3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the
Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

Positive observations:

e This is an opportunity to repent and be reconciled.

e The report seems to suggest the need for building community in the Communion.
Regardless of the issue, we currently do not have the tools to discuss common concerns.

e There needs to be a clarification on what role of the Instruments of Unity play.

e This report helps us in ECUSA to see ourselves through non-American eyes.

e Hopefully the recommendations of the report will allow a continuing study and
understanding of the psycho genetics of human sexuality.

e Perhaps the recommendations will allow us to live into the full meaning of MRI
(Mutual Responsibility and Interdependence).

e This could lead to a deeper understanding of communion vs. autonomy and a further
examination of unilateralism.

e Hopefully this will help to deepen our life and discipleship focus as Anglicans in
mission.

e Perhaps the recommendations will provide time to learn/discern how we can live
together without agreement. Time, perhaps structured time, will help us to discern how we can
better talk with each other. These recommendations offer a chance to slow the train down.
This might give us a way to embrace one another.

Moratoria open a way to fully engage in dialogue and end unilateral behavior.

We are being invited to live sacrificially in community.

Invitations to ECUSA are clear. There need to be invitations to others as well.
Should we ask ECUSA dioceses that are electing a bishop to please take this report
into consideration as they move forward?

e This gives us a way to listen to the concerns of others and make our response out of the
concerns offered.

e There could be voluntary abstaining, pending expressions of regret.

e There is a fear the recommendations promote clericalism.

e This would allow ECUSA to state clearly what we did, how we did it and what has
happened to others.

e Our regret should not be to please others, but because we recognize that we need to do

it.



e Recommendations provide an opportunity for a regret to be expressed by those
crossing boundaries as well.

e If there is a moratorium on consecrations and same sex unions in ECUSA, there needs
to be a moratorium on bishops coming into each others’ dioceses as well.

e A moratorium would hopefully mean that a majority of the Communion would hear
that we had heard their concerns.

e These recommendations have the possibility of putting us in a place we could never go
to otherwise.

e It has been deeply moving to hear people speak honestly about hurt and betrayal.

Negative observations:

e The recommendations could stifle the Holy Spirit and suppress discernment.

e The recommendations could lead to an increase of the Bishop’s power and a limiting
of the power/influence of the laity in our church.

e They could lead us to become more of a dogmatic, confessional body.

e \We may lose sight of the real mission while fixating on the present issue of sexuality.

e There is a danger of our seeing gays and lesbians as people to be studied rather than
enfleshed, equal partners in mission.

e Concentrating on moratoria and repentance may lead us to miss the strong invitation to
mission in the Report.
There is a danger that we may reinforce exclusion.
It feels like a proposal for a structure that does not speak to our Anglicanness.
A moratorium could lead to more bishops “in the closet”.
These recommendations would cause friction within our “own house.”
We need more grace or we will pass like ships in the night.
We need to exercise the restraint called for in the report, but we don’t want gay/lesbian
people to feel excluded or hurt by our response.

e This report marginalized a duly consecrated bishop which sent a terrible message to the
gay/lesbians in the church.

e \We do not need a moratorium; we need to assure our people that we will follow the
light of Christ as revealed in each of us.

e A moratorium would be very painful, a form of dying.

¢ In video games, there is never just one way to act. This is the approach of an entire
new generation. The approach indicated in this report looks for THE one right answer, which
isn’t very Biblical. After all, we have four gospels with differences in the message of the one
Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. We need a multiplicity of solutions to the dilemma facing us now.

e Quick fixes lead to increased conflict. This report seems to be pressing us toward this.
We could offer the world a new model: Stay together, hear each other, work with each other.

Questions:



e What specific process will be used to ensure that truly mutually reciprocal and
inclusive conversations will take place?

e What exactly are “representative Anglican bodies”?

e What are the time frames and results of moratoria?

e \We need assurance that a period of moratorium would be a prayerful, spirit-filled time.

e There needs to be a clarification of what increased power for the Archbishop of
Canterbury means.

e There needs to be continuing conversation around the whole aspect of the Instruments
of Unity.

e What does regret and repentance mean? What’s being asked for, who decides, who can
give the answer?

¢ How might one effectively seek/initiate reconciliation with bishops who come into a
diocese uninvited?

e What is the relationship of the Instruments of Unity to the General Convention of the
ECUSA?

e How can we renew these instruments in positive frame?

e Given our polity, what is our House of Bishops’ responsibility to respond to the
invitation of the report vs. a response from ECUSA as a whole?

e What is the role of the Virginia Report? Assumptions need to be tested.

e Who or what becomes the ultimate arbiter when there is a challenge to the Anglican
Communion?

e When/how will conversation with gay and lesbian persons, called for by Lambeth as
part of a Communion wide experience, take place?

e Could we ask our Presiding Bishop to invite a large representation of the Communion
to come to our next General Convention to see how we operate?

¢ In our discussion of the Report, we seem to be putting the entire burden on ourselves.
Perhaps we need to invite the larger Communion to join us in the conversation; that would be
taking seriously the Lambeth resolutions.

e Would a moratorium make a difference? Would people actually use that time to deal
with these issues authentically?

o Are there many gay/lesbian people in Africa? How were they taken into consideration
in this Report?

e Should we take the recommendations further and declare a moratorium on all
consecrations until we sort this out?

e Our polity says we are ALL involved with each other, so should perhaps we ALL
refrain from travel, etc. within the Anglican Communion?



4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in paragraph
119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft for such a
covenant in Appendix Two of the Report represent an appropriate development of the
existing life of the Anglican Communion?

The strengths of the argument laid out for an Anglican Covenant in paragraph 119:

e Entering into such a development process would be a positive experience.

e This might help to delineate the minimum agreements among us.

e This has the potential of giving Anglicanism as we live in the 21* century, a
definitional clarity.

e There would be a positive acknowledgment of the voice of Third World.

e There might be a strengthening of some of our ecumenical covenants through the
model used.

e A covenant is consistent with our larger identity (relationship with God; marital
relationships, etc.).

e The covenant is a good study document, but perhaps not a thing we need.

The weaknesses of that argument:

There is a lack of clarity in the use of the term covenant.

Cross-cultural realities do not seem to be fully considered.

This could undermine concept of subsidiarity.

This confuses/compromises jurisdictional autonomy.

The process for adoption/reception is unclear.

Concerning the premise for the proposal; is it relatively uncontroversial as stated?
This seems too located in the Episcopal order.

Ways the Communion might benefit from the kind of covenant described in Appendix Two:

e \We understand the Covenant in the Report to be an example only. Many bishops had
issues with individual sections of that Covenant, but understand the drafting of a real Covenant
would be a process for the future, and ways this might happen would require much discussion.

e It could help us to discern between essentials and adiaphra.

o A multilateral covenant could be a model to others in a fractious world.

e It could be visible profile such that we do not drown in a sea of ambiguity.

Ways might the Communion suffer from that kind of covenant:

e The Covenant talks about relationship on the basis of promises and law rather than
communion which is more ambiguous but clearly grounded in the Last Supper and the Cross.



e |f this becomes too particular it will be a danger; we need ties to bind us but not to tie
us up.

e Making a covenant for this moment may forestall the future.

e |f laity are ignored, and education available for adults is lacking, we will have more
confusion.

e Ignoring the theology of the cross or of the resurrection will cause us great suffering.

Continuing questions:

e |s covenant the word we want to use to describe ourselves as a church catholic? Is this
the correct theological concept?



10

A Word to the Church
The House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church
January 12 - 13, 2005
Salt Lake City

To the faithful in Christ Jesus, greetings in the season of Epiphany. We rejoice together
with you that God has “caused a new light to shine in our hearts” revealing God’s glory in the
face of Jesus Christ our Lord. The sufferings of our brothers and sisters in the aftermath of
tsunamis in South Asia and flooding and mud slides in California and here in Utah where we are
meeting, make us long all the more for this new light revealed to us in Christ. We are mindful as
well of the suffering around the world caused by global poverty, HIV/AIDS, malaria, other
diseases, and war. In this suffering world we are called to “serve and signify God’s mission to
the world, that mission whereby God brings to men and women, to human societies and to the
whole world, real signs and foretastes of that healing love which will one day put all things to
rights” (Windsor Report, paragraph 3).

We decided at our September meeting in 2004 to set aside this time so we might together
begin to receive the Windsor Report with humility. We have met for a day and a half in Salt
Lake City. We welcome with gratitude the work of the Lambeth Commission on Communion.
We realize this is a long-term effort which will most likely extend beyond our March meeting.
In the meantime, we aim to practice the more intentional consultative processes called for by the
Windsor Report. We also anticipate the Executive Council of our church joining in this
consultation.

In this spirit of intentional practice, we affirm that all need to repent, as the Archbishop of
Canterbury reminded us in his Advent Letter 2004. We repent of the ways we as bishops have
sometimes treated each other, failing to honor Christ’s presence in one another. Furthermore,
too often we have also failed to recognize Christ’s presence fully manifest in our sister and
brother Anglicans around the global communion. We honor their full voice and wisdom. We
desire mutuality. We recognize our interdependence in the Body of Christ.

Moreover, we as the House of Bishops express our sincere regret for the pain, the hurt,
and the damage caused to our Anglican bonds of affection by certain actions of our church.
Knowing that our actions have contributed to the current strains in our Communion, we express
this regret as a sign of our deep desire for and commitment to continuation of our partnership in
the Anglican Communion.

We note here that our decision-making structures differ from those in many parts of the
Anglican Communion and that our actions require conciliar involvement by all the baptized of
our church, lay and ordained. Therefore we as bishops, in offering our regrets, do not intend to
preempt the canonical authority of the General Convention of the Episcopal Church. At the
same time, we are keenly aware of our particular responsibility for episcopal leadership.
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We long for the fullest expression of the gift of communion that God has given us
through Christ. “The communion we enjoy with God in Christ and by the Spirit, and the
communion we enjoy with all God’s people living and departed, is the specific practical
embodiment and fruit of the gospel itself” (Windsor Report, paragraph 3). We rejoice in our
partnership in the worldwide Anglican Communion and affirm anew our commitment to the
interdependence of this church as a member of the Anglican Communion.

We agree that one important expression of our communion would be a Communion-wide
study and discernment process on matters of human sexuality as recommended by Lambeth
Conferences of 1978, 1988 and 1998 and are eager to continue to respond to this challenge. This
would be a sign of respect for gay and lesbian persons in our common life and of our ongoing
pastoral care for them. We also believe that such a process would strengthen our communion. By
doing so, we will be able to share more of the prayerful conversations and studies on the
ministries and contributions of homosexual persons in the church that have enriched our
experience for many years. The Presiding Bishop has already established a committee to offer a
theological explanation of how “a person living in a same gender union may be considered
eligible to lead the flock of Christ” (Windsor Report, paragraph 135).

We pray our brothers and sisters throughout the Anglican Communion will forgive us
and that together we may remain in steadfast relationship so we might open our lives and our
hearts to one another and learn how the Holy Spirit is acting in our different contexts. We are
eager to take steps to make this possible, and particularly would welcome invitations to visit
other Anglican provinces to learn from them the many ways they are vital witnesses to the
healing love of Christ, often in very difficult circumstances.

During this brief meeting we humbly struggled in our deliberations to discern how best to
receive the Windsor Report. We had an extensive discussion about a “moratorium on the
election and consent to the consecration of any candidate to the episcopate who is living in a
same gender union until some new consensus in the Anglican Communion emerges” (Windsor
Report, paragraph 134). We have only begun a serious and respectful consideration of how we
might respond. Further, we have not had sufficient time to give substantive consideration to
recommendations in the Report calling for a moratorium on diocesan boundary violations or the
call for a moratorium and further discussion of the authorization of liturgical texts blessing same
sex unions. (Here we note that there are those among us who do not agree with the statement in
paragraph 144 of the Windsor Report that “the Episcopal Church has by action of Convention
made provision for the development of public Rites of Blessing of same sex unions.”)

In February 2005 the Primates of the Anglican Communion will consider the Windsor
Report. We commit ourselves to a more thorough consideration of the range of concrete actions
identified in the Report at our House of Bishops meeting in March 2005. We do not wish to act
in haste. We believe it is extremely important to take the time to allow the Holy Spirit to show
us ways we can engage with people throughout our church in a consideration of all of the
invitations for further reflection and the recommendations of the Windsor Report.
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We seek together the epiphany of Christ’s reconciling love for the world, which lies at
the heart of the mission we share. It is our prayer that along with Anglican Christians around the
world we may be faithful to God’s mission.



Motion to General Synod 17 February 2005

THE WINDSOR REPORT: Report by the House of Bishops (GS 1570)

14.

1.

3.

The Bishop of Durham to move:
“That this Synod

@ welcome the report from the House (GS 1570) accepting the principles set out in
the Windsor Report;

(b) urge the Primates of the Anglican Communion to take action, in the
light of the Windsor Report’s recommendations, to secure unity within the
constraints of truth and charity and to seek reconciliation within the
Communion; and

(c) assure the Archbishop of Canterbury of its prayerful support at the forthcoming
Primates’ Meeting.’

GS 1570
THE WINDSOR REPORT:

A REPORT FROM THE HOUSE OF BISHOPS

Following the publication of the Windsor Report* on 18 October 2004, the House asked the
Chairs of its Theological Group and the Faith and Order Advisory Group, the Bishops of
Rochester and Chichester (assisted by the Vice-Chair of FOAG, the Bishop of Guildford and
the House’s theological consultant, Dr Martin Davie ), to prepare a paper to help guide its own
deliberations at its January 2005 meeting, with a view to this document forming the basis of
the Church of England’s response prior to the Primates’ Meeting in Belfast on 20 —26
February. This document, which was also informed by discussion at a meeting of bishops at
Lambeth on 1 December, is attached. The House was mindful that the issues which the
Windsor Report seeks to address have significant implications for Anglican ecumenical
dialogue and inter-faith relationships.

In considering the Report, the House was very conscious of the critical and urgent issues
addressed by the Windsor Report for the cohesion of the Anglican Communion, and the need
to support the Archbishop of Canterbury in his dual role both in terms of the leadership of the
Anglican Communion and as the representative of the Church of England at the forthcoming
Primates’ Meeting. This meeting is potentially of great significance for the future unity of the
Anglican Communion and its ecumenical relationships, and with this in mind the House
decided to focus on questions of particular immediacy for this meeting (rather than, for
instance, consider points of detail about the illustrative Covenant set out in Appendix 2 of the
Report).

With the foregoing in mind, the House therefore:

a  Affirms the basis of faith and life that binds Anglicans together as set out in
paragraphs 1-11 of the Windsor Report and illustrated by the Chicago-Lambeth
Quadrilateral and accepts the basic principle of autonomy-in-communion exercised
within the constraints of truth and charity set out in the Report®.

! The Lambeth Commission on Communion: The Windsor Report 2004, ACO £4.95
? See paras 72-86.



b Supports the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Primates in taking all steps necessary
to seek to achieve reconciliation by persuading all within the Anglican Communion
to comply with the mind of the Communion as expressed by the Instruments of
Unity,® in the light of the recommendations of the Windsor Report.

¢ Supports the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Primates in requesting ECUSA and
other parts of the Communion that have taken similar decisions to provide for the rest
of the Communion the thought-out theological rationale, based on Scripture and
Tradition, for the actions that have been taken that has been requested in the past but
which so far has not been forthcoming.

4. The House also recognises that there are structural issues that will need to be resolved with
some urgency in relation to how the Anglican Communion expresses its mind. The House
supports the drawing up of an Anglican Covenant and commends an enhanced and properly
resourced role for the Archbishop of Canterbury in fostering the unity and mission of the
Anglican Communion.

5. Finally, the House upholds the Primates in its prayers as they prepare for their meeting in
Belfast later this month.

(on behalf of the House of Bishops)
+ROWAN CANTUAR: + DAVID EBOR:

February 2005

The House of Bishops Theological Group
Faith and Order Advisory Group

A Response to the Windsor Report

1 The teaching of the Windsor Report
1.1 Introduction
1.1.1 The Lambeth Commission on Communion was established by the Archbishop of Canterbury at

the request of the meeting of the Anglican Primates in October 2003.
Its mandate was to ‘examine and report’ on the:

¥ For these Instruments of Unity see paras 97-104




‘...the legal and theological implications flowing from the decisions of the
Episcopal Church (USA) to appoint a priest in a committed same sex
relationship as one of its bishops, and of the Diocese of New Westminster to
authorise services for use in connection with same sex unions, and specifically
on the canonical understandings of communion, impaired and broken
communion, and the ways in which provinces of the Anglican Communion
may relate to one another in situations where the ecclesiastical authorities of
one province feel unable to maintain the fullness of communion with another
part of the Anglican Communion.’

1.1.2 At the heart of the Commission’s discussion of these matters in the Windsor Report is what it
says about the relationship between autonomy and interdependence. The report argues that although the
concept of the autonomy of the individual provinces of the Communion is ‘fundamental to Anglican
polity’ (paragraph 72 — the paragraph numbers of the report will subsequently be referred to by their
numbers in brackets) nevertheless the nature of autonomy has been ‘much misunderstood’ (72).

1..2 Autonomy and Interdependence
1.2.1 Autonomy, it maintains, should not be confused with an isolated individualism. Instead, it says:

“The key idea is autonomy-in-communion, that is, freedom held within interdependence. The
autonomy of each Anglican province therefore implies that the church lives in relation to, and
exercises its autonomy most fully in the context of, the global Communion.(76)’

1.2.2 The report goes on to explain that:

‘...'autonomy" thus denotes not unlimited freedom but what we might call freedom-in-relation,
so it is subject to limits generated by the commitments of communion. Consequently, the very
nature of autonomy itself obliges each church to have regard to the common good of the
global Anglican community and the Church universal. (80)’

1.2.3 Because the autonomy of each church allows it the freedom to regulate its own affairs it allows
for a proper diversity in the life of the Christian Church as a whole :

‘Autonomy gives full scope for the development of authentic local living out of the Christian
faith and mission, in what has come to be known as inculturation. This is an essential part of
the Christian mission: each church must find fresh ways to proclaim the Gospel of Christ into
the context of the world in which it is living. The eternal truth of the gospel relates in different
ways to the particulars of any one society, as we see already within the life of the earliest
church as described in Acts. This combination of faithfulness to the gospel and inculturation
into different societies will inevitably produce a proper and welcome diversity within the life
of the Church. (85)’

1.2.4 However, the report says, there are limits to this diversity:

‘In the life of the Christian churches, these limits are defined by truth and
charity. The Lambeth Conference of 1920 put it this way:

“The Churches represented in [the Communion] are indeed independent, but
independent with the Christian freedom which recognises the restraints of
truth and love. They are not free to deny the truth. They are not free to
ignore the fellowship.”

This means that any development needs to be explored for its resonance with the truth, and
with the utmost charity on the part of all - charity that grants that a new thing can be offered



humbly and with integrity, and charity that might refrain from an action which might harm a
sister or brother. (86)™*

1.3 Adiaphora, Subsidiarity and Reception

1.3.1 What the Windsor Report says about autonomy-in-communion also relates to what it says about
the three further issues of adiaphora, subsidiarity and reception.

1.3.2 The report defines “adiaphora’ as those matters which are ‘indifferent’ in the sense that they are
matters: ‘...upon which disagreement can be tolerated without endangering unity’ (36) and
‘subsidiarity” as: ‘...the principle that matters should be decided as close to the local level as possible’
(38). Italso states that: ‘Subsidiarity and adiaphora belong together: the more something is regarded as
‘indifferent’ the more locally the decision can be made.” (38)

1.3.3 It is at this point that the issue of autonomy-in-communion comes into play. This is because, as
paragraph 93 of the Windsor Report explains, when the claim is made that a particular matter in
theology or ethics is indifferent two questions have to be asked:

‘First, is this in fact the kind of matter which can count as ‘inessential’ or does it touch on
something vital? Secondly, if it is indeed ‘adiaphora’, is it something that, nevertheless, a
sufficient number of other Christians will find scandalous and offensive, either in the sense
that they will be led into acting against their own consciences or that they will be forced, for
conscience’s sake, to break fellowship with those who go ahead? If the answer to the second
question is ‘yes’, the biblical guidelines insist that those who have no scruples about the
proposed action should nevertheless refrain from going ahead. (93)’

1.3.4 Both these questions relate to autonomy-in-communion. The question of whether something is
essential or inessential is one that needs the widest possible discussion and agreement so that there can
be a corporate discernment of the will of God and a corporate obedience to it. The question of whether
something will cause scandal to other Christians is rooted in the idea of autonomy-in-communion
because it is based on the principle that our freedom of action is limited by the need to take account of
the effects of our actions on the other members of the body of Christ.

1.3.5 The report explains that in recent Anglican theology the term ‘reception’ has come to be used to
refer to the process by which a controversial development can be tested out while the unity of the
Church is maintained. It also explains, however, that:

*...the doctrine of reception only makes sense if the proposal concerns matters on which the
Church has not so far made up its mind. It cannot be applied in the case of actions which are
explicitly against the current teaching of the Anglican Communion as a whole, and/or of
individual provinces.(69)’

1.3.6 Here again the idea of autonomy-in-communion underlies the argument. The use of the doctrine
of reception to defy the declared mind of the Church is an attempt to exercise freedom of action
without reference to the wider Church and is therefore unacceptable.

1.4 Analysis and Recommendations

1.4.1 The specific recommendations of the Windsor Report can all be seen to flow out of this basic idea
of autonomy-in-communion, or freedom limited by interdependence, and its application to the areas of
subsidiarity, adiaphora and reception.

1.4.2 The overall account of recent events in the Anglican Communion given by the Windsor Report is
that those in ECUSA and New Westminster, and, to a lesser extent, the General Synod of the Anglican
Church of Canada, have unilaterally decided that matters do with same sex relationships are matters
that can be decided at the provincial or local level. They have done so without agreement by the

* A clear example of the way in which diversity has been limited within Anglicanism is the way in
which the Lambeth Quadrilateral has been seen as setting out the fundamentals of Anglican
ecclesiology in providing boundaries for the development of ecumenical relationships between
Anglican churches and churches of other traditions.



Communion as a whole, and having acted on certain convictions they have put them forward for
reception in spite of these being against the declared mind of the Anglican Communion. On the other
hand, those who have intervened in other provinces in response to the actions of ECUSA and New
Westminster have unilaterally decided to act in this way in spite of the fact that this too was something
that the Communion said should not happen. By so doing they have also damaged communion and
contributed to the growing divisions within the Communion.®

1.4.3 The way forward that the Windsor Report offers also reflects its basic argument that there should
be autonomy-in-communion.

Immediate Recommendations

1.4.4 In response to the current situation in the Anglican Communion the report argues that:

e Those in Canada and the United States who have acted in contravention of the accepted
teaching of the Communion on human sexuality should express regret for this ‘breach of the
bonds of affection’ (134 & 144) — the bonds of affection being the bonds of truth and charity
that should have led them not to act without proper regard to the rest of the Communion. They
should also observe a moratorium on performing any such actions in future. (134 & 144)

e Inorder allow space for the healing of the Communion, and pending such an expression of
regret, the bishops involved in the consecration of Gene Robinson and in the authorisation of
same-sex blessings should seriously ‘consider in all conscience’ whether they should
withdraw themselves from ‘representative functions in the Communion.” (134 & 144)

e Because of the ‘widespread unacceptability of his ministry” in other provinces of the
Communion the position of Bishop Robinson should be kept under review and ‘very
considerable caution’ should be exercised in ‘admitting him to the councils of the
Communion’ (133)

e  Those archbishops and bishops from elsewhere who have violated the principle of provincial
autonomy by intervening in dioceses and provinces other than their own should express regret
for the ‘consequences of their actions’ — the consequences being the further deepening of the
divisions in the Communion. They should affirm their desire to remain part of the Anglican
Communion, observe a moratorium on such interventions in future and seek to reach an
accommodation with the bishops of the parishes they have taken under their care. (155)

e All parties to the current dispute should seek to be reconciled with each other and
consideration should be given to a symbolic Act of Reconciliation that would mark a new
beginning for the Communion. (156)

Longer-term recommendations

1.4.5 Looking to the future, the report argues that in order to enhance the interdependence of the
Anglican Communion the roles of the “Instruments of unity’ within the Communion (The Archbishop
of Canterbury, the Lambeth Conference, the Anglican Consultative Council and the Primates’ Meeting)
need to be clarified and strengthened with a Council of Advice being instituted to help the Archbishop
of Canterbury to exercise his role. (97-112 and Appendix One)

1.4.6 It also recommends that the churches of the Communion should consider adopting a:

‘...common Anglican Covenant which would make explicit and forceful the loyalty and bonds
of affection which govern the relationships between the churches of the Communion. The
Covenant could deal with: the acknowledgement of common identity: the relationships of
communion; the commitments of communion; the exercise of autonomy in communion; and
the management of communion affairs (including disputes).’

The intended purpose of the covenant is once again to support the development of autonomy-in-
communion amongst the churches of the Anglican Communion.

® See paragraphs 31-39, 69 29(3) and 122-123.



1.5 Conclusion

1.5.1 It is clear from this brief overview of the argument of the Windsor Report that the report is not
concerned with discussing the issue of homosexuality in itself. What it is concerned with is how the
autonomy-in-communion of the churches of the Anglican Communion can be maintained in the face of
this current crisis and strengthened in the future.

2. How should the Church of England respond to the Windsor Report?
2.1 The issues that need to be considered

2.1.1 This means that there are two issues which the Church of England needs to consider as it thinks
about how to respond to the Windsor Report . The first is whether it accepts the basic principle of
autonomy-in-communion which underlies the report. The second is whether it thinks the
recommendations of the report represent a reasonable application of this principle.

2.2 The Church of England and autonomy

2.2.1 To begin with the first issue, it is clear that the Church of England accepts the principle of
autonomy in so far as it means that a particular church, such as the Church of England, has the right to
order and regulate its own local affairs through its own system of government and law. The whole of
the Church of England’s system of Synodical government and Canon law rests upon this principle.
Without it these would not make any sense.’

2.2.2 It is also clear that the Church of England believes in the principle that this autonomy has to be
combined with the acceptance of interdependence between churches. This is shown in a number of
recent ecumenical agreements entered into by the Church of England in which the characteristics of the
visible unity of the one Church of Jesus Christ are described.

2.2.3 For example, the Reuilly agreement with the French Lutheran and Reformed Churches declares
that the unity of the Church is a theological and missiological imperative:

‘In order to be truly itself and to fulfil its mission the Church must be seen to be one. The
missionary imperative entails the overcoming of the divisions which have kept our churches
apart. As our churches grow in faith into the fullness of Christ, so they will grow together in
unity (Ephesians 1).”

2.2.4 It then goes on to state that the “full visible unity’ of the Church must include:

e ‘A common proclamation and hearing of the gospel, a common confession of the apostolic
faith in word and action....>’

e ‘The sharing of one baptism, the celebrating of one eucharist and the service of a common
ministry (including the exercise of ministry of oversight, episkope)...’

e ‘Bonds of communion which enable the Church at every level to guard and interpret the
apostolic faith, to take decisions, to teach authoritatively, to share goods and to bear effective
witness in the world... *’

2.2.5 If the Church of England takes these points seriously it follows that it must believe that the
exercise of provincial autonomy has to be exercised consistently with the demands of communion. The
existence of a visibly united Church marked by a common proclamation and hearing of the gospel,
shared sacraments, a common ministry and effective bonds of communion will remain forever

® See Article XXXIV and the Preface to the Book of Common Prayer.

" Called to Witness and Service London: CHP 1999 p.21

® It is important to note that this means that there has to be agreement in both faith and morals. How
Christians act is as important as the faith they profess and therefore there needs to be agreement on
both.

% Called to Witness and Service pp.21-22. Similar or identical points are also made in the Meissen,
Fetter Lane and Porvoo ecumenical agreements. Compare also the ARCIC statement the Church as
Communion.



impossible if individual churches are unwilling to limit the exercise of their own freedom for the good
of the Church as a whole.

2.2.6 This is not simply a matter of following through the logic of the Church of England’s existing
commitments. More fundamentally, it is about the Church of England’s commitment to the basic
ecclesiological teaching of St. Paul that all baptised Christians form one body in Christ (1 Cor 12; 12-
13, Eph 4:1-16) and that for the body of Christ as whole to flourish each member of the body has to
have regard for every other member and to behave accordingly (1 Cor 12:14-26).

2.2.7 Furthermore the Church of England cannot consistently hold that less is required of the Anglican
Communion than is required of the Church in general. As a result it will wish to support the view of
the Windsor Report that individual provinces within the Communion should abide by decisions duly
arrived at by the representatives of the Communion as a whole

2.2.8 The Church of England therefore endorses the principle of autonomy-in-communion which the
Windsor Report advocates. It underpins its whole ecumenical approach and reflects the teaching of
Scripture and tradition about the fundamental importance of the visible unity of the Church upon which
this approach has been based. It is integral to the claim of the Church of England to be a church rooted
in Scripture and Catholic tradition (see Canon A5)

2.3 The Church of England and the Recommendations

2.3.1 Moving on to the issue of whether the recommendations of the Windsor Report represent a
proper application of this principle, it is clearly the case that the actions of ECUSA and the diocese of
New Westminster did constitute a repudiation of decisions taken by the representatives of the
Communion as a whole. Their actions in regard to blessing same sex-relationships and consecrating a
bishop in a same sex relationship were contrary to the declared and re-iterated mind of the Communion
as expressed in Resolution 1.10 of the 1998 Lambeth Conference.™® In the words of the Windsor Report
they were: ‘...in breach of the legitimate application of the Christian faith as the churches of the
Anglican Communion have received it.” (143)

2.3.2 It is also clear that these were decisions reached in the knowledge that they would have extremely
serious consequences for the Communion as a whole. It is significant that Bishop Frank Griswold, the
presiding bishop of ECUSA was himself a signatory of the Primates’ statement of October 2003. This
declared that the consecration of Gene Robinson would: *...tear the fabric of our Communion at its
deepest level” and yet he went on to preside at that consecration the following month.

2.3.3 If these actions of ECUSA and New Westminster were to be regarded as acceptable it would
render the principle of autonomy-in-communion meaningless, and this would mean that in principle
any church, or indeed any group within a church, was free to take whatever action it saw fit without
reference to anyone else.

2.3.4 As we shall explain below, the Windsor Report makes a distinction between the actions of those
archbishops and bishops who responded to requests for assistance by intervening across provincial
and diocesan boundaries and the actions of ECUSA and New Westminster. Nevertheless, it is clear that
those who intervened in this way knew that this was something that successive Lambeth Conferences
and the Primates meeting in October 2003 said should not happen. Therefore they also violated the
principle of autonomy-in-communion. As a result in order to be even handed the Windsor Report also
had to criticise such unilateral actions as well.

2.3.5 The question is where do we go from here, with a view to the Communion
moving forward together? The response offered by the Windsor Report is helpful in
four ways.

19 As the Archbishop of Canterbury puts it in a letter to the Primates of the Anglican Communion on
July 23 2002: “...the Lambeth resolution of 1998 declares clearly what is the mind of the
overwhelming majority in the Communion, and what the Communion will and will not approve and
authorise.’



2.3.6 First, it emphasises the importance of reconciliation. As Eph 2:11-22 indicates,
the reconciliation with God achieved by Christ on the cross is also the foundation of a
new form of human society in which the old divisions of humanity are overcome. The
reconciliation of Christians with one another is thus the outward and visible sign of
their reconciliation with God and, as such, the test of its reality (1 Jn 2:9-10). It
follows that the Windsor Report is correct to insist that the life of the Anglican
Communion must be marked by the reconciliation of those who have been at enmity
because of the present crisis.

2.3.7 Secondly, the process of reconciliation has to be set in the context of repentance
and forgiveness (134). Traditionally, there have been seen to be three parts to
repentance, contrition (sorrow for what has been done wrong in the past), confession
(admitting that one has done wrong ) and amendment of life (ceasing from wrong
behaviour and doing better in the future). The Windsor Report asks those on both
sides to repent in this fashion by expressing regret for what they may have done
wrong (contrition and confession ), ceasing to act in those ways and seeking to make
things better in the future (amendment of life).

2.3.8 As the Archbishop of Canterbury reminds us in his Advent letter to the
Primates and Moderators of the Anglican Communion this call to repentance is vital.
Apology is not enough.

‘Because there has been much talk of apology in the light of the Report, it has
been all too easy to miss the centrality of God’s call to repentance. Apology is
the currency of the world. People in law courts argue about their rights in
order to try to extract a satisfactory apology, an adequate statement of
apology. An apology may amount only to someone saying, ‘I’m sorry you feel
like that’; and that doesn’t go deep enough.

To repent before one another is to see that we have failed in our witness as
God’s new community, failed to live in the full interdependence of love — and
so to see that we have compromised the way in which God can make himself
seen and heard among us. When St. Paul writes about conflict in the Church,
he is concerned above all that we act in such a way that we can be seen to live
as Christ’s body together, so that the world may see Jesus. **’

2.3.9 Thirdly, the report makes a careful differentiation between the regret required of ECUSA and
New Westminster and the form required of Archbishops and Bishops from elsewhere. This is in line
with the fact that the latter, however irregularly, were responding to action previously taken by ECUSA
and New Westminster by seeking to give pastoral care to those in ECUSA and New Westminster who
were seeking to remain loyal to the teaching of the Communion as a whole.

2.3.10 A major complaint by those on the conservative side in the Communion has been that the
Windsor Report sees a ‘moral equivalence’ between the actions of ECUSA and New Westminster and
those who went to the aid of beleaguered parishes and dioceses in response to their actions. However,
as Oliver O’Donovan notes:

‘The reader who can glance more or less simultaneously at 8§ 134 and 155:

1 Advent pastoral letter from the Archbishop of Canterbury, 29 November 2004 at
www.anglicancommunion.org/acns/articles/39/00/acns3917.cfm




“the Episcopal Church (USA) be invited to express its regret that the proper
constraints of the bonds of affection were breached....”

“We call upon those bishops who believe it is their conscientious duty to intervene in
provinces, dioceses and parishes other than their own to express regret for the consequences of
their actions.”

will not be impressed by the claim that the Commission treats the actions of the Episcopal
Church and those of the intervening bishops as morally equivalent. They are not described in
equivalent terms with respect to their subjective motives (breach of affection is not the same
as conscientious duty) and therefore they are not presented as equivalently regrettable (what
was done is to be regretted in the one case, what ensued is to be regretted in the other).'>

What this means is that in the case of the intervening bishops the element of confession in their
repentance would have to be a confession that the consequence of acting in the way that they did
inevitably was a deepening of the divisions within the Communion that had already been opened up by
the actions of ECUSA and New Westminster.

2.3.11 Fourthly, it provides a realistic way forward for the Communion in the medium
to long term. The instruments of communion are an accepted part of the life of the
Communion and so the proposal to strengthen them so that they work more
effectively should be welcomed

2.3.12 It has been suggested by some commentators that the strengthening of the
instruments of communion will lead to an over centralised Communion in which there
will be no room for diversity. There is no reason why this should be the case. The
policy of the Communion will continue to be determined by the representatives of the
provinces as it is now and individual provinces will continue to have the freedom to
determine their own affairs subject to the agreement of the Communion in regard to
matters that touch on the common life of the Communion as a whole.

2.3.13 What is being proposed is that the responsibilities that the various instruments
have for taking decisions on behalf of the provinces should be clarified. In particular
that it should be made clear that the Archbishop of Canterbury, working with a
Council of Advice, has the authority to articulate the mind of the Communion in
matters of controversy, and has discretion over who is invited to the Lambeth
Conference and the Primates Meeting.

2.3.14 The Archbishop of Canterbury would not have untrammelled jurisdiction.
Bishops and Archbishops would retain their current authority within their own
dioceses and provinces. What would be new is that there would be an explicit
acceptance that when the Archbishop, articulating and reflecting the expressed views
of the instruments of unity, speaks on behalf of the Communion what he says would
need to be heeded as expressing the mind of the Communion.

2.3.16 It should be noted however, that what he might say on behalf of the
Communion would be open to scrutiny on the basis of its consonance or otherwise
with Scripture. Scripture, interpreted in the light of tradition and reason, would remain
the ultimate Anglican authority and only teaching that was in line with Scripture
could rightly be received as authentic Anglican teaching.

20 M T O’Donovan The Only Poker Game in Town at
www.fulcrum-anglican.org.uk/docs/2004/10/200410250donovan.pdf
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2.3.17 The suggestion that there should be an Anglican Covenant also seems to be a
helpful one, though further work would clearly be needed, as the Windsor Report
recognises, to produce a draft which might command general support. As the
Archbishop of Canterbury has written in his Advent letter:

“The Windsor document sets out a possible future in which we willingly bind
ourselves closer together by some form of covenant. | hope we will see virtue
in this. No-one can or will impose this, but it may be a creative way of
expressing a unity that is neither theoretical nor tyrannical. We have
experience of making covenants with our ecumenical partners; why should
there not be appropriate commitments which we can freely and honestly make
with one another?*®’

2.3.18 It would therefore seem that there is a prima facie case for the Church of
England welcoming the recommendations of the Windsor Report as the way forward
for the Communion.

3. Responding to criticisms of the Report

3.1.1 A number of criticisms have been raised about the Windsor Report and its
recommendations and these need to be considered carefully before the Church of
England decides how to respond to the report’s recommendations.

3.2 Deeper problems in North America?

3.2.1 The first criticism, which has been raised by many conservative commentators
on the report, is that it does not get to the heart of the issues facing the Communion
because it fails to address what they see as the fundamental problem, namely, the long
term drift away from Catholic orthodoxy in large parts of ECUSA and the Anglican
Church of Canada. As they would see it, the rejection of accepted Anglican teaching
on human sexuality and the assertion of provincial and diocesan autonomy that this
involves are only the symptoms of this more basic problem.

3.2.2 The response to this objection is that even if it is accepted that the Lambeth
Commission did not go far enough in this respect this does not negate what it has to
say about autonomy-in-communion or how the Anglican Communion should go
forward from here. The fact that the Windsor Report does not say everything that it
might have said does not mean that what it does say is mistaken or that its vision for
life in communion is unacceptable.

3.3 Too Precipitate?

3.3.1 The second criticism from another quarter is that the approach to the present
crisis taken by the report is a too precipitate one. What is required, it is argued, is long
term patient dialogue with ECUSA and New Westminster in order to discover what
has motivated them to take the action they have and to try to develop a new future for
the Communion that will encompass those of radically varying views within it.

3 Advent pastoral letter from the Archbishop of Canterbury
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3.3.2 The difficulty with this analysis is that the longer the present crisis remains
unresolved the deeper and more entrenched are becoming the divisions in ECUSA
and the Anglican Church of Canada and between these provinces, or parts of them
and other parts of the Communion. There is a very real danger of ECUSA, the
Anglican Church of Canada and the Communion as a whole beginning to ‘walk apart’
and if this happens the chance for the kind of patient dialogue that proponents of this
objection want to see happening will be lost for the foreseeable future.

3.3.3 The crisis within the Communion requires a speedy resolution and the question
that therefore needs to be asked is whether the proposals in the Windsor Report
provide a feasible and theologically acceptable basis for such a resolution.

3.4 Deeper problems within the Communion?

3.4.1 The third criticism is that the report fails to address the deep-seated cultural,
historical and political roots of the present problems within the Communion.

3.4.2 In response to this objection it has to be accepted that these long term causes of
division within the Communion do exist and that they do need to be addressed.

The pain caused by past hurts, misunderstandings and misrepresentations needs to be
acknowledged if the Church is to move forward to that better future to which it is
summoned by God. As An Anglican-Methodist Covenant puts it: ‘“The healing of
memori1e43 Is a necessary part of the healing of the wounds of division of the body of
Christ.’

3.4.3 However, the current crisis in the Communion also needs to be addressed and
this means addressing the specific issues raised by the actions of ECUA and New
Westminster and the responses to them. Unless and until these issues are resolved
there will not be the kind of confidence and trust within the Communion as a whole
that is the necessary pre-condition for the ‘healing of memories’ to begin to take
place. Just as the South Africans had to make the transition to majority rule before
establishing their Truth and Reconciliation Commission so the Anglican Communion
needs to find a solution to its current problems before it can enter into a ‘truth and
reconciliation” process of its own. Therefore, once again, the question is whether what
the Windsor Report proposes is an acceptable proposal for resolving these current
problems.

3.5 Lack of Eucharistic Theology

3.5.1 The fourth criticism is that the report makes insufficient reference to the
importance of Eucharistic theology in its discussion of communion. Some claim that
an ecclesiology rooted in the Eucharist would be more focussed on emphasising the
welcoming love of God which invites all to partake at His table and less focussed on
drawing up lines of demarcation which exclude people.

3.5.2 While accepting that there is a lack of explicit Eucharistic theology in the
Windsor Report it is difficult to see how it would have affected the main thrust of the
report’s conclusions had such theology been included. This is because the Eucharist

4 An Anglican-Methodist Covenant Peterborough & London: Methodist Publishing House/CHP 2001
p.14.
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itself is a pointer to the unity of the body of Christ: ‘Because there is one bread, we

who are many are one body, for we all partake of the one bread” (1 Cor 10:17). This
means that it raises the issue of how we relate to the other members of the body and
thus the issue of autonomy-in-communion which is central to the Windsor Report.

3.5.3 Furthermore, in both the Christian tradition as a whole and in the Anglican
tradition in particular, participation in the Eucharist has generally been seen as a sign
of committed and faithful Christian discipleship. Consideration of the Eucharist thus
itself raises issues of the requirements of Christian discipline and when it is
appropriate to impose discipline that are at the heart of the matters considered by the
Windsor Report.

3.6 Selectivity of Critique

3.6.1 The fifth criticism is that while the report criticises ECUSA and New
Westminster it says nothing about the shortcomings of other parts of the Communion
with regard to issues such as episcopal authoritarianism, and the toleration of
oppressive and exploitative relationships between men and women.*® There can be no
doubt that such problems do exist, but three further points need to be made.

e The Lambeth Commission was asked to address the immediate crisis in the
Anglican Communion rather than to look generally at the shortcoming of all
the various Anglican provinces.

e The problems that exist within other parts of the Communion do not mean that
we can ignore the actions of ECUSA and New Westminster and the problems
that these have raised.

e Most importantly, if the various problems that exist in all the provinces of the
Communion are to be properly addressed in a fraternal dialogue with
Christians from other parts of the Communion there needs to be an atmosphere
of trust and confidence between the churches involved. Unless and until the
present problems of the Communion are addressed it will be difficult if not
impossible to develop this trust and confidence. Furthermore, if nothing is
done and the churches of the Communion begin to ‘walk apart’ the prospects
for this kind of dialogue will become even more remote.

3.7 Who pays the price?

3.7.1 The sixth criticism is that if the Windsor Report’s recommendations are
accepted those who pay the price for reconciliation within the communion will be its
gay and lesbian members and their supporters. Thus the press release on the Windsor
Report by the Lesbian and Gay Christian Movement declares:

“There is great pain for us in the idea that a moratorium should be called in the consecration of
leshian and gay people in same sex partnerships.

We struggle with the idea that those bishops who consecrated Gene Robinson as a bishop, and

1> The latter issues are raised by Lambeth 1.10 itself in what it says about the need to reject: ‘violence
within marriage and the trivialisation and commercialisation of sex.’
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who are happy to allow the authorised blessings of same sex couples should be asked to
consider withdrawing from the Councils of the Church.

We are particularly pained by the isolation suggested for Bishop Robinson from his episcopal
brothers and sisters throughout the world. This is an isolation many homosexuals feel all their
lives.'®’

3.7.2 These feelings of pain need to be taken seriously, but as in the case of the
previous criticism a number of further points have to be noted.

e Any commonly agreed standard of faith or morals is bound to be difficult and
even painful for those who disagree with it, and wish to argue for it to be
amended. However, a necessary part of Christian discipleship is learning to
accept the constraints of living within a community that makes decisions that
we may not agree with. We should not minimize the struggles that this may
involve, but it is a necessary part of the baptismal vocation which involves
dying to self and rising to a new life lived within the body of Christ (Rom 6:1-
14, 1 Cor 12:12-26, Eph 4:1-16). *'

e Aswas noted in Some Issues in Human Sexuality, it would be wrong to
assume that all homosexual Christians are in favour of the Church moving to
an acceptance of sexually active homosexual relationships. There are
Christians with a homosexual orientation who want the Church to uphold
traditional biblical teaching and will feel that their struggle to remain faithful
to this teaching will be betrayed if it does not.”® In addition, there are also
homosexual Christians who may wish to see the Church change its teaching,
but nevertheless do not believe it was right for ECUSA and New Westminster
to act in the way that they did

e The Windsor Report provides a way in which those who may dissent from
Anglican teaching on matters of sexual ethics can pursue their case within the
constraints of autonomy-in-communion.. As the report indicates (141-2), what
they have to do if they want to advance their cause is to convince the
Communion as a whole, on the basis of Scripture, tradition and reason, that
their proposals: *...would constitute growth in harmony with the apostolic
tradition as it has been received.” It is this approach, and not unilateral action
in defiance of the agreed position of the Communion that is the proper way
forward.

e Acceptance of the recommendations of the report would mean a commitment
by all the churches of the Communion to take seriously the requirement of
Lambeth 1.10 that Anglicans should listen to the experiences of gay and
lesbian people, an acceptance that: ‘...any demonising of homosexual persons,
or their ill treatment, is totally against Christian charity and the basic
requirements of pastoral care’ (146), and a commitment to a continuing study

16 _esbian and Gay Christian Movement press release, 18 October 2004, at

www.lgem.org. uk/html/library/html
7 For the development of this point see M Ramsey The Gospel and the Catholic Church London:
SPCK 1990 p Ch llI
'8 See Some Issues in Human Sexuality London: CHP 2003 pp.277-278 which refers to M Hallet
Sexual Identity and Freedom in Discipleship Cambridge: Grove Books 1997
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of issues of human sexuality, including a sharing of statements and resources
on this topic.

3.8 What if Windsor’s recommendations are rejected?

3.8.1 The seventh and final criticism is that the report says nothing about what should
happen if within a specified period of time the individuals or churches named by the
Windsor Report either fail to respond to the recommendations of the report or
explicitly reject them.

3.8.2 All the report has to offer in relation to this scenario is that: ‘we shall have to
begin to learn to walk apart’ (157). In spite of the terrible divisions of the Christian
Church, this is problematic theologically because it is impossible to see how those
who are baptised members of the body of Christ could be content with simply walking
away from each other.*

3.8.3 Would a better approach, it has been argued, not be for some kind of restorative
discipline to be exercised in cases where there is an explicit rejection of the report’s
recommendations or a failure to respond to them? Discipline is a concept which has
strong biblical support (Mt 18:15-20, 1 Cor 5:1-5, 2 Thess 3:14-15, 1 Tim 1:20) and
which has had an important place in Christian ecclesiology.?

3.8.4 Such discipline may also require the instruments of unity to agree adequate
episcopal oversight for those who have adhered to the declared mind of the
Communion. The report’s treatment of this issue has been widely regarded as
inadequate and needs strengthening.

3.9 Conclusion

3.9.1 Although serious, these criticisms do not fundamentally weaken the approach of
the Windsor report and its recommendations as a starting point for further discussion
and action.

4. What actions should the Church of England take in the light of the report?

4.1.1 How then should the Church of England act in response to the report? Four
forms of action would seem to be necessary.

e First, an affirmation by the Church of England of its acceptance of the basic
principle of autonomy-in-communion exercised within the constraints of truth
and charity as the essential form of life within the body of Christ.

191t has been suggested that the picture in paragraph 157 is of two groups walking alongside each other
but the context suggests that what is being envisaged is different groups moving apart and all the
indications are that this is what will in fact happen unless the process of reconciliation envisaged by the
report takes place.

2 For an exploration of the idea of discipline and its application to the current issues facing the
Anglican Communion see, for example, C Seitz et al Communion and Discipline Colorado Springs:
The Anglican Communion Institute 2004.
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Secondly, in the light of this, a re-affirmation that the Church of England itself
adheres to the ‘bonds of affection’ constituted by the “Instruments of Unity’,

Thirdly, a recognition that successive Lambeth Conferences, Primates’
Meetings, ACC gatherings and Archbishops of Canterbury have expressed the
mind of the Communion both on the subject of sexual behaviour and on that of
unilateral episcopal intervention, and have also requested that this mind be
upheld and respected by dioceses and provinces while careful and sensitive
study of human sexuality continues and is shared within the Communion.

Fourthly, support for the Archbishop of Canterbury in taking whatever steps
are necessary to seek to achieve reconciliation by persuading all sides in the
Anglican Communion to comply with all the recommendations of the Windsor
Report.

In specific terms this would mean the Archbishop calling upon all those
specified in the report to express the appropriate form of regret called for by
the report and to observe the moratoriums that it recommends.? It would also
mean the Archbishop calling on all churches of the Communion, including the
Church of England, to:

Express penitence for their shortcomings and the ways in which these may
have harmed the well-being of the Anglican Communion as a whole.

Seek reconciliation with one another.

Work to clarify and strengthen the operations of the instruments of
communion

Move towards the development and acceptance of an Anglican Covenant.

The drawing up of an Anglican Covenant and its ratification by all the
churches of the Anglican Communion might take some time. A strong case
can therefore also be made for the adoption by the Primates and the Anglican
Consultative Council of a brief statement in order to restore and renew the
framework of trust within the Communion. This would express the
commitment of the churches of the Communion to the principles of autonomy-
in-communion until such time as a fuller Anglican Covenant was agreed. If
this idea is accepted then the Church of England will need to play its part
alongside the other provinces by accepting such a statement and by helping to
draw up a longer covenant in due course. This will involve further work on
how we arrive at the express mind of the Communion in our life together.

2! The moratoriums called for by the Windsor Report should not be considered in isolation. Each side
needs to adhere to the mind of the Communion as expressed by the Instruments of Unity. The issue of
whether intervention across diocesan and provincial boundaries can sometimes be justified and, if so,

on whose authority and under what circumstances, also needs to be investigated.
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4.1.4 1t was also noted by the House of Bishops at its meeting in January 2005 that a
proper response to the issues addressed by the Windsor Report will entail
consideration of a range of other issues including:

e The limits of diversity in communion

e The development of appropriate methods of consultation between bishops,
clergy and laity in the life of the Anglican Communion.

e The development of a ‘community of interpretation’ that will assist the
churches of the communion to reach a common mind.

e The relationship between doctrine and ethics.
e The consequences for the Church of England of the development of an

enhanced role for the Archbishop of Canterbury within the life of the
Communion.

(on behalf of the House of Bishops)

+ MICHAEL ROFFEN: + JOHN CICESTR:
[Chair, the Theological Group] [Chair, FOAG]

February 2005
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ILMO. MIGUEL TAMAYO ZALDIVAR
OBISPO

Havana, Cuba, January the 28th, 2005.

The Most Hon. Rowan Williams
Archbishop of Canterbury
Lambeth Palace

London, U:K.

My dear brother,

It is with great joy and gratitude that | receive your letter dated on December the 20th
regarding your kind invitation to transmit to the Primates Meeting our concerns on The
Windsor report. | regret the delay on answering your letter, but surface mail takes more
than we expect to get to Cuba.

In my address to the last Diocesan Synod | invited the diocese to study and vote on
Lambeth 1998 Resolution on Human Sexuality in order to express, as part of the
Anglican Communion, in the best way, our opinion on this sensitive matter.

Some years before, a Diocesan Synod passed a resolution, prohibiting the ordination of
practicing homosexuals, but in my opinion that was an incomplete resolution that the
diocese will have to enrich with the Lambeth light.

Regretfully, the coming Synod will be just before the Primates Meeting in Ireland so it
will be too late to send to you its resolutions on this matter. But any way, tomorrow we
will have a meeting of our Diocesan Executive Council and we have just had a clergy
meeting, so | can share with you the “consensus” | found.

1- We support the Windsor Report as a great effort and a good tool to keep the Anglican
Communion in a fraternal dialogue, which is our duty as fellow Christians.



2- We agree with the spirit of the Report conceiving the Church as a family, and in it we
need to think about the consequences of our decisions and attitudes. Churches making
decisions out of the family context fail, and our Communion has expressed its consensus
on Human Sexuality and Jurisdictions through Lambeth Resolutions.

3- We think that both invitations, that to the ECUSA and the ACC to demonstrate that
they have made their own decisions exercising the Anglican Way of the Holy Scriptures,
the Tradition and Reason, and to those who have interfered in other jurisdictions without
the proper authorization, should be seriously considered by them.

This is what was expressed at the meetings.

I thank you for your gesture of inviting s to make our opinions known.

I would also like to renovate the invitation we have extended to you on behalf of the
Diocese of the Episcopal Church of Cuba, to visit us at some time during the year 2006.
We hope we will hear from you that it will be possible. Be sure that it will be something
very special to the members of our Church, and to the Cuban people in general.

Yours faithfully,

Miguel Tamayo Zaldivar
Obispo de Cuba



INITIAL RESPONSE FROM EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF THE SUDAN
TO THE WINDSOR REPORT OF THE LAMBETH COMMISSION ON

COMMUNION
Submitted by Most Revd Dr Joseph Marona, Archbishop and Primate

We warmly congratulate the Most Revd Robin Eames, Chairman, and all the members of the Lambeth
Comission on Communion on the work they have produced in the Windsor Report. The time and
efforts they have spent are themselves a witness to our earnest desire for communion and the shape and
character of their report bears witness to this. We thank God for them.

Our initial response to the Questions for Consultation formulated by the Primates’ Standing Committee
are as follows:

1.  We recognize much within Sections A and B which articulates our understanding of the
Anglican Communion. In particular we are glad to see recognized:
- our yearning for expression of communion (Foreword);
- our common identity in Christ as the unique source of unity and its the unique
purpose of this unity for God’s mission in the world (Para 5);
- Communion as both a gift and divine expectation (Para 5);
- the autonomous character of our Province and yet the freedom-in-relation to the
wider Anglican Communion which this expresses (Para 80);
- the “restraints of truth and love”, as urged by the 1920 Lambeth Conference, yet so
sadly absent in recent developments (Para 86).

We value the detailed discussion of the Bonds of Communion (Paras 52-70) contained in
Section B and would equally underline the importance of Scripture and its interpretation, and
the role of the Episcopate. However, we are surprised to find absent any discussion of the
Holy Communion, or Eucharist, as expressing and sustaining the communion we share. In
Sudan, renewed emphasis has been placed on sharing Holy Communion in recent years as its
significance has been recovered. With the divisions of war and geographical isolation within
our country, we have come to recognize Holy Communion as an important visible and
effective sign for building up the unity of our Church.

We also find this aspect missing from the description of the role of the bishop (para 63). We
fully endorse the role of the bishop as teacher of scripture and agree this takes practical not
just symbolic form. But we see the same in the bishop’s role as chief celebrant of the
Eucharist. The bishop’s ministry is of both word and sacrament together, in relation to the
whole people of God. The bishop’s role in presiding at Holy Communion is a means of
realizing the unity of the church, both locally and in relation to the wider Church. As was said
at the recent Synod of the Diocese of Khartoum when the people had celebrated Holy
Communion with the bishop presiding, “Now we are a Synod.” The Church’s unity had been
expressed and enhanced through this action.

2. We see in the proposals of Sections C and D a helpful attempt to address the issues which
have arisen out of the fundamental concerns of Sections A and B. The need for clearer
expectations concerning the decisions of the Anglican Communion’s Instruments of Unity has
become painfully apparent with these decisions being completely ignored. The suggestion
for some kind of Covenant is a positive and constructive way to try to address this.

The suggested principles for such a Covenant relate appropriately to the limitations articulated
in Section B to the exercise of autonomy for the sake of communion.

3. We consider the proposed Covenant could express a helpful fresh commitment to one another
at this difficult junction in the life of the Anglican Communion. Such a Covenant should not
take the place of the God-given bonds of communion but rather provide an opportunity to
renew our relationships. The evocative language used to describe such a Covenant in
Paragraph 119 sub-paragraph 3 as “incarnat(ing) communion as a visible foundation around
which Anglicans can gather” can point us also to the importance of our common participation
in the Body of Christ through the Sacraments of Baptism and Holy Communion.



4. We appreciate the extensive discussion in Paragraph 119 on the rationale for the adoption of
an Anglican Covenant and agree that the case presented is a strong one. We would comment on
the sub-paragraphs as follows:

- Given our fallen human condition, we cannot regard the current crisis within the
Communion as unique. We therefore see it very helpful to have an established
mechanism to resolve serious disputes. We recognize, however, the difficulty of
achieving acceptance of any decision when consensus is already absent.

- We would wish the parallel with ecumenical covenants to be seen as strengthening
our ecumenical commitments and not as weakening the relations between the
member churches of the Anglican Communion.

- Inthis regard, we would wish such a Covenant to enhance our Anglican
understanding as part of the Universal Church. Protection of a distinctive Anglican
identity and mission should support this rather than developing an identity in
opposition to our ecumenical partners.

- We would see the public ratification of covenantal commitments as a valuable fresh
opportunity to express our commitment to one another within the Communion.

- In Sudan, we have first-hand experience of the value of mutual obligations with the
wider Church in the face of pressure from the host state.

- We see relationships of trust between member churches as the essential foundation of
our fellowship. Entering into a Covenant could help us to re-establish these after the
damage of recent events.

We recognize the theological challenge involved in defining what the elements of such a
Covenant should be. We see the draft of Appendix 2 as an ambitious attempt to articulate
what has not been set out in such detail before. We would suggest that the Covenant
focus on the core essentials. There are detailed comments we would wish to make in due
course on the current or any later draft but feel that discussion of the principles involved
is essential before we do so.

We are very grateful for this opportunity to provide our initial comments on the Windsor Report and
look forward to further discussions when the Primates meet in February. We continue to pray for those
involved in the Lambeth Commission’s work and for the unity and faithful witness of our Communion.



From the Anglican Communion Network on ECUSA House of Bishops'
statement...

January 13, 2004

Contact:
Cynthia P. Brust

202-412-8721

Group of Bishops Issue “A Statement of Acceptance of and Submission to
the Windsor Report 2004”

The House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church USA (ECUSA), meeting in Salt Lake
City January 12-13, 2005, issued “A Word to the Church” regarding the Windsor
Report 2004. While the letter referenced regret for the crisis resulting from
decisions at General Conventions 2003, the House failed to address the Windsor’s
Report’s call for moratoria on election/ordination of non-celibate homosexuals as
well as the blessing of same sex unions, choosing instead to consider that issue
at its March meeting.

Requesting a moment of personal privilege, Bishop Robert Duncan, Moderator of
the Anglican Communion Network (ACN) and Bishop of the Diocese of Pittsburgh,
noted that “the Episcopal Church USA often uses ‘graceful’ language but our
behavior (‘the politics of power’) contradicts the words.”

In light of the House of Bishops failure to issue a definitive statement on
moratoria and to submit to the Windsor Report as asked by the Communion, a
group of bishops have issued “A Statement of Acceptance of and Submission to
the Windsor Report 2004.” Currently, 21 bishops have signed this statement and
more sighatures are expected in the future.

“The Primates meet in February to receive and respond to the Windsor Report,
and they will consider a variety of ingredients in their deliberations,” said Bishop
Edward Salmon, Diocese of South Carolina. “The response of the House of
Bishops did not rise to the level expected by the Communion. We heard a call for



submission, and we who are unequivocally prepared to submit have responded
accordingly.”

Bishop Duncan also cautioned the bishops assembled about the destructive
nature of power politics. “The majority has the power to coerce the minority and
even put us out, but in so doing, they ensure their destruction. We represent the
vast majority of church planters, growing churches, missionaries, the Global
South, and the largest seminary in the US (Trinity Episcopal School for Ministry).

HHH

A Statement of Acceptance of and Submission to the Windsor Report
2004

January 2005

We the undersigned Bishops:

(1) Accept the Windsor Report’s key idea of “autonomy-in-communion, that is,
freedom held within interdependence”

(2) Pledge in the future to maintain the bonds of affection by only making
decisions that are “fully compatible with the interests, standards, unity and good
order” of the Anglican Communion

(3) Acknowledge that as a province we have “acted in ways incompatible with the
Communion principle of interdependence, and our fellowship together has
suffered immensely as a result”

(4) Seek for ECUSA to comply in full with the unanimous recommendations of The
Windsor Report by:

a. Expressing its regret for its own role in breaching the proper constraints of
the bonds of affection in the events surrounding the election and consecration of
a bishop for the See of New Hampshire and for the consequences which followed

b. Calling on the Executive Council, and recommending to the next General
Convention, that they express their own regret in these terms

c. Effecting “a moratorium on the election and consent to the consecration of
any candidate to the episcopate who is living in a same gender union until some
new consensus in the Anglican Communion emerges”



d. Effecting a moratorium on all public Rites of Blessing of same sex unions and
calling on those bishops who have authorized such rites to withdraw their
authorization and express their regret that by such authorization they breached
the proper constraints of the bonds of affection

e. Endeavoring to ensure commitment of all bishops to the common life of the
Communion

(5) Reaffirm our commitment to engage with the Communion in our continuing
study of the biblical and theological rationale for recent actions because “these
potentially divisive issues...should not be resolved by the Episcopal Church on its
own” (General Convention 1991 B020)

Signatures of Bishops (as of January 13, 2005):

Henry Scriven (Assistant, Pittsburgh)
David J. Bena (Suffragan Albany)
Gethin B. Hughes (San Diego)

Keith L. Ackerman (Quincy)

John W. Howe (Central Florida)
William J, Skilton (South Carolina)
Robert Duncan (Pittsburgh)

James Adams (Western Kansas)
Stephen H. Jecko (Assistant, Dallas)
Daniel W. Herzog (Albany)

James Stanton (Dallas)

Bertram Nelson Herlong (Tennessee)
Edward L. Salmon, Jr. (South Carolina)
Jack Iker (Fort Worth)

Don A. Wimberly (Texas)

James B. Folts (West Texas)



Gary R. Lillibridge (Coadjutor, West Texas)
John David M. Schofield (San Joaquin)

D. Bruce MacPherson (Western Louisiana)
William C. Frey (Colorado, retired)

Peter Beckwith (Springfield)



RESPONSE FROM HONG KONG SHENG KUNG HUI (PROVINCE OF HONG
KONG ANGLICAN CHURCH) TO THE WINDSOR REPORT 2004

1. GENERAL COMMENTS

1.1 Hong Kong Sheng Kung Hui (the Province of Hong Kong Anglican Church)
wishes to thank the Most Revd Rowan Williams, Archbishop of
Canterbury, and the Primates Meeting for the foresight in establishing a
special commission to look into issues arising out of recent actions taken by
the ECUSA and the Diocese of Westminster, Canada , in order to safeguard
the Anglican Communion and its future.

1.2 Appreciation is extended to the Most Revd Robin Eames and all the
members of the Lambeth Commission for their hard work in tackling a
mandate which is not easy to fulfill.  Archbishop Eames deserves to be
gratefully acknowledged for his astute leadership as Chairman of the
Lambeth Commission.  He has produced a report which upholds the
tradition and preserves the structure of the Anglican Communion.

1.3 In our opinion, the Windsor Report has deftly pointed out the issues of
concern and has proposed far-reaching suggestions to deal with difficulties
which have arisen.  Looking towards the future, and working towards
reconciliation, the report has recommended a course of action which

facilitates the return to unity and communion.

2. THE PROPOSED ANGLICAN COVENANT

2.1  We commend the concept of a covenant as a framework to consolidate the

relationship of member churches of the Anglican Communion.  However,



there is also the practical need for attention to the concrete implementation
of the articles of the Covenant.

2.2  We recommend that the proposed Covenant (Appendix Two) should be
strengthened by a clearer framework and a more comprehensive code of
practice. In the current proposal, we find that there is a regulated
relationship between the Archbishop of Canterbury and each member
church of the Anglican Communion.  However, we recommend that
attention should also be focused on a regulated relationship which binds
one member church to another.  Let us use a practical instrument like the
wheel as an analogy. The central part of the wheel is the hub, from which
all the spokes radiate; but a strong circular frame is required to bind the
whole structure together, fixing the spokes to the hub, and each spoke to
another. On another level, the emblem of the Anglican Communion, the
Compass Rose, is illustrative and symbolic of a relationship of unity,
autonomy as well as communion.

2.3 In view of the importance of such a binding agreement, we recommend that a
special committee be set up to prepare more effective and more compre-
hensive regulations governing this Covenant, and to monitor its implementa-
tion, so as to ensure a balance between the autonomy of each member
constituent and the communion of all member constituents as a unified

whole.

3. THE PARAMOUNT NEED FOR CONSULTATION

3.1  Consultation is an integral part of communion. Without such dialogue,



member constituents of the Anglican Communion would be walking apart,
instead of walking together.  Therefore, within the family of the Anglican
Communion, we see the paramount need for communication, as well as
accommodation, born out of patience and respect for one another, so that
differences could be smoothly ironed out.

A Biblical example of an action “born out of patience and respect for one
another” could be found in 1 Corinthians 8:4-9 where Paul admonished the
Christians who accepted the practice of eating meat that had been sacrificed
to idols. Although idols were fake gods, sacrifice to them was meaningless,
eating such meat might offend other Christians with more sensitive
consciences. In the light of this, Paul suggested that if a less mature believer

misunderstood their action, they should, for the benefit of these brothers and

In line with the need for dialogue specified above (Para. 3), open consul-
tation should be an acceptable way to tackle the issues of human sexuality.
We firmly demand that the churches concerned should observe a mora-
torium on practices which have impaired the communion.  Serious and

contentious issues should be discussed and consensus should be arrived at

3.2
sisters in Christ, avoid eating such meat.
4. THE NEED TO MORATORIUM
4.1
before action could be taken.
5.

HONG KONG’S RESPONSE TO THE ISSUE OF WOMEN’S

ORDINATION TO THE PRIESTHOOD




The relationship between provincial (or diocesan) autonomy and com-
munion with fellow churches in the Anglican Communion was very much on
our minds, when our (then) Diocese of Hong Kong and Macao attempted to
address the issue of women’s ordination to the priesthood. The issue can be
understood in two separate stages. For the sake of respecting the unity and
communion of the Diocese and the Anglican Communion, the Revd Florence
Li Tim-Oi voluntarily suspended her priestly functions following the
opposition to her ordination from the Archbishop of Canterbury in 1946.

In 1968 and again in 1970 before any actions taken on the same issue the
Diocese of Hong Kong and Macau adopted proper procedures by seeking
advice and approval from the Lambeth Conference, the Anglican
Consultative Council and the Council of the Church of South East Asia
respectively. Itis noted that “action was only taken with the co-operation of
the Instruments of Unity.” (Section A:15) The promotion of unity and

communion was a useful frame of reference for us when we charted our

Although we have reflected the views of the overwhelming majority, other

5.1.
course over such a rough territory.
6. INDIVIDUAL VOICES
6.1
voices have also been heard:
6.1.1

There is disappointment over the fact the Windsor Report has failed to call
for “profound repentance of those churches supporting and promoting
homosexuality”.  The fear is that “such lenient attitude is going to deliver a

confusing message to the faithful believers and undermine the foundation of



the Christian faith” ; and that “It will further increase the dissension in the
Anglican Communion. ”

6.1.2 There is the view that if “family” no longer walk together, and no longer
relate together, then they might as well walk apart.

6.1.3 Some feel that the issue of homosexuality should be addressed.

6.1.4 Some cast doubt on the wisdom of the recommendation that “pending
such expression of regret, those who took part as consecrators of Gene
Robinson should be invited to consider in all conscience whether they should
withdraw themselves from representative functions in the Anglican
Communion.” (134) The concern is that such abstention or exclusion
might not help the process of reconciliation at all.

6.1.5 Although an Anglican Covenant may be a good idea, some feel that a better
option is education to foster the spirit of communion, so that churches may
pay due attention to the duties and responsibilities of membership in the

Anglican Communion.

7. HONG KONG’S COLLATION OF RESPONSES TO THE REPORT

The compact size of our Province has facilitated ease of discussion and
collation of views on the work of the Lambeth Commission on
Communion.  Furthermore, with sufficient copies of the Windsor Report
acquired by Hong Kong, there is a definite advantage in accessibility to the
publication.

With all our clergy, and also all lay members of our Provincial and Diocesan

Synods each in possession of a copy of the report, and all grassroots members



able to access the report and related literature by other means, all levels of

the Hong Kong Province have contributed their views.

~--- END ----



Iglesia Anglicana de México

OFICINA PROVINCIAL

January 25" 2005.

Archbishop Peter Kwong
Chairman, RRG

The Anglican Communion Office
St. Andrew's House

16 Tavistock Crescent

London, UK

W111AP

Dear Archbishop Kwong:
We are sending to you the answers to the questionnaire regarding the Windsor
Report 2004,

The answers are a summary of several expressed opinions which represent well the
view of The Anglican Church of Mexico.

Our prayers are with you and the staff supporting this

particular task. With best regards,

IV ApBSENEE

The Rev. Can. Habacuc Ramos-Huerta
Provincial Secretary

La Otra Banda 40 San Angel, A, Obregon Mexico D.F. 01000 Tel, (55) 5616-24-90 y 5550-40-73 Fax, 5616-40-63



WINDSOR 2004

1.- The description of the life of The Anglican Communion on section A&B is consistent
with our comprehension of The Anglican Communion, We see the church as one that
makes practical decisions in direct association with Provinces and Dioceses through The
Archbishop of Canterbury, Primates and Bishop's Houses.

The fundament of the church is in the Bible's authority and it's correct interpretation. There
fore, our relation on the interpretation of the Bible. We believe that, we must continue our

mutual interdependence in the Body of Christ in the hope of keeping alive The Anglican
Communion.

2.- The proposals on C&D flow properly in the description on the life of the Communion
on A&B. It is our understanding that the unity of the church depends upon certain rules
accepted by every bishop at The Lambeth Conference.

When a Province or a Diocese makes a decision without consulting further in The Anglican

Communion the result is the danger in the unity of the church, "What affects all must be
approved by all",

3.- We believe the impact will be for good. Comprehension of homosexuality is a good sign
of understanding the diversity in which we live. However, we must be cautious when
marking a decision that may affect the whole Anglican Communion.

4.- The Anglican Communion will not survive if another conflict as the currents come up.

The adoption of a Covenant is such a good idea through which the implementation of some
rules can help to solve future conflicts.

The arguments are excellent and we believe the said Covenant is the best way to follow at
the present time.

5.- With open doors for dialogue and prayer, Tt is of the most importance that Provinces or

dioceses do no take any action without consulting in the particular case of a controversial
issues,

6.- A Christian must conduct him or herself to other Christian with respect. It is essential to
keep, the dialogue, to sit at the same table and to tolerate and accept each other in order to
be able to move forward together in the mission of the church the love of God we share is
for the world; we all are part of the world.

7.- We would like to see the churches of The Anglican Communion more united. We are
praying and will continue praying for the unity of The Anglican Communion. Our prayer is
to be one, honoring more than ever the well known phrase:

UNITY AMIDST DIVERSITY.



Other Opinions
01/27"/05

1.- The unity in The Anglican Communion must prevail above anything,

2.- Today, more than ever, the principle of unity amidst diversity must be a reality in our
church.

3.- The autonomy in each Province and diocese must be respected,

4.- We agree that, for now, The Episcopal Church of USA and The Church of Canada,
abstain themselves or practicing same sex blessings.

5.- We consider that Bishop John Robinson must be allowed to take part in every liturgical
and official act in the church. We must respect the Episcopal investiture and recognize the
election and consecration exercised with conscience and maturity in complete freedom. Nor
recognising it implies to put in evidence the universality of the church and the validity of the
ministerial priesthood.

6.- The sacraments of the church are valid by the grace of the Holy Spirit; not because of the
celebrant.

7.- We urge more communication and fellowship among all Anglicans in order to share our
success or failures.

8.-We request:

¢ The Lambeth Conference
« ACC

e The Primates Meeting

» Provincial Secretaries

To be authentic forums of expression and definition on issues of The Anglican Communion.

9.- We request that every issue we address must be resolved with all charity no matter its
difficulty.

10.- Not breaking the unity will be a clear sign of the presence of our Lord Jesus Christ in
The Anglican Church.



Church of the Province of the Indian Ocean
Response of the C.P.1.O. to the Windsor Report

Attn: Reception Reference Group
Preamble

We the Bishops of the Church of the Province of the Indian Ocean (C.P.1.0.) meeting
in the Diocese of Mauritius from 31* January to 1* February 2005, at the Training
Centre for Ministries and Community Development, to study the Windsor Report
(TWR).

The proceedings of our meeting took place in a spirit of collaboration and openness
and it helped us to come to a place where we felt that our sense of belonging to the
Anglican Communion was strengthened.

After thoughtful discussion and discernment we have come up with the following
responses to TWR:

1. We welcome the report since it provides, us, the Communion, with an Anglican
spirituality and biblical and theological foundation for issues facing our
Communion.

2. The Anglican teaching is upheld by Lambeth (1998) Resolution 1.10; concerning
marriage and we believe that this reflects the Scripture. This affirmation has been
disregarded by developments by ECUSA and the Diocese of New Westminster
(Canada). Their decisions have been unilateral and do not uphold the 4
instruments of Unity.

3. We reaffirm the Scripture is foundational for our Faith and morality. Interpretation
that does not take seriously the integral teaching of Scripture opens itself to
confusion in the lives of the people of God.

4. With our historical heritage we recognize and affirm the role of the Archbishop of
Canterbury as an important focus of unity. Recognizing his role as primus
interpares (first amongst equals) in a more significant way. We support the
recommendation of the Commission to set up Council of Advice.

5. The present crisis, facing the Communion, shows the vulnerability of our diversity
in terms of doctrinal, cultural, liturgical and theological positions, which may lead
to possible fragmentation that threatens our koinonia (communion) as a body.

6. The Communion and union which flows out of the Trinity is a model upon which
our understanding of being a church must be shaped. The report, in the light of
this, challenges us to come to renewed understanding of what it means to be a
church in the Anglican Communion. It furthermore highlights the role of Bishops
as defenders of the Faith.



We therefore want to affirm and commit ourselves to be in communion in Jesus
Christ. This challenges us to a life of holiness in a post colonial and post-modern
context.

7. We support the recommendation of a Covenant since the expansion of
Anglicanism across the globe is stretching our Communion where our mutual
commitment in terms of understanding of Communion has become blurred. This
urges us to redefine our Anglican identity. The proposal of a Covenant will help
us to express our common faith and heritage more meaningfully in the midst of
diversity.

8. We as Bishops of C.P.1.0. want to seize this Kairos moment (right or opportune
time) in the life of the Anglican Communion to reaffirm our commitment to the
call of mission, of the Great Mandate of Jesus Christ our Lord.

We are called to proclaim God’s kingdom and bear witness to Salvation in Christ
Jesus to the whole world. We commit ourselves to stay together to engage in this
mission (Missio Dei) in unity and love throughout the Communion to foster a spirit of
reconciliation and to build up our bonds of unity.

(signed)

+Remi Rabenirina

+Roger Antsiranana

+Gilbert Fianarantsoa

+Jean-Claude Mahajanga

+James Mauritius

+Jean Paul Toamasina

Danny R.H.Elizabeth, Ecc Adm Dio of Seychelles



Dear Bishop Peter Kwong
Nice to communicate with you.

The House of Bishops is working very hard to generate a response of NSKK towards The Windsor Report which is
required before the Primate meeting in February. Unfortunately as you know these things take time to get consensus
opinion and in addition translation is required.

| was assured that our Primate, Bishop James Uno, will be ready to hand out in time for the Primate meeting.
I am sorry for the delay.
peace in Christ,

Shinya Samuel Yawata
Secretary, PIM
NSKK Provincial Office



THE EPISCOPAL CHURCH IN THE PHILIPPINES

RESPONSE to THE WINDSOR REPORT 2004

by the Bishops individually and as a Council of Bishops
and by the ECP Executive Council, composed of
the Diocesan Bishops, a clergy or lay-member from each Diocese,
and the President of each National Church Organization

The Episcopal Church in the Philippines receives with appreciation THE WINDSOR

REPORT 2004 of the Lambeth Commission on Communion chaired by Archbishop
Robin Eames. We thank the Commission for the thorough and comprehensive report and
for a job well done. We endorse and commend the Report to our members and to the
ECP's 6th Synod (May 3-7,2005) for their information, study, reflection, and response.

We agree basically with all that is set forth in the Windsor Report. We appreciate the
Commission's calls and commendations

for unity and reconciliation and for repentance - without exception - of all those who,
by their words and deed and the consequences thereof, have hurt or caused painful
conflict within the Communion;

for the establishment of a Council of Advice to the Archbishop of Canterbury to assist
him to exercise a ministry of unity on behalf of the whole Anglican Communion; and
for the adoption of a common Anglican Covenant signed and ratified by each
Province of the Communion.

We propose / support the inclusion of the following provisions in the Covenant:
1. Provinces that violate or do not adhere to the COVENANT shall consider themselves

to have separated temporarily from the Anglican Communion. Their Primates or
representatives shall not be invited to participate in the affairs, councils, and
representative functions of the Anglican Communion.

Each Province shall respect the boundaries of other Provinces and shall not establish
congregation(s) / diocese(s) within the territorial jurisdiction of another Province.
Congregations or Dioceses that disagree with the decisions of their respective
Diocese or Province and refuse to be under the Pastoral Oversight of their Bishop or
Primate but still want to remain Anglican/Episcopalian shall be placed temporarily
under the Pastoral Oversight of the Archbishop of Canterbury. The Archbishop may
delegate the actual oversight to any bishop in the Communion in consultation with the
concerned Primate.



Province of The Episcopal Church in Rwanda

House of Bishops
Response To The Windsor Report

The House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church of Rwanda sincerely thank the members
of the Lambeth Commission on Communion for its Windsor Report of 2004. We find
much good therein. At the same time, we also want to raise some issues that appear to us
to need further development for better understanding.

We find that the Windsor Report has analyzed the problem well, in bringing out the root
causes of the conflict and in reporting the respective positions of dissenting members. Its
recommendations have helped us to delineate areas toward further study of the way
forward.

We reaffirm the recommendation of Lambeth Conference 1998, Resolution 1.10, on
Human Sexuality. We issue a reminder, however, that this resolution does not refer to
the Consecration of Bishops alone, but to the Ordination of Deacons and Priests as well.

Our position on UNITY is that it comes from Truth. It is based on our faith in Jesus
Christ more than on the ecclesiology of institutions or on superficial order. Recognizing
the importance of order, we place our faith strongly in Jesus Christ above any other
institutional order or structures.

The summary of our response falls into 7 areas:

1. We express our gratitude for what has been attempted and carried out by the
commission.

2. We affirm the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral, and especially the authority of the
Bible as the word of God. This has been our stand as reflected in our Statements
and in the East African 1998 Statement.

3. We support the Windsor Report’s reaffirmation of Lambeth Conference 1998
Resolution 1.10 on Human Sexuality and the Authority of Scripture.

4. We issue a recall to repentance on the part of ECUSA and New Westminster,
finding “regret” to be an insufficient and misleading term. In a Christian context,
before there can be reconciliation, there is need for repentance and forgiveness.
As we issue this call to repentance, we are mindful of our own responsibility to
examine our Church and repent ourselves if we fall short of the standard that
Scripture asks us to uphold.

5. We continue to affirm that the issue of institutional boundaries and their alleged
violation should not be treated on an equal footing with the violation of moral
boundaries set by Scripture and false teaching. The Resolution on boundaries



holds and is binding only in normal situations. But when there is an apostate
leadership that exercises persecution on the faithful, a rescue mission may be
applied. We have numerous examples of overlapping jurisdictions in the
Communion. It is therefore a gross mistake to equate an apostate case with rescue
missions. What has been termed “crossing borders” is a response to cries for help
from persecuted brothers and sisters where orthodox Christianity is no longer
practised, but is instead compromised, unsupported, discouraged or forbidden.
We consider the territorial violations that occurred when bishops stepped in to
help to have been rescue missions. When brothers and sisters are no longer
oppressed, when ECUSA and New Westminster stop violating the boundaries set
by the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral, there will no longer be a need for
intervention.

6. We urge caution with regard to recommendations that would add new powers to
the Archbishop of Canterbury. We reaffirm our understanding that we are an
Episcopal and a Synodical Church, not a Papal Church.

7. The issue of proposed covenant should be given more time for study,
consultation, and prayer with regard to its purpose and content.

The Most Revd Emmanuel M. Kolini
Archbishop, PEER; Kigali Diocese

The Rt. Revd Onésphore Rwaje
Dean, PEER; Byumba Diocese

The Rt. Revd Josias Sendegeya
Provincial Secretary PEER, Kibungo Diocese

The Rt. Revd Alexis Bilindabagabo
Gahini Diocese

The Rt. Revd Jéred Karimba
Shyogwe Diocese

The Rt. Revd Venuste Mutiganda
Butare Diocese




The Rt. Revd Augustin Mvunabandi
Kigeme Diocese

The Rt. Revd John Rucyahana
Shyira Diocese

The Rt. Revd Geoffrey Rwubusisi
Cyangugu Diocese

Kigali, Rwanda

Date: January 5, 2005




SCOTTISH EPISCOPAL CHURCH
Provincial Responses to the Windsor Report: some brief comments

1. Reports were received from discussions at a joint meeting of the Standing
Committee and the College of Bishops, at the Faith and Order Board, and at the
Mission and Ministry Board. Minutes of these meetings are reproduced as appendices
1-3. In addition, important papers relating to particular issues written by the Secretary
General and by the Convenor of the Committee on Canons are given as appendices 4
and 5.

2. In the brief comments which follow, an attempt is made to draw out particular
themes which appear to have been prominent in the discussions. There is then an
attempt to relate these to the particular questions asked by Archbishop Peter Kwong.

3. Discussions were wide ranging. There was a general recognition of the
difficulty of the task facing the commission which had produced the Windsor report,
and of the careful dissociation of the recommendations of the report from the
particular events which had precipitated its production. It should be recognised, too,
that any discussion which takes place around a document of this kind will focus
largely on criticisms of the document — in a sense, it is there to be shied at.

With these caveats in place, a number of points emerged from the discussions.

4, Some responses to the Windsor report are broadly negative. Points made
include:

e The historical material set out in section A was felt to be insufficiently
nuanced. It was noted that, in the past, unilateral action within Provinces had
led to Communion-wide changes.

e Some appear to have found the concept of adiaphora not to be a particularly
helpful one. Perhaps the Instruments of Unity might be asked to define
adiaphora more closely.

e |t was felt that the report in general failed to acknowledge the real diversity
that (i) currently exists, and has always existed, in the Anglican Communion
and that (ii) is a significant, distinctive characteristic of that Communion, and
of its witness in a pluralistic context.

e In addition to the presenting issues around the Church’s attitude to same-sex
relationships, it was noted that the exercise of Episcopal authority underpins a
good deal of concern around the report. The novelty of ‘flying bishops’,
introduced for pragmatic reasons in the Church of England following the
decision to ordain women to the priesthood in that country, was felt to have set
an unhelpful precedent in offering the model of alternative Episcopal oversight
as a means of accommaodating varied opinions.

e Related to this, there was a concern that any pragmatic “fix’ to a particular
difficulty faced by the Communion — such as that which might be provided in
the present case by a Covenant — might solve problems in the present, but
create new difficulties in the future.

e It was noted that the issues which had given rise to the Commission neither
could nor should be divorced from broader socio-political concerns in the
modern world, particularly concerning the relationship between the developed



5.

West and the rest of the world. Moreover, disagreements about the presenting
issues of sexuality are not solely seen on a ‘north-south’ divide: in fact, they
are experienced in microcosm within each Province.

The proposed covenant arrangements were felt to be restrictive, and could lead
to the stifling of anything innovative in the future. The idea of ‘Anglican
Communion Liaison Officers’ was criticised as being undesirable in principle
and awkward in practice.

There was a fear that Convenantal arrangements constituted draconian
measures for preserving unity at the expense of recognising a variety of
perspectives on a given issue as legitimately Anglican. There was a fear that
the restrictive nature of the Covenant as proposed might lead to fragmentation,
rather than a search for fresh ways of living with diversity.

Practical concerns about the workability of a Covenant of the kind set out in
the Windsor Report were expressed, (i) because of the voluntary limiting of
Provincial autonomy implied, (ii) in terms of enabling any development of
doctrine and practice to occur, (iii) in terms of the difficulty of defining what
is, and what is not, a “Communion issue’, and (iv) in terms of the practicability
of achieving cross-Provincial Canonical harmonisation. (See appendices 4 and
5 for fuller discussion of these points.)

In contrast to these negative points, some more positive comments regarding

the suggestions of the Windsor report were made. For example:

6.

There was widespread affirmation of the importance and value of the
Anglican Communion, and a fear that the present situation may lead to
schisms which could only be a diminution of all concerned.

There was a recognition that the Anglican Communion needs to move
forwards if it is to maintain its unity.

Whilst the proposals for a Covenant in the Windsor Report were criticised,
there remained a feeling (i) that a Covenant arrangement could be helpful, and
(ii) that an alternative Covenant to that proposed in the report might be a way
forwards.

The possibility of the Anglican Communion as a whole developing a
Synodical structure was raised. This might enable Provinces to communicate
and debate controversial issues with greater immediacy and sensitivity to each
other’s perspectives.

Certain points were noted from the experiences of the Scottish Episcopal

Church as being germane to the discussions: it was felt that these might be offered to
the Communion for its consideration. For example:

7

Patience and good will are necessary if parties in disagreement are to achieve
any kind of reconciliation. If people do not want to be reconciled,
reconciliation will not be possible.

This Province has not gone down the route of ‘flying bishops’ to
accommodate differences. Our Church models an alternative to this approach.

It is difficult to give clear responses to Archbishop Peter Kwong’s four

questions in the light of the discussions above. Conversations ranged widely, as the
appendices to this digest indicate. A full understanding of the SEC’s responses should
be gleaned from these appendices and from points 4-6 above. Briefly, however,
responses to these questions might be stated as follows.



1. What in the description of the Life of the Communion in sections A and B can you
recognise as consistent, or not, with your understanding of the Anglican Communion?

There was a concern that the Report offers an idealised picture of Anglican
history which minimises past differences of doctrine and practice. The concept of
adiaphora was not found particularly helpful. Whilst some found the picture of the
Communion accurate, there remained a concern that a systematic approach to its
development was now being suggested, in contrast to the ‘organic growth’ that has
characterised its past.

2. In which ways do the proposals in Section C and D flow appropriately from the
description of the Communion’s Life in Sections A and B?

Some found elements of inconsistency in the report, e.g. regarding the
authority accorded respectively to the Scriptures and to the Archbishop of Canterbury.
There were some who valued the fact that Anglicans can be united in spite of
differences — indeed, this might be held to be characteristic of Anglicanism. The
Report was felt by some to be a compromise in the interests of unity — which was felt
to be preferable to schism.

3. What do you think of the ways in which the recommendations and proposals of the
Report would impact on the life of the Communion if they were to be implemented?

Reservations were expressed about the practical workability of the proposals,
particularly regarding the assessment of particular issues as ‘Communion issues’, and
regarding the practicability of achieving canonical harmonisation between Provinces.
Some felt that a Synodical process and clarification of ways of challenging
Communion decisions were necessary.

4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set out in
paragraph 119 of the Report? How far do the elements included in the possible draft
for such a Covenant in Appendix 2 of the Report represent an appropriate
development of the existing life of the Anglican Communion?

There was much division about the Covenant. Some felt it to be a helpful way
forward, and others did not; and of the former, some saw virtue in the model
Covenant outlined in the Report, whilst others did not. Those with reservations about
the Covenant believed it had the potential to stifle diversity and effectively to prevent
the kind of organic growth which has occurred within Provinces in the past.

The Doctrine Committee of the Scottish Episcopal Church
27.i.05



APPENDIX 1: Extract from the Minutes the Faith and Order Board meeting,
24.xi.04

Board members gave their initial responses to the [Windsor] Report:

I imagine that the call to ECUSA and the Canadian Church will not be met
positively by them. What will the shape of a different way of walking together
be?

It is cleverly written with a slowly thought out argument. The use of “illness”
is inept and unhelpful.

If any Province wants to do anything in the future that might be regarded as
innovative then there will be problems in the future. There will be layers of
bureaucracy . It will be like wading through treacle. Sluggishness will be built
in. Can we live with the rough edges of an innovative community or go
forward so slowly that no-one can take offence?

Not given any idea of how long the moratorium on same sex blessings and the
consecration of a gay bishop is to last. Will this be until the next Lambeth
Conference in 2008?

Unimpressed. | regard the cohesion of the Anglican Communion as important.
The issue that the report was really about was not faced. The short paper,
circulated later, was useful. Sometimes it is the minority that is right — even a
minority of one. Remember Germany before the 2WW. Should not
compromise what we feel is right just to fit in with the majority.

The Anglican Communion does not share a common history or a common
understanding of the Christian faith.

Some people do not accept the idea of unity — it is not an optional extra.

This is a passing issue. The cohesion was threatened by the ordination of
women. Joy that the Anglican Communion exists and has certain instruments
of unity. The issue of homosexuality is not specially important particularly to
us in a different culture- western, liberal. “Chalk, cheese and fudge” is not
always a bad thing. The idea of Anglican “thought police” in each province is
very difficult therefore the terms of the covenant may be difficult.

The high price is not about homosexuality but the Report asks us to let go the
communality that we have which is permissive and liberal to something which
is hierarchical and authoritarian. This is not the kind of Communion | would
want.

What sort of unity do we have? Many different sorts. The notion that we could
have (and do have) homogeneity of belief and practice is just not possible.
Would not wish that what was appropriate in an Islamic country was imposed
on me and vice versa. The Philadelphia idea of “love of the brotherhood”
seems good. Worried that the Windsor Report implies that ecclesial
imperialism runs north-south but I think it is actually south-north.

Situation is not as clear-cut. Recent visit to Africa and it was clear that the
church in Africa does not speak with the one voice. It is just as much in danger
of dividing as the whole Communion. We should not over-rate or make
expectations of the Windsor Report that it was not asked to meet. If people
wish to be reconciled, they will be and if not, they won’t.

Model of alternative Episcopal oversight would not work in the SEC. It seems
as if it is based on the ECUSA model.



Good idea to advertise the fact that flying bishops is not the only model and
that we have a model

The unity which the Anglican Church has enjoyed has been achieved by
people not asking difficult questions of each other. In a sense the genie is out
of the bottle. Some form of way ahead must be found that does not involve
going back to the past.

APPENDIX 2: Extract from the minutes of the Joint Meeting of the Standing
Committee and the College of Bishops held on 25" November 2004 at the
General Synod Office, Edinburgh

1

The Windsor Report

The Primus introduced discussion of the Windsor Report which had been
produced by the Lambeth Commission on Communion. The Primates of the
Anglican Communion were due to meet in February 2005 and they had been
asked by the Archbishop of Canterbury to take soundings in their Provinces in
advance of that meeting on the content of the Report. In addition, the
Primates’ Standing Committee had invited the Archbishop of Hong Kong to
co-ordinate responses. After the Primates’ Meeting, the Report would be
considered by the Anglican Consultative Council in June 2005 and, depending
on any resolutions adopted at that time, the matter might then be passed back
to Provinces for action on a draft Covenant or similar provision. Within the
Scottish Episcopal Church, the Primus would receive views expressed within
dioceses. At Provincial level, the Report had been considered the previous
day by the Faith and Order Board and would also be considered by the
Mission and Ministry Board in December. The Doctrine Committee had
agreed to collate responses from Provincial bodies so that these could be sent
to the Anglican Communion. (It appeared that the Convener of the Doctrine
Committee had also contacted dioceses offering to collate diocesan views).

Mr Dove invited the Bishops to indicate how matters were being handled
within their respective dioceses. The position was as follows:-

Aberdeen: The Diocesan Faith and Order Group had discussed the matter and
were arranging a discussion day in January to which invitations would be sent
out within the diocese.

Argyll:  The Cathedral Chapter had asked four congregations of different
traditions to organise a discussion and respond before Christmas.

Brechin: The Diocesan Mission Board was due to meet that evening to
discuss process. It was hoped that all four area groups within the diocese
would discuss the Report.

Edinburgh: The matter had been raised at the recent Diocesan Synod which
had put a proposal to the Standing Committee. A specific meeting of Synod
Members was to be organised in February at which the Primus would be in
attendance. All Area Councils had been invited to discuss the Report.



Glasgow: At the Diocesan Synod to be held on 5" March discussion of the
Report would take place in groups. It was recognised that this would be too
late for the Primates’ meeting in February and, therefore, views within the
diocese were being invited by the diocesan electronic mail system and
responses would be passed to the Primus.

Moray: The Cathedral Chapter had suggested that the Report should be sent
to each congregation within the diocese. The Mission and Ministry Board
were due to discuss the matter further the following month.

St Andrews: The diocese was focused on the Episcopal Election at the current
time. The Primus was due to meet the former Bishops” Council in December
and suggested that consideration might be given to the Report then.

Mr Dove invited discussion on the particular consultation questions posed by
Archbishop Peter Kwong on behalf of the Primates’ Standing Committee
namely:-

1 What in the description of the Life of the Communion in sections A
and B can you recognise as consistent, or not, with your
understanding of the Anglican Communion?

The following views were expressed:-

e A view was expressed that the description of the Communion in the Report
was not accurate. For example, the arguments advanced in relation to
Adiaphora were questioned. It was not the case that Communion had
always agreed on the essentials. There was fundamental disagreement on
certain essential matters. Reference in Section 89 to “principles, enshrined
in scripture and often re-articulated within Anglicanism, for distinguishing
one type of difference from another” was challenged on the basis that it
was not at all clear what such principles were. In response, it was
suggested that attitudes towards the Report depended on how its purpose
was perceived. Unanimity had been achieved amongst the diverse group
of individuals on the Commission and the Report could be read as stating a
holding position. Suggested that, in that light, the Report should be given
favourable consideration but concern was expressed that any innovation
within a particular Province would be subject to a turgid and sluggish
process for approval.

e On the liberal side of the argument, some movement could be noted in
relation to the discussion of rites of blessing of same sex unions. Whereas
the Lambeth Conference had resolved that it could not advise the
legitimising or blessing of same sex unions, the Windsor Report called for
more debate before the authorisation of public rites of blessing.
Interestingly, LGCM were understood to have approved the Report.

e A view was expressed that a high level of hypocrisy underlay the Report in
that it was a mechanism of avoiding the presenting issue and that it would
have been more honest to address that presenting issue itself. Others
disagreed with the view that it was hypocritical. The Report was a good



one and offered a possible way forward. If people were opposed to it, it
was for them to put forward a viable alternative. The description of the
Communion in parts A and B of the Report was recognised as valid.
Suggested, however, that, the Anglican Communion had traditionally
grown in an organic way but that the solution now being proposed was
systemic.

2 In which ways do the proposals in Section C and D flow appropriately
from the description of the Communion’s Life in Sections A and
B?

The following views were expressed:-

e This was the first time an attempt had been made to articulate how the
Communion might operate in future. As such, it was to be welcomed.

e The document was a skilful political one but concerns were expressed
about the view taken of Scripture - for example, the suggestion in Section
67 was that if the Communion read scripture together, unity would result.
In other parts of the Report, the Archbishop of Canterbury was being
proposed as the means of achieving unity (by his taking on a potentially
greater role in the life of the Provinces). These two proposals were
inconsistent with one another. If the Anglican Communion were to
develop some form of synodical structure that would give the opportunity
for diversity of views.

e The engagement of the issues was not just between north and south. The
issues could be seen in microcosm within each individual Province. The
question was, therefore, not just about how matters could be handled at the
level of the Communion but also within each Province and Diocese.

e If there was no real possibility of debating issues, then the Communion
would split. It was not sufficient to have a hierarchal structure for
resolving difference. The Communion had lived with great diversity in the
past. Whilst the Report’s recommendations might keep matters together in
the short term, it did not provide a long term solution.

e The College of Bishops had issued a statement in the light of the responses
received to the Study Guide on Human Sexuality. That statement had
indicated that there was a need to establish the way in which a debate
could go forward before the debate itself could actually take place. It
depended on the willingness of all parties to be patient. If there was not a
willingness for patience, split was inevitable.

e The Report evidenced a compromise between a desire for authority on the
one hand and a desire for consensuality on the other. It was worth
supporting since the alternative was schism.

3 What do you think of the ways in which the recommendations and
proposals of the Report would impact on the life of the Communion if
they were to be implemented?

The following views were expressed:



e The recommendations could not be imposed. The only sanction was that
Bishops would not be invited to the Lambeth Conference.

e The model being proposed did not take account of the existing diversity
that there was within the Church.

e Suggested that Section 33 of the Report was inaccurate in that the
Anglican Communion had been talking about sexuality issues for years. In
response, suggested that that section of the Report was only commenting
on how matters “appeared” to other parts of the Communion. The fact that
the Bishop of New Westminster had approved rites of blessing for same
sex unions very soon after the Primates’ Meeting in Brazil in 2002 had
given rise to a sense of deception.

4 How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant set
out in paragraph 119 of the Report? How far do the elements
included in the possible draft for such a Covenant in Appendix 2 of
the Report represent an appropriate development of the existing life of
the Anglican Communion?

The following views were expressed:-

e Suggested that there was no difficulty with the notion of a Covenant but
that it was the content of any such Covenant which was problematic.

e Suggested that provision such as Article 9(2) of the draft Covenant
allowed carte blanche for any member of any Synod to argue that the
matter was in contravention of the Covenant.

e Suggested that the Covenant needed to be more “gentle” than canonical
provision.

e Recognised that if the Communion were to split questions of transfer of
ministry or membership would become more problematic than was the
case at present.

APPENDIX 3: Minutes of the meeting of the Mission and Ministry Board,
8.xii.04

Present. The Rev Canon Professor J Riches (Convener), The Rt The Bishop of
Edinburgh, Mrs N Adams, Mrs S Campbell, Mrs N Higgott, The Rev Canon T
Morris, The Rev R Paisley, Dr A Pankhurst, The Rev Canon | Paton (where
indicated), The Rev A Wagstaff, and Professor A Werritty

In attendance: Mr J Stuart and Mr R Whiteman

Apologies: The Most Rev The Primus, The Rev D Bunyan, Professor J George, The
Rev F Lamont, The Rev M Oxley and The Rev L Smith

The meeting was a single item agenda meeting to discuss the Windsor Report.



The Convener introduced the purpose of the meeting as being to formulate a response
to the Windsor Report to inform the Primus to prepare him for the meeting of the
Primates to be held in February 2005. Thus he proposed that the discussion focussed
around the four questions circulated from Archbishop Peter Kwong. He introduced
the process and questions.

Mr Stuart spoke to the process of consultation going on in the dioceses and noted that
discussion had been held at a joint meeting of the Standing Committee and the
College of Bishops and at the Faith and Order Board. It was noted that the Doctrine
Committee had agreed to collate the views from various bodies for submission to
Archbishop Kwong. He also reported that Primus had indicated that he was happy to
hear individually from any who so wished. It was noted that the deadline for the
submission of material to Archbishop Kwong was late January 2005.

The Rev Canon T Morris noted that all submissions were being routed to the Primus
who would take those submissions and the message of the view of the Scottish
Episcopal Church to the Primates’ meeting. He wondered what the reporting back
procedure from that meeting would be and whether the General Synod would be
involved in that process. Mr J Stuart replied that the next steps depended on the
action that the Primates decided to take with the Windsor Report. He noted that it
would not be possible for the Episcopal Church to enter into the Covenant without a
thorough involvement of the General Synod as it would involve canonical revision.

Mrs N Adams read a paper that she had prepared. A copy was circulated.
The Convener called for comments on the Report overall as a first step.

Professor A Werritty saw the question of unity at heart of the Report. He noted that
the Anglican Communion had historically tried to live with unity incorporating
diversity. He drew the Board’s attention to the quotation in paragraph 6.6 and saw the
Report as advocating interdependence. He felt that if the Communion turned against
the Report then it was probably looking at inevitable fragmentation.

The Rev Canon | Paton saw the Report as being concerned mainly with structures but
felt that the underlying theological questions about unity would and could not be
settled by structures. He noted that there were threats to unity present within
Provinces and not just between Provinces. He noted that the Provinces had structures
already but that these were not sufficient to resolve those tensions.

The Convener felt that the Report tried to point to scripture as the place to resolve
theological differences. He noted that structures could not solve all our problems but
felt that there was possibly still a role in the development of the structures of the
Communion. The Rev Canon | Paton felt that the structures were good if they helped
resolve a spiritual dilemma but if they did not serve this purpose it was better to stop
worrying about them.

The Convener stated that Mrs N Adams’ paper raised the question of local versus
universal and how we coped with that tension. Christianity had emerged in a context
where the formulation of a universal theology was possible. We no longer lived in
such a world. There had been a shift from a unity of cultural context to a highly



diverse context. He saw the Report offering a model of the Communion along the
lines of the world at Corinth where it was suggested that a small congregation could
share one mind. He was not convinced that it had been a valid commentary then and
was certain that the world had moved on hugely since then. He recognised that there
was need for a universal currency for all to speak to each other but alongside that
there was the need for a lively language of faith for our own communities that
reflected our own culture. He did not see the Report as raising that need for diversity
sufficiently sharply.

The Rev A Wagstaff outlined her sense of membership of the Anglican Communion
as being simply more than emotional but also containing some sense of family. She
wondered how true this was for many in congregations upon whom the idea of the
Anglican Communion simply did not impinge.

The Convener recognised that there was a danger that people assumed that all
Christianity is like their own Christianity. God is both a God of the world and of our
faith and therefore he felt more than an emotional contact with the Anglican
Communion. He recognised that overseas partners were part of the joy of being
Anglican. Thus God was not just a God of the British, or the Scots, or anyone else,
but wider.

The Rev R Paisley questioned whether the Report reflected the Scottish Episcopal
Church understanding of Anglicanism. He saw Anglicanism as having unity and
diversity at the same time and did not see this in the Report. He saw a focus in the
Report on adiaphora; he preferred to feel that the Anglican Communion could respect
and be united with each other while still holding fundamental disagreements. He felt
that the impact of the Report was likely to prevent this. Thus he stated that he felt that
the Diocese of New Hampshire had been wrong to do what they did but right in
coming to a decision. He felt that the action or intervention from other parts of the
Communion had been worse but had not received sufficient criticism. He felt that
those who had been uncompromising had been given more weight and preferentially
treated.

The Convener saw adiaphora as a strange concept that had now been taken as central
as Anglicanism. He saw this as an innovation.

Mrs S Campbell felt that the point at issue was that the action in New Hampshire had
been so divisive and not whether it was right or wrong.

The Convener raised the question as to whether the Report was suggesting that
previous disagreements in the Communion had only been over matters that were not
serious.

The Rt Rev B Smith felt that if matters were to move forward it would be necessary to
be unpopular as compromise was often unpopular. He saw a division between those
who saw the problem for the Anglican Communion as difficult and those who saw it
as simple. Those who saw it as difficult would be led to compromise and were thus
likely to be unpopular. He recognised that the idea of adiaphora had been used in
essence by the College of Bishops in response to the SEC document on human
sexuality. The Convener wondered where adiaphora had emerged within the history
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of Anglicanism. The Rt Rev B Smith saw a distinction between first and second
order issues. He felt that the issue of sexuality was dependent upon the context within
which you look at it. As examples, he gave issues of a Christian/Muslim context or a
context within which it raised questions of biblical authority, interpretation or one in
which there was a history of homosexual rape. He saw the question for the Anglican
Communion as being how to operate in a manner that was supportive to churches in
their context. This would inevitably involved compromise.

The Convener raised the question of Communion issues. He wondered whether this
was a helpful way forward in the discussion and whether it led rather to the universal
than a series of local solutions. He felt that the reason why a matter should be seen as
a Communion issue for debate was different in different contexts. Thus it was
necessary to be aware of those different reasons in matters that were contentious in
looking at ways that the matter could be dealt with.

Professor A Werritty wished to revisit the history in the Windsor Report and
questioned whether it was accurate. He particularly wondered whether the recitation
of the history of the ordination of women debate was accurate or rose tinted. The
Rev Canon T Morris felt that the history of the ordination of women and the Seabury
consecration etc, as outlined in the Report, was using history to make a virtue of
necessity. He did not recognise the version as given as the one that he knew.
Likewise he saw the idea of the Anglican Communion as being one rooted in the
Archbishop of Canterbury as a figure as contrary of his understanding. The Convener
also saw a rose tinted account of the ordination of women debate and this view
received general nodding in the Board. He felt that progress has only been made
because people went out on a limb before fully clearing their lines.

The Rt Rev B Smith felt that the current situation was not a parallel situation. One
had been an ecclesiological dispute, the other a dispute in moral relations. He felt that
the situation surrounding the ordination of women had partly led to the current crisis.
The Convener recognised there had been a lot of independent action that had led to
the ordination of women. Thus the movement had been made before there was full
agreement or consensus. Again this was met with nodding in the Board. He
recognised that with such a model there would never be any progress on
homosexuality as there would never be consensus.

The Rev Canon T Morris recognised that prophetic action and not just prophetic voice
was required. He saw prophecy as containing both. The Rev Canon | Paton saw
another parallel in that the movement for the ordination of women and the current
issue had both taken place in the United States and that the reaction should be seen as
part of the current global sociological context. The Convener noted that much of the
reaction and storm had been stoked up US conservatives funding and orchestrating
much of the conservative response. The Rt Rev B Smith felt that if parallels were
being drawn then it was necessary to present both sides of the matter. Thus, with
relation to ordination of women, the matter of flying bishops should be recognised.
He saw the crisis in the Anglican Communion as being the anarchy of the crossing of
diocesan boundaries and not one of homosexuality. He recognised that the invention
of flying bishops in response to the ordination of women had removed the constraint
of local groups having to sort out their own problems and thus they were able to avoid
facing matters.
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The Convener, in summarising the comment thus far, suggested that the Board was
uneasy with the bland historical presentation of previous debates on diversity with
relation to Seabury and the ordination of women and that there should be greater
recognition of the grit within the history of these matters. He continued to return to
the concept of adiaphora. He was concerned that the Report presented matters of
diversity in too minimising a way. He recognised that the Communion had lived with
diversity throughout its existence. The Rev Canon T Morris felt that there was a
diverse centre at the heart of the Communion and that that was one of the reasons why
the Communion had held together thus far. To change this model to suggest that we
could live with adiaphora locally but must have more universality centrally was not a
recommendation with which he was comfortable.

Professor A Werritty recognised that the Report rested on the ideas of adiaphora and
subsidiarity and that it was attempted to legitimise these by the partial history in Part
A.

The Rt Rev B Smith was concerned that the issue of the ordination of women had
been seen to be solved by the introduction of different structures, eg flying bishops,
but that this had been proved to be the virus in the next issue of homosexuality. He
was concerned that the solution presented in the Report might be the virus within the
next big issue. He recognised that it was impossible to predict what the next big issue
would be or whether the proposed Covenant would be able to solve that issue as well.

Dr A Pankhurst was astonished by the focus on history thus far. She saw the
Anglican Communion as present here and now. She saw problems with the
emergence of ethnic identity and the interweaving of cultures as part of globalisation.
That was the context of now and thus to lay down a new set of rules from now for the
future might not be the way forward. She doubted whether the Report had listened to
the prophetic voices as to how the world was changing now and thus could not see
how it was possible to say that one model could fit all as the Report attempted to do.

The Convener recognised that the universal versus local argument was becoming
critical and that ethnicity was a burning question in many contexts. The Rev Canon |
Paton recognised that the liturgy used to be seen as a common heritage but this and
other common threads had become lost. The Convener felt that the Report does not
indicate the diversity both globally and locally and that all needed to learn to live with
that. If the proposal sought unity without diversity then it would not be a way
forward.

The Rt Rev B Smith felt that the fact that the discussion was planned to run until 2008
might give a useful cooling off period. He felt that a period of healing was essential if
a rational discussion was to take place.

Mrs S Campbell reported that matters in the US had led to shock, not just in Africa,
but also in Argyll. The Convener recognised that there had been painful issues on all
sides and therefore we must reflect on how to live with diversity. He drew the
Board’s attention to the outrageous situation of the treatment of gay priests whose
ministry was valued within the Scottish Episcopal Church and raised the question of
hypocrisy. The Rt Rev B Smith reiterated that unpopular words and stances would be
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needed if matters were to progress and this was compromise. The Convener felt that
compromise would exact different costs from different people.

The Convener moved the Board to consider Archbishop Kwong’s question 2.

Professor A Werritty wondered how vital the history was. The Convener felt that it
was important in the Report as history was used to say how the Communion had been
and wanted to be. The Rev Canon | Paton wondered if this flowed at all from the
history or merely from the present situation. Thus he had heard the comments of the
Rt Rev B Smith that fixing the present situation might lead to future problems. If
greater power was to be given to the Archbishop then how was the Archbishop to be
appointed in future. Dr A Pankhurst reported that she had problems with the question
as she did not see a flow from the historical part of the first part of the document and
the relevance to the present situation and the solutions proposed.

The Convener saw a good question in which the first part gave some history and
description of the current state but wondered whether the document was blind to idea
that as Anglicans we have always lived with diversity and that that formed a strength.
He saw the Report as presenting Anglicans as like minded people, an outlook with
which he did not agree, as he saw a distinctive character of Anglicanism as being that
Anglicans had different minds.
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The Rev Canon T Morris wondered whether sections C and D had been written first
and then sections A and B had been written to fit with the later sections. Mrs N
Adams felt that the description was not accurate then they could not be appropriate
proposals. Whether the flow between the two was accurate was inconsequential. The
Convener stated that if the flow was from a distorted image then the outcome was
designed to make Anglicans what they had never in fact been originally.

The Rt Rev B Smith drew attention to the fact that in some contexts the understanding
would be that Anglicans had always been one united group and they should not be
rejoicing in such diversity. The Convener stated that even within Africa some
Anglicans had seen themselves as CMS Anglicans while others had seen themselves
as USPG Anglicans and thus there was not a state where all simply followed what the
Archbishop of Canterbury said. The Rt Rev B Smith stated that it was thus important
to see the Lambeth Quadrilateral first as this was a place where the CMS and USPG
traditions met.

The Convener moved the Board to Archbishop’s Kwong’s questions 3 and 4. The
Rev Canon T Morris wondered whether the third question was a broad question or
related just to the Scottish Episcopal Church. Mr J Stuart reported that his paper had
not been prepared as a response to question 3 but looks at the broader questions
beyond just the Scottish Episcopal Church. He then spoke to his paper.

The Rev Canon | Paton left the meeting.

Professor A Werritty stated that the question of what was a Communion issue was
highly problematic. He saw merit in the Green Paper approach adopted by the
General Synod as a way to address this question as it meant that it would be possible
to discuss with the relevant authorities whether something was a Communion issue at
the Green Paper stage rather than a later stage.

The Rt Rev B Smith saw a danger that the Scottish Episcopal Church might grow to
resent the Liaison Officer as an outside authority but felt that consultation with the
Communion had already been going on, eg SCIFU. The Convener said that the
reference to the Communion on SCIFU was merely consultative and that the Scottish
Episcopal Church could have moved whatever that advice had been. Thus he saw in
the Covenant increasing legalism which moved from independence to
interdependence.

The Rev A Wagstaff was worried that the approach would lead to people not saying
things as they would be worried about wider reaction and thus that if the link was too
firm matters would be stifled. The Convener saw an alternative scenario of people
pushing particular matters without any concern to the wider reaction. Mrs N Adams
wondered who decided what was a Communion issue at provincial level. Mr J Stuart
felt that this would, in practice, be fairly clear. In the question of the Synod agenda,
the Standing Committee would decide. The Convener wondered what mechanism
there would be challenge any decisions as to what was a Communion issue. He saw a
parallel with the Roman Catholic Church but without the central capacity to change
matters as well as control it. He saw the Covenant leading to an Anglican
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Communion where no-one could change things and thus it would be essential to have
mechanisms where matters could be challenged.

Mrs S Campbell saw the matter as being the difference between dogmatic and moral.
The Convener saw issues as being likely to occur in both the dogmatic and the moral
world and the problem being one of definition and who set that definition. The Rev
Canon T Morris wondered what sanctions there might be. He recognised that the
opinion received from the Anglican Communion about SCIFU had been a maybe but
that if the Covenant went forward the decision would be definitive. Thus if one went
against such a decision what sanction might there be — expulsion? Mr J Stuart said
that it was difficult to see any other sanction.

The Rt Rev B Smith noted that the Church of South India left the Anglican
Communion for a while but as the ecumenical climate changed they were able to
come back. The Convener noted that these matters would be matters of canonical
revision. Mr J Stuart noted that the Covenant lacked the facility for churches to
withdraw from the Communion.

Mrs N Higgott felt that in spite of any proposed Covenant there might still be
fragmentation as if people felt strongly enough they would proceed as they wished
anyway. She felt that thus the proposed Covenant encouraged fragmentation rather
than looking at ways to live with diversity. The Convener felt that the proposed
Covenant might be seen to put brakes on fragmentation but there might still be a split.
He saw it as tempting to urge compromise and caution. The Rev A Wagstaff was
concerned that it encouraged the lowest common denominator and not necessarily a
compromise. The lowest common denominator might be that an issue was not
discussed. The Convener recognised that it might mean that matters took longer to be
resolved.

The Rt Rev B Smith saw some positives in the Report and some moves away from the
Lambeth Resolution. He felt that while the Report was clear on the consecration of
gay bishops it was much less so on the ordination of gay priests. He felt that the
Report was less clear on the morality of same sex blessings as it now saw this merely
as a liturgical rather than a moral matter. The Convener sought consideration on
whether Mr J Stuart’s paper should be recommended to the Primus. It was agreed that
it should be submitted to Archbishop Kwong as raising matters that should be
addressed if the Covenant route was to be followed.

JFS

Mrs N Adams suggested that this should also be circulated to the dioceses.
Diocesan reps

The Rev Canon T Morris wondered what the status of the Lambeth Conference
Resolutions and the Primates meeting were within the Scottish Episcopal Church.
The Convener saw them as consultative bodies with no binding legal force but that the
Covenant would strengthen that. The Rt Rev B Smith drew the Board’s attention to
an article on the Lambeth Resolutions in the 2001 Journal of Ecclesiastical Law by
Norman Doe. This had drawn a distinction between legally and morally binding
matters. The Lambeth Resolutions had moral rather than legal authority and thus
should be weighed when making decisions. However, it was recognised that they
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might conflict with other moral authorities. The Convener noted that if the Covenant
were adopted then the Resolutions would develop legal authority. He questioned
paragraph 26 of the Articles for the Covenant and felt that the question as to dispute
as to what contentious Communion issues were not addressed. He raised the scenario
of a Province acting synodically but then being told that it could not do something and
the question of how that second decision might be challenged.

The Rt Rev B Smith felt that the Report repeated the episcopally led synodically
governed mantra of Anglicanism but felt that this required clarification and
unpacking. He noted that only one of the four Instruments of Unity had any
lay/synodical involvement. The Convener felt that the views in the Report on
scripture and its use/interpretation were not clear. In attempting to draw together the
views of the Board on the Covenant he felt that it had been presented as a way that
might encourage compromise or could accelerate fragmentation and that the devil was
very much in the detail.

The Secretary wondered whether the Covenant met with overall support or not. The
Rev Canon T Morris said broadly yes but that he did not like the over clericalisation
in the Report. He could see no other solution but he did not like the establishment of
a body to control and restrict. He felt that it was not what the Church needed for the
gospel and its mission.

Professor A Werritty felt that the question as to whether the Anglican Communion
was worth saving lay behind the question of the value of the Covenant. He felt that
this was an issue that required some thought and was expressed in Section 12 of the
Report. He recognised that a lot of what the Anglican Communion did was important
and would be aggrieved if that was lost. He felt that if the Anglican Communion was
not worth saving then it should quietly disperse and fragment. He felt that the idea of
a Covenant was flawed and could be improved but that the Anglican Communion was
worth saving. He was prepared to give this a chance. The present solution was not
acceptable but he felt that it was capable of reformation and was prepared to try.

Dr A Pankhurst said that she had shared some good experiences within the Anglican
Communion and that these came from the interweaving of spirituality and theology
where all were treated with equal value. She did not see that in a Report that
strengthened the centre and that that emphasis was not necessarily good. She felt that
it was possible to say that international relations within Anglicanism were good
without this being necessarily the way to do them. She saw mission and relationships
within the Church as important and that running this structure may not be the way to
help them.

Mrs N Higgott did not wish to see the Anglican Communion fall but felt that if this
was the only way forward it was the wrong one. She had fears about where power
would lie. Thus she wished to see a response along the lines that the Scottish
Episcopal Church wished to move forward but did not wish to start from the
Covenant.

The Rt Rev B Smith did not wish to defend the Covenant. He felt that its value lay in

clarifying rather than strengthening the centre. He felt that currently the Communion
did not know how to deal with its present Instruments of Unity and that clarity would
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be of value. He did not wish to see the Covenant as written but did wish to see some
clarification as to what should be done with the Instruments of Unity.

The Convener saw division over the desirability of the Covenant. He wondered
whether it was the best that could be produced. He saw general support for the
Anglican Communion but that if this Covenant was the best that could be produced
then it was necessary to see what could be done with it so that it was possible to live
with it and in this regard he saw the introduction of a synodical dimension and clearer
procedures to challenge as important. He felt the Board was yet unclear as to whether
the Covenant was the way forward.

The Rev Canon T Morris did not envisage the future as the current Communion that
we have but with a more centralized system but more of a family relationship.

Professor A Werritty saw a flip side of localism and a retreat from the globalism with
which we live and did not see that as positive.

The Rev A Wagstaff recognised that the Windsor Report did not address the issue of
homosexuality but noted that gay and leshian people within the Church felt vulnerable
at present and needed our support and prayers. The Convener echoed this and felt that
it was important that the debate was prosecuted and the issues were discussed.

APPENDIX 4: paper from John Stuart (Secretary General) to the Mission and
Ministry Board

WINDSOR REPORT - ANGLICAN COVENANT

At its last meeting, the Steering Group of the Mission and Ministry Board invited me
to prepare a short paper for the Board’s discussion of the Lambeth Commission’s
Windsor Report to be held on 8 December. | was asked to prepare some comments on
the subject of the proposed Anglican Covenant, a possible draft of which is annexed
to the Report.

As members of the Board will be aware, the Report proposes the mechanism of a
Covenant, adopted by all Provinces of the Anglican Communion, as the means by
which, legally speaking, a framework could be established for dealing with issues of
contention in the Communion. The appendix to this paper outlines the case for
adoption of such a covenant as articulated by the Lambeth Commission.

The Report envisages that each Province might incorporate, as part of its own internal
“law” (which in the case of the SEC would mean a new Canon), a provision
authorising the Primate to sign the Covenant on behalf of the Province and
“committing the Church to adhere to the terms of the Covenant”. Whilst such a canon
would not be irrevocable, its effect would be to render the Covenant a touchstone
against which new developments within a Province would be measured — to assess
whether they involved any contradiction with or departure from the terms of the
Covenant — or indeed whether they constituted a contentious issue requiring referral to
the Communion.
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Much of the Covenant states principles which are unlikely to be controversial —
statements about common catholicity, sacraments, ministry and mission. The more
controversial provisions, unsurprisingly, are those which would bite on innovations
thought to touch on Communion-wide relations. This paper is not intended as an
exhaustive comment on the Covenant but simply as a list of points which Board
members might wish to take further in discussion:-

1. Article 9(2) expresses the general principle that in all essential matters of
common concern, no member church may act without consideration of the
common good of the Communion and fundamental compliance with all parts
of the Covenant. This is developed further in Art 20(2) where it is stated that
provincial autonomy includes the right of a church to make decisions on issues
which touch the Communion — provided those decisions are compatible with
the interests and standards of the wider Communion.

Quite apart from the principle of restricting provincial autonomy (and it would
seem that unity within the Communion (if that is accepted as the paramount
consideration in the current debate) can only be preserved in the present
climate if there is at least some voluntary limitation of individual provincial
autonomy), there is the practical question of determining how to decide
whether any particular issue is to be regarded as a “Communion issue”.
Provinces will have to know, for the purpose of ordering their internal affairs,
whether a matter is a Communion issue or not.

At one level, Art 23 states that a matter is a Communion issue if designated as
such by one of the Instruments of Unity. (It is not clear whether all of the
Instruments need to so designate or whether it is sufficient for only one of
them to do so — which also raises the interesting question of what happens if
the Instruments disagree among themselves as to whether or not a matter is a
Communion issue.) However, other provisions of the Covenant (eg Art 26)
seem to suggest that a matter might be a Communion issue even before it is
designated as such by an Instrument of Unity. This raises the possibility that
there may be a lack of certainty as to whether an issue is a Communion one.
Perhaps this risk is more theoretical than practical but it would not be
satisfactory for a Province to make a decision on a matter (and perhaps take
action in consequence) only to be told after the event that the matter was a
Communion one, that the decision should not have been made and that the
action should not have been taken.

2. Art 13 states that each minister, especially a bishop, is to be a visible sign of
unity and that no minister (especially a bishop) may act without due regard to,
or jeopardise, the unity of the Communion, or unreasonably be the cause or
focus of division and strife in their church or elsewhere in the Communion.
That provision can be seen as an effort to outlaw intervention by bishops in the
life of another Province (eg by offering alternative episcopal oversight), a
point which is spelt out more fully in Art 22(3). Conversely, however, it might
be seen by many as potentially stifling debate — how does one differentiate
between reasonably being the cause of division and unreasonably being such a
cause? Many who find themselves being a cause of division would regard
themselves as speaking with a prophetic voice and, presumably, would take
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the view that it was reasonable, indeed necessary, for them to do so. The
Archbishop of Canterbury will have an unenviable task, even consulting with
the Council of Advice, in determining such questions of interpretation of the
Covenant in particular cases.

. Art 16 states that, in essential matters of common concern, each member

church must place the interests and needs of the community of member
churches before its own. How that would fall to be interpreted in relation to an
issue where the member churches themselves are divided is a moot point.
Would majority rule apply to determine what the interest of the community of
member churches is?

. Art 17 indicates that with respect to ecumenical relations, before a member
church “enters any agreement” with a non-member church, that church must
consult the appropriate Instrument of Unity. This provision would seem to
impose a potentially long process for the taking forward of ecumenical
relations. Within the last ten years alone, the SEC has entered into a
memorandum of understanding with the Methodist Church in Scotland as well
as participating in the SCIFU process. If our experience is representative of
the other Provinces of the Communion, one wonders how much time can
realistically be devoted at Communion level to the detailed consideration of
agreements entered into by member churches. Considerable delay would seem
to be an inevitable consequence of such a provision and might doubtless be the
source of some frustration not only for Provinces but also for their ecumenical
partners. At the very least, it would seem sensible that there should be no need
to consult with the Communion unless there are matters in any such
ecumenical agreement which might reasonably be regarded as somehow
incompatible with Anglican polity.

. Arts 20 - 22 address the question of provincial autonomy in detail and have
been mentioned above. For the purpose of their own internal workings,
Provinces will need to be clear about which issues they are free to decide upon
in their own synods and which they are not. One could foresee tricky
procedural issues arising in synod debates - points of order may be raised on
whether the discussion of the moment comprises a Communion issue. The
matter will place a difficult burden not only on the Chair and assessor but also
on the “Anglican Communion Liaison Officer” envisaged under Art 25 (see
below).

. Art 25 would require the creation in each Province of the post of “Anglican
Communion Liaison Officer”. That Officer will have a duty to “defend the
bonds of Communion”. If the Officer discerns a contentious communion issue
he/she must liaise with the Primate and the Secretary General of the Anglican
Communion and after such liaison may refer the matter to the Archbishop of
Canterbury. Essentially, the role of the Officer is to police adherence to the
Covenant (and presumably cry “foul” where necessary). The Officer is
expressed to be accountable to the central assembly of the Province in
question. It could at times be a somewhat uncomfortable role to fulfil
particularly if the Officer finds that his/her duties put him/her at odds with the
view of the assembly to which he/she is accountable.
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7. The effect of the Covenant would require the SEC to adjust its view of
provincial autonomy within the Communion and accept a more restricted one.
Whilst entering into the Covenant would undoubtedly place restrictions on the
exercise of that autonomy, the question remains as to what alternative
measures might be proposed to maintain communion throughout the
Communion in the absence of some form of common agreement along these
lines.

APPENDIX 5: extract from a letter dated 13.xii.04 to the Primus from the
Convenor of the Committee on Canons

This section of the report [sections 113-120, ‘canon law and covenant’] seems to base
its discussion and recommendations on ‘principles of canon law common to the
churches within the Anglican Communion’ (§ 113). The concern expressed within the
committee was that this perceived commonality is very much less obvious from the
perspective of the Scottish canons than may be the case elsewhere, and that the notion
of ‘the existence of an unwritten ius commune of the worldwide Anglican
Communion’ is much more debatable from our standpoint than appears to be the case
for the members of the Commission. We noted with interest the existence of an
Anglican Communion Legal Advisers’ Network (§8 114), which, it seems, is due to
produce by the end of 2004 a Statement of Principles of Canon Law. No one on the
committee had heard of the existence of this Network before its mention in the
Windsor Report, and, given the very different history and development of our own
Code of Canons compared with that of many other churches within the Anglican
Communion, this caused some concern.

| draw these points to your attention because it would be unfortunate if the Primates in
their meeting proceeded on false assumptions about the overall coherence of canons
within the Anglican Communion. As | am sure you are aware, our present Code of
Canons has no ‘communion law’ and mentions the Anglican Communion only twice:
once to state that the Primus ‘shall represent the Scottish Episcopal Church in its
relation to all other Churches of the Anglican and other Communions’ (Canon 3,
Section 3); and once (in the Canon on the admission of clergy of other churches,
provinces and dioceses to officiate) that ‘[t]he Scottish Episcopal Church recognises
as in full communion with itself the Churches of the Anglican Communion, the other
Churches which are listed in the Schedule to this Canon, and such other Churches as
shall be added from time to time to this Schedule by the Episcopal Synod with the
prior consent of the General Synod” (Canon 15, Section 1). This is not, of course, to
say that the canons could not be changed to meet new demands of the present
situation; but a thorough-going homogenisation of the canons of the Communion on
the basis of the ideas which appear to be being developed by the Network of Legal
Advisers in order to employ the ‘unwritten law common to the Churches of the
Communion’ as a fifth ‘instrument of unity’ (8 114) may be more difficult (especially
for us in Scotland) than has been realised.
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Iglesia Anglicana
del Cono Sur

de América

Obispo Primado: Revmo. GREGORIO VENABLES

1. What in the description of the life of the Communion in Sections A &
B can you recognise as consistent, or not, with your understanding of
the Anglican Communion?

The Windsor Report rightly sees “Communion” as being multi-faceted
and providing links among us, but it is not sufficiently clear concerning the
responsibilities that are involved and the gravity of the situation when the
theological boundaries of the faith are ignored. Communion is evident in
fellowship, institutional life, and sacramental links, but it is the spiritual
dimension that is the most important. The consequences of adopting teaching
and practice outside the faith lead to a disruption of communion that is most
grave.

1Cor. 11:26 For as often as you eat this bread and drink this cup, you
proclaim the Lord’s death till He comes.

1Cor. 11:27 Therefore whoever eats this bread or drinks this cup of the
Lord in an unworthy manner will be guilty of the body and blood of the
Lord. 28 But let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of the bread
and drink of the cup. 29 For he who eats and drinks in an unworthy
manner eats and drinks judgment to himself, not discerning the Lord’s
body. 30 For this reason many are weak and sick among you, and
many sleep. 31 For if we would judge ourselves, we would not be
judged. 32 But when we are judged, we are chastened by the Lord,
that we may not be condemned with the world.

The actions of ECUSA in the consecration of a man engaged in a sexual
relationship outside marriage and those of the Anglican Church of Canada in
failing to correct the actions of the Bishop and Diocese of New Westminster as
well as the departure from received Christian teaching in declaring the
“sanctity” of same-sex unions have obliterated fellowship with the majority of
Christians around the world and put in peril the souls of many who are being
led astray. It is imperative that the issue be addressed. Failure to do so
urgently and completely would count as complicit those who fail to restore the
Anglican Communion to Biblical teaching.
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Iglesia Anglicana
del Cono Sur

de América

Obispo Primado: Revmo. GREGORIO VENABLES

2. In which ways do the proposals in Section C & D flow appropriately
from the description of the Communion's life in Sections A & B?

No problem here.

3. What do you think are the ways in which the recommendations and
proposals of the Report would impact on the life of the Communion
if they were to be implemented?

The first question to be asked is “What will the impact be if they are not
implemented?” Sadly, the answer is that the Communion will further
fragment. If, however, they are implemented, the Communion will be
preserved as an instrument of God’s grace for the sake of the Christian Gospel.
If not, and the renegade, unbiblical teaching of some Western provinces
continues unabated and they remain constituent members of the Communion,
there will remain no Gospel reason for other provinces to remaining linked
with such an institution. It is essential to address this issue, or the Anglican
Communion will become utterly irrelevant in terms of the Gospel of Christ.

4. How would you evaluate the arguments for an Anglican Covenant
set out in paragraph 119 of the Report? How far do the elements
included in the possible draft for such a covenant in Appendix Two
of the Report represent an appropriate development of the existing
life of the Anglican Communion?

The draft represents a reasonable beginning if it is to be taken at face value.
The greatest concern would be if ECUSA and Canada approach the
Covenant with the same license that they apply to the plain meaning of the
Scriptures. The proposed draft is not a significant departure from the
historic positions of the Communion, it is merely a necessary codification of
that which has been assumed for centuries.
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CHURCH OF THE PROVINCE OF WEST AFRICA

THE WINDSOR REPORT 2004
A RESPONSE

The composition of the commission reflects the breadth of the
communion, not only in terms of churchmanship but also in
terms of the geographical distribution. The composition,
therefore, corresponds to the changing demography of world
Christianity with the heartlands in the south. And the Southern
Delegation like Primate Drexel Gomez, Archbishop Josiah
Fearon-ldowu, Archbishop Malango, Chancellor Rubie Nottage
and Academic Dean Esther Mombo can by no stretch of the
imagination be described as tokens from the south. In other
words, a serious effort has been made to get a genuine dialogue
of the communion on a skittish issue. We feel we belong to the
communion. May we grow in that sense.

The report states accurately that the communion has been thrown
into a crisis because of the action of the ECUSA in the election
and consecration of an openly gay person and the resolution by
the Diocesan of New Westminster to bless same sex unions. In
every day language the report calls the spade a spade. The
report is clear that not only has the crisis been coming for a long
time but that it is difficult to just condone the substantial
decisions. That is the significance of the statement that "by
electing and confirming a candidate in the face of the concerns
of the wide communion, the Episcopal Church (USA) has
caused deep offence to many faithful Anglican Christians both in
its own church and in other parts of the communion” (p.67
paragraph 128)

However, the crisis points to the need and importance of re-
envisioning the contours of communion. In that sense the crisis
is as well an opportunity for the re-envisioning, of our identity
especially on three lines:



a. Communion and subsidiary. While ‘all things are lawful, not all
things are expedient'. The modeling of subsidiarity must be
held in tandem with the sensitive sensibilities of a world-wide
communion. The Province of West Africa believes there is
work to be done in this area

b. At the heart of this is how we as a communion interpret
scripture. | guess we are saying it is time to examine afresh
and articulate Anglican hermeneutic for reading scripture for
mutual renewal

c. The report recommends an apology from ECUSA for being
one occasion of to crisis. We do not believe an apology as
adequate, not so much because we biblicist and legalistic
but more so, because of Archbishop George Carey's
admonition at ACC in Asia and also because of the
seemingly willful dismissal of the expressed feelings of those
whose consciences and cultures did not allow them to go
along with the provinces of North America (of paragraph 1
and 2). So there is a real question of what will make for
renewal.

4. In addition to "bonds of affection” which has been language in
Anglican and ecumenical circles, the report introduces a
poignant phrase "convenantal affection (p.35) i.e."..... our
mututal affection is not subject to whim and mood, but involves
us in a covenant relation of binding mutual promises, with God
in Christ and with one another. Two comments we wish to make
on this. First we should all endavour to ensure that this does not
become an in-phrase which not infrequently becomes denuded
of meaning and becomes more sloganeering. Second, the note
of covenant calls us to deep spirituality. So it is occasion for the
communion together to work at Anglican Church spirituality for
our times



Post Script

1. We have been privileged to read the Windsor Report An
Assessment and Calls from Action from Anglican Mainstream -UK
and the Church of England Evangelical Council. That report clearly
reflects convergence and therefore, gives assurance that there is

hope of avoiding schism In our communion. So let us never lose
sight of Ephesians 4:21f

2. We have deliberately not done our report according to the format
you asked. We found that restrictive and we feel so strongly about
the issues that we reserve the freedom to speak from the heart. So
we crave indulgence to submit our response in this form.

-

"

T REVD Most Revd Justice O Akrofi



The Protestant Truth Society (Inc.)

The Society was founded by the late John Kensit in the year 1889 and incorporated in 1920

(Wickliffe Preachers)

Headquarters/Bookshop: 184 Fleet Street, London, EC4A 2HJ  Tel/Fax: 020 7405 4960 ¢
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truth.org

Following our resolution of last year, we deplore the failure of the Windsor Report to
condemn the consecration of Gene Robinson as more than hurting the feelings of some
Christians when it was a clear and flagrant violation of the Word of God. We believe as
well that the Report should have encouraged and not criticised the provision of
episcopal pastoral support for those upholding the Lambeth Conference 1998 resolution
1.10, Human Sexuality. This Annual General Meeting of the Protestant Truth Society
calls on the Archbishop of Canterbury to excommunicate the Primate of ECUSA for
violating the will of the Anglican Communion expressed at that Conference, and

causing offence to many sections of the wider Christian constituency. While we
applaud the exposition of the biblical imperative for Christian unity set out in the Report

we feel that other conclusions were inconsistent with this.
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A STATEMENT FROM THE CHURCH OF IRELAND EVANGELICAL
FELLOWSHIP (CIEF) IN RESPONSE TO THE WINDSOR REPORT 2004

We believe that the Windsor Report has emerged as a substantial theological document which
merits serious reflection. The following is our initial response.

We welcome

e the fact that Scripture is recognised and described as 'God's living and active word', para. 57,

e thatitis clearly stated that Scripture has always been recognised as 'the Church's supreme
authority’- para 53- and the document treats scripture with due respect and seriousness.

e thatitis recognised that there are limits to acceptable diversity in behaviour and doctrine in the
Church, para. 89,

e that Resolution 1.10 of Lambeth 1998 is taken as the Church's official position in the context of
the actions in New Hampshire and New Westminster, para. 127.

e the call for a moratorium on public Rites of Blessing of same sex unions, and on the election to
the episcopate of any person living in a same gender union, paras. 134 & 144,

We do however have concerns

e that although the Report was established to consider the issue of broken
relationships in the Communion and not the issue of morality, there is an apparent weakness in the
invitation to the parties involved to express regret, rather than repentance, for their actions taken in
New Hampshire and New Westminster, paras 134 & 144.

o that the issue of intervention by bishops beyond their jurisdictions has been treated on a par with
the same sex issues in ECUSA and Canada, para. 155.

e that given the need for mechanisms of discipline within the Communion to maintain unity, we
nevertheless are concerned by the centralising tendency of proposals for future structures and the
possible consequences for autonomy, paras, 105 to 120.

We recognise that the Commission was established to deal with issues of relationships
between the Churches of the Anglican Communion, However we would urge that the
more substantive moral issues relating to human sexuality be now taken under
consideration - issues which relate more directly to the ordinary membership of the
Church.



Episcopal Voices of Central Florida

1413 Oak Forest
Drive The Villages,
FL 32162

January 11,2005

The Most Rev. Frank T. Griswold,
Episcopal Church Center

814 Second Ave.

New York, NY 10017

Dear Bishop Griswold,

In response to your request for feedback regarding the Windsor Report 2004, we, the Windsor Report
Study Group of Episcopal Voices of Central Florida, submit the following:

1) We believe that our Anglican unity resides in our Baptism in Christ Jesus. Thus, uniformity and
unanimity are not essential elements of our unity.

2) We acknowledge that the actions of General Convention 2003 have deeply offended those members
among us who believe those actions were contrary to their reading of Scripture. However, we also
recognize that there are many in the Communion who celebrate those events as having been a Spirit-led
growth of Anglican diversity. We note, for example, that while the Windsor Report sets certain
expectations for The Episcopal Church, because of these offending actions, no such expectations are held
for some dioceses in African churches where practices very offensive to us are accepted as part of the
culture. We question the even-handedness of this, while at the same time believing that we must be gentle
with one another when we disagree, speaking and acting with true charity.

3) We find much to commend in the Eames Commission's work. We especially believe the
theological analysis contained in Section A has strong merit, as does Section B on the authority of
Scripture and its interpretation (paragraphs 53-62).

4) However, we have questions regarding issues the Report either does not address or leaves in an unclear
state.

a. Considering that the Report makes a fairly major issue of adiaphora, things not essential to
salvation, it would seem at least equally important also to speak clearly of those things which are
essential, i.e. Anglicanism's core doctrine. These are not clearly defined in the Report and it would be
very helpful if they were. For example, not many years ago, during the attempt to bring heresy charges
against Bishop Walter Righter of The Episcopal Church, the attempt stalled on the very point of the
decision that Bishop Righter had not violated any core doctrine of the church. It appears now that the
issue of human sexuality has been raised to the level of core doctrine.

b. There are sections of the suggested sample Anglican Covenant, Appendix 2, which need
considerable work; some sections are not in agreement with the Report itself. For example, in Article 4
(4), dealing with interpretation of Scripture, should not the guidance of the Holy Spirit be included along
with tradition and reason as our traditional sources for interpretation? This is specifically named in
paragraphs 55, 57, and 61 of the Report, and in fact seems there to be looked on as a primary means for
ongoing lively interpretation of Scripture throughout the changes of history and cultures. Without it,
tradition and reason carry undue weight.

c. We are reluctant to see the Instruments of Unity elevated to a kind of curial status, as this was
not their intent nor has it heretofore been their role. This, too, is the position of the Report itself
(paragraph 105).

Knowing Unity in Christ in a Changing World



It would appear that those who desire this may be looking for a kind of authority that is inconsistent
with historical Anglicanism. The Windsor Report itself describes in considerable detail those aspects
of the Anglican Communion which embody its particular ecclesiological vision, and authority has
never been one of them. We want to be careful that we do not lose more than we gain, in an attempt
to narrow or harden our definitions and parameters. The granting of authority to any or all of the
Instruments of Unity to intervene in any province completely changes the character and nature of the
Communion. A look at history seems to suggest that the Holy Spirit works more through individuals
man through institutions; the "bonds of affection” cannot be institutionalized.

5) The Windsor Report invites from The Episcopal Church a justification, based on scripture,
apostolic authority, and reason, as to how a person in a same gendered union can be considered
eligible to shepherd the flock of Christ (paragraph 135). While this idea appears on the surface to be
a welcome one, it raises problems; the statement in itself is condescending. We would imagine the
original premise would be, as in the legal concept “innocent until proven guilty"”, that any ordained
priest is eligible unless shown to be ineligible, so it is really this that needs to be proven. Given that
the objection raised has been made overwhelmingly in the name of faithfulness to scripture, we find
it stunning that no one makes use of Gospel scriptures as a model to follow. However one may wish
to treat newer insights into biblical statements about what appear to be forms of homosexuality,
parties of all persuasions are agreed that in the life and teachings of Jesus we find the clearest
revelation of the Word made flesh. Not only does Jesus never mention homosexuality; he tells a
story about a son who flagrantly broke every staple of Jewish family life but who nevertheless was
joyfully pronounced acceptable by his father, surely a prototype of the Heavenly Father who shows
us, through Jesus, who is in and who is out.

6) The Windsor Report reluctantly acknowledges that the time may come when its members will
find it necessary to "walk apart." We believe this point may, in fact, have already been passed in
significant ways, but that, like the demise of the British Empire out of which the Communion grew,
this may signal the opening of new doors as much as the closing of old ones. It seems clear that a
church which welcomes developments in scientific knowledge, as being the ever-unfolding picture
of God’s creativeness, and a prescientific church which rejects scientific insights as being contrary to
biblical orthodoxy will find it increasingly difficult, if not impossible, to walk hand in hand. If we
can do this without condemning one another for the differences we see, we may perhaps begin a new
day together.

Sincerely,

foran j57

Donna Bott
Moderator
Episcopal Voices of Central Florida

cC:
The Most Rev. Rowan Williams
The Rt. Rev. John W. Howe

Knowing Unity in Christ in a Changing World



1 February 2005
9am For immediate release.

At a meeting of the Councils of Church Society, the Fellowship of Word and
Spirit, and Reform held last week those present:

Affirmed their commitment to the supreme authority of the Word of God
and noted that this is the express position of the Church of England;

agreed that they continue to be strongly united in opposition to the
proposals to consecrate women as Bishops, since such an innovation would be
contrary to the Word of God; and,

agreed to call upon the Primates of the Anglican Communion to declare
ECUSA and the Diocese of New Westminster, and Bishops supportive of them,
out of Communion unless and until they repent for the actions they have taken,
and further that those seeking to provide oversight to those opposed to such
actions are acting as faithful Anglicans and should not regret or apologise for
providing oversight.

Revd David Banting, Chairman, Reform

Revd George Curry, Chairman, Church Society

Revd Simon Vibert, Chairman, Fellowship of Word and Spirit

For further information please contact:

Revd David Phillips (01923-235111 / 07801-265049)
General Secretary and General Synod Representative for St. Alban's Diocese

Revd Rod Thomas (07906-331110)
Reform Press Officer and General Synod Representative for Exeter Diocese

Revd Simon Vibert (020-8946-3396)
Chairman of the Fellowship and Word and Spirit



Anglican Matters:LGCM

Response to the Windsor Report (Summary)

1. Windsor asserts that Anglicanism is suffering from an 'iliness' because of its putative failure to
recognise 'such authority as we all in theory acknowledge'. But there is no universal jurisdiction
within Anglicanism, that is, there is no central, overriding authority, which has the power to oblige
conformity among autonomous provinces.

2. The implied claim that ECUSA and the Diocese of New Westminster have acted in bad faith, or
contrary to some agreed authority, or have departed from ‘genuine, apostolic faith' is groundless.

3. If matters relating to the ordination of women, and the nature of Christian marriage are issues that
can be decided by provinces, even though they clearly relate to Communion-wide 'standards, unity
and good order’, why should not others, such as the consecration of an openly gay bishop, be
viewed likewise?.

4. The Report says that it does 'not favour the accumulation of formal power by the Instruments of
Unity, or the establishment of any kind of central 'curia’ for the Communion', but then goes on to
describe a form of 'management' that will enable something very similar, if not identical. The
Archbishop becomes effectively a patriarch in all but name - 'a central focus of unity and mission
within the Communion'.

5. The Report says that 'Over the centuries Anglicans have lived out the gift of communion in
mutual love and care for one another.' But the Report nowhere acknowledges that ECUSA and the
Canadian Diocese see their actions as responses to the Spirit - as prophetic signs th at witness to the
care that Anglicans ought to have for all its members, including gays.

6. The Report makes no attempt to situate or contextualise the actions of American or Canadian
Anglicans. That context is the deeply held belief that the Christian tradition has been unjust and
discriminatory towards homosexual people.

7. If diversity of opinion and practice within Anglicanism is not only possible, but also legitimate,
on such questions as participation in war and the use of nuclear weapons, then the same allowable
freedom of diversity must also be legitimate on each and every moral issue.

8. Currently, Anglicans with an 'evangelical' emphasis are numerically strongest in some parts of
the church and within certain provinces. But, if there is not to be perpetual conflict, it is vital that
each faction does not seek during the period of its (almost certainly transitory) ascendancy to push
the Communion too far in adopting principles or practices that permanently exclude other
emphases and integrities.

9. Historic Anglicanism will become untenable if provinces do not respect not only the geographical
integrity, but also the theological integrity, of other provinces who, after due deliberation in
accordance with canonical procedures, decide that, in all conscience, they need to pioneer and
embody in their own church life their own deepest convictions.

LGCM, Oxford House,
Derbyshire St London, E2
6HG, United Kingdom Tel:
+44 (0)20 7739 1249 Fax:
+44 (0)20 7739 1249




Anglican Matters:LGCM

10. Not since Bishop Colenso in 1867, has the Archbishop exercised his power to non-invite any
fellow diocesan bishop to a Lambeth Conference, and it would be without precedent for the
Archbishop to do so to any diocesan bishop who has not been found guilty of an ecclesial
offence. Such a step would constitute a form of ex-communication, and would symbolise, inter
alia, the Communion's corporate rejection of the first openly gay bishop in Anglican history.

11. The alternative to living with diversity is a more centralised church, with a clearer set of rules,
and the power to enforce them. Such a church would become less free and necessarily more
coercive. It would achieve a kind of uniformity, but at the expense of conviction and conscience.
Is this what God is really willing for the Anglican Church?

12. Some 'evangelicals' say that gay behaviour is incompatible with any form of Christian
discipleship. The logic of that position is clear - all gays, including those who conscientiously
differ, should leave the Church. They should be debarred from all the sacraments, including
baptism, and confirmation, as well as ordination. If the proposed world-wide ‘Communion law'
embodies anti-gay positions, then those who are gay and those who believe in justice for gays will
have no choice but to realign themselves with another part of Anglicanism, or leave.

13. To isolate sexual behaviour, and specifically one form of it, as in need of absolute censure - so
that ordination or membership is totally excluded betokens, it must be said, a deeply
disproportionate understanding of Christian morality.

14. The Spirit may be speaking to us through the current ‘crisis', but in ways in which we do not
yet fully apprehend. It may be that we are being disturbed and challenged to re-think our
traditional categories of what constitutes sexual sin and Godly sexual behaviour in a way that
many of us find deeply uncomfortable and unsettling, but which, in the fullness of God's time,
may lead to a richer understanding of the Gospel and a more humanly compassionate church.



A Scottish Response to the Windsor Report

Summary

Changing Attitude Scotland is a network of people, gay and straight, lay and ordained, working
for the full affirmation of lesbian and gay Christians within the Scottish Episcopal Church and
the wider Anglican Communion. Because of our aims and objectives, we welcome the
opportunity the Windsor Report gives us to join the debate which is underway within the
Anglican Communion and to make the following points.

Instruments of Unity

We are concerned that the strengthening of the Instruments of Unity will create the means
of dividing the churches, not necessarily bringing them closer together.

We believe that creating new Instruments of Unity may simply result in the creation of
new venues for the same bitter debates which have characterised the Anglican Churches'
dealing with issues of human sexuality.

It is our experience that very many Episcopalians in Scotland had never heard of
Instruments of Unity before this crisis. Furthermore, we are aware that many
Episcopalians were unaware of their place within the Anglican Communion before this
crisis. We would be surprised if a great percentage of Episcopalians in Scotland could
name the Instruments of Unity even now. This contrasts greatly with, for example, the
way in which the Roman Catholic church experiences its unity in relation to the papacy,
something which the average Roman Catholic could name and explain with some ease.

Scripture

As people committed to the full affirmation of lesbian and gay people within the
Anglican communion, we have a passion for the Bible. We read the Scriptures constantly
in our corporate worship and in our private devotions.

It is not our understanding that the only way of viewing scripture as an Anglican is to see
it as the supreme authority in all matters of life and doctrine.

We are surprised that the Windsor Report relies so greatly on the Pauline and pseudo-
Pauline biblical material. We believe that this has led to a particular view of the
experience of the early church which would benefit from wider scholarship and much
further reflection. In particular, we would welcome reflection on the Johannine texts,
especially on the emphasis which we find there of ‘abiding in love' as a model for the life
together of the people of God. We would also wish to incorporate into future reflection
that insight which many have gleaned from scripture of God's determined interest in the
marginalised. This would include the Lukan material in the Greek Testament and the
themes of liberation and justice which can be seen running through the Hebrew
Scriptures.

We believe that God is a higher authority than scripture.

Many of us have joined the church believing that Anglican tradition embraced Hooker's
famous three-legged stool illustration, which emphasises our appeal to scripture, tradition
and reason. Three-legged stools which have one leg longer than the other two tend to be
uncomfortable, if not dangerous. We have believed that this was the point of this
illustration.

We discover as we read the scriptures that hypocrisy is condemned with much greater
force than homosexuality by the biblical witnesses, if indeed homosexuality is
condemned at all.



Scottish Church History

The experience of the Scottish Episcopal Church is that Covenants can be used, and are
used, to exclude and even to persecute. Episcopalians in Scotland lost livelihoods, livings
and even their own lives as a result of the National Covenant. This makes us very wary of
any attempt to use a Covenant as a means to hold the Anglican Churches together at this
time. As a result of this heritage we believe that it would be very difficult to persuade a
Scottish General Synod to sign up to the kind of document which the Windsor Report
suggests.

People in Scotland often deeply resent what they perceive as interference from England.
For this reason, many are suspicious of any proposals to enhance the role of the
Archbishop of Canterbury.

The Scottish Episcopal Church does not have archbishops. It does not have them because
it does not want that kind of government. It has far less of a hierarchical structure than the
Church of England, with which we share a common geographical border. It is our
understanding that this is the way that Scottish Episcopalians like their church and we
believe they would resist attempts to reassert models of hierarchy which have already
been rejected.

Our bishops act corporately within the College of Bishops. Within this collegiality,
autonomy is understood to lie with individual bishops within their own dioceses. We do
not have suffragans or area bishops, nor do we have 'flying bishops'. We do not have a
Metropolitan in the sense that some provinces of the Anglican Communion have one.

Elections to the Episcopate

It is only very recently (within the last 2 years) that it has been possible to consider any
member of the clergy for elections to the Episcopate (with the new possibility of
including both men and women on shortlists). We believe that such a move has
represented real progress in the life of this church. We further believe that this has given
real ecumenical benefits with other denominations, particularly the Church of Scotland,
United Reformed Church in Scotland and the Methodist Church in Scotland.

We believe that a moratorium on consecrating gay people who are honest and open
would be wrong and unjust. We also would argue that it is contrary to the United Nations
Convention on Human Rights.

It is important for us to recall that Gene Robinson is not the first gay bishop in the
Anglican Communion. Scotland has already had one bishop who came out as an openly
gay man in his retirement.

Synodical Government

We believe that God works through synodical government.

We recognise and respect the way in which the Diocese of New Westminster and
ECUSA have deliberated over the issues involved. We discern within their careful and
prayerful processes the work of the Holy Spirit.

We struggle to understand how Communion can be conceptualised by Christians as
something which can be impaired. We struggle to understand degrees of communion.
However, the actions of the Diocese of New Westminster and the actions of ECUSA
have increased the (already strong) bonds of affection and love which exist between the
Anglican Churches in the USA, Canada and Scotland.

It should be noted that Scotland has a distinct Code of Canons which are specific to the
life and work of the Scottish Episcopal Church. We would be surprised if the General
Synod of the Scottish Episcopal Church would accept within our canons the concessions
which the Windsor Report suggests. Furthermore, we expect that any attempt to impose



such concessions would bring strain to the current collaborative working patterns of the
College of Bishops, the Boards and Committees of the Church and the General Synod.

Ethics

We long to be able to contribute within our church to the theological work that is
currently needed to formulate appropriate sexual and relational ethics for all people
within the church. We are saddened that the current controversies make this task more
difficult.

We do not believe that God expects different ethical standards for the laity and the clergy.
We do not believe that God expects different ethical standards of the different orders of
ministry.

Liturgy

The Scottish Episcopal Church does much of its theological deliberation over the
production of liturgy. Lex orandi, lex credendi (roughly - as we pray, so we believe) is a
reality for us.

The most recent liturgy which has been developed in the Scottish Episcopal Church is a
new liturgy for marriage. We note that the theological construct of Christian marriage
which underpins this liturgy is utterly different from that which underpins the liturgy of
marriage in the Scottish Prayer Book 1929. In the more recent, the couple are treated as
equals, in the SPB, the woman is treated as a chattel to be handed over from one man to
another. The existence of these two liturgies in our church alongside one another tells us
much about diversity of belief which is an aspect of our life together as a church. We are
therefore not fearful of different liturgical practice developing across the Anglican
Communion to meet new circumstances in appropriate pastoral ways. This is the way in
which we operate in Scotland.

Civil Developments in Scotland

Within months, there will be new opportunities for gay couples to register and regulate
their relationships in new Civil Partnerships. This development raises all kinds of
questions to which our church will need to find answers, including how we address the
pastoral concerns these changes will generate.

We have been given informal assurances, that the church will not attempt to evade its
legal obligations towards pension rights for the partners of members of the laity and
members of the clergy whose relationships are regulated by Civil Partnerships who are
members of the church pension scheme. We now look for these assurances to be
expressed publicly.

We expect that some couples entering a Civil Partnership will look to the church to mark
this moment yet we feel that the church is unprepared for this mission opportunity.

Mission

We recognise in the person of Jesus Christ someone who practised a radical hospitality,
challenging religious and societal norms in his life and mission. As his disciples, gay and
straight alike, we are committed to carrying on that life and mission in the world today.
Increasingly, the Scottish Episcopal Church is emphasising the importance of local
context to decision making. We are learning to apply contextualised theological methods
and biblical reflection from parts of the world church which have emphasised liberation
as a key theme in mission. Much within this theological emphasis comes from the ‘global
south'.

We would not now presume to impose the priorities and practices of the majority of
members of the Scottish Episcopal Church on churches in Africa and other parts of the



Global South. We believe the imposition of the cultural norms of such parts of the world
on the people of Scotland to be equally inappropriate. We enjoy learning about the
experience and witness of Christians in these parts of the world. Amongst the diverse
voices which we hear from all parts of the globe are the voices of lesbians and gay men
who have been hurt by the current controversies. The cost of 'unity’ can be very high for
some people. As part of our belief in the mission of God in the wider world, we call for
the human rights of gay and lesbian people to be respected wherever such people are
found.

We are unable to separate the struggle for justice from Christ's current mission and
activity on earth. At this time this includes, but is by no means limited to, the need to
affirm fully and incorporate the experience and witness of God's gay and lesbian children
in both church and society.

We believe that being an inclusive church is fundamental to the gospel and to the mission
of the Scottish Episcopal Church. We further believe that if that inclusivity is challenged
or diminished the very fabric of our church would be damaged. We fear that without a
common commitment over the long term to such inclusivity the very being of our church
would be threatened. Many of us believe that if the Scottish Episcopal Church were to
lose its distinctive inclusivity, God would have little purpose for it.

We affirm the presence and activity of lay and ordained gay and lesbian people working
within the whole church. We discern in Scotland, that the Holy Spirit is at work, as the
whole people of God strive together to bring in God's new kingdom of justice, peace and

Joy.



Response to the Windsor Report from Inclusive Communion

"We commit ourselves to listen to the experience of homosexual persons™ ... but when will this
begin?

1.

"While we reaffirm heterosexuality as the scriptural norm, we recognise the need for deep and
dispassionate study of the question of homosexuality, which would take seriously both the teaching
of Scripture and the results of scientific and medical research. The Church, recognising the need for
pastoral concern for those who are homosexual, encourages dialogue with them." From Resolution
10 of the 1978 Lambeth Conference

"This Conference: 1. Reaffirms the statement of the Lambeth Conference of 1978 on homosexuality,
recognising the continuing need in the next decade for "deep and dispassionate study of the question
of homosexuality, which would take seriously both the teaching of Scripture and the results of
scientific and medical research.” 2. Urges such study and reflection to take account of biological,
genetic and psychological research being undertaken by other agencies, and the socio-cultural factors
that lead to the different attitudes in the provinces of our Communion. 3. Calls each province to
reassess, in the light of such study and because of our concern for human rights, its care for and
attitude towards persons of homosexual orientation" Resolution 64 of the 1988 Lambeth
Conference

"We commit ourselves to listen to the experience of homosexual persons and we wish to assure them
that they are loved by God and that all baptised, believing and faithful persons, regardless of sexual
orientation, are full members of the Body of Christ" 1998 Lambeth Conference Resolution 1.10

2.
The bishops at the Lambeth Conferences of 1978, 1988 and 1998 encouraged dialogue with, and
asked for a process of listening to, leshian and gay people within the church.

The recently published Windsor Report, commissioned by the Primates, reinforced this commitment,
reminding all in the Communion of the call for an ongoing process of listening and discernment with
lesbian and gay people to be engaged in honestly and frankly.

As a matter of urgency, the Primates must now take practical steps to make this happen.

In order for gay and lesbian people to be able to speak about their experience and theology it is
essential that the primates create a climate of safety in which we can tell our stories without fear of
reprisal. A moratorium must be declared to ensure that no lesbian or gay person who works for the
church can be sacked for speaking out.

In many parts of the Anglican Communion it is simply not possible for gay and lesbian people to
speak of their experience or share with us their understanding of the Bible. Until this is made
possible, the process of listening cannot be said to have properly begun.

Primates must not presume they have listened to us without asking us whether this has indeed been
the case. The Primates need to initiate the deep and dispassionate study they have called for, ensuring
they provide adequate resources for the study to be undertaken.

3.

We are disappointed that the Lambeth Commission did not speak or listen to Bishop Gene Robinson
and other gay and lesbhian voices, as this gave no opportunity for the process to be received by
inclusive Anglicans.

4,

In order for this listening process to take place, the necessary climate of safety will require the setting
up of a body that will seek actively to provide that safety. It will need to allow voices to be heard
across national and provincial boundaries, especially in countries where homosexuality is illegal and



punishable by imprisonment. That body will need the authority to ensure that voices, even if they
must be heard via third parties, can be heard without fear. This is reflected in our general concern for
those hurt and alienated by the Windsor Report. There are no acceptable casualties in the Body of
Christ.

5.

This must not be an end to the process. We need an assurance that the listening process will run
parallel to a discernment process that will recognise the interaction between questions of ecclesiology
and ethics. We do not wish to concentrate on ecclesiology alone and long to talk about holy scripture
and the ethics of lesbian and gay sexuality and relationships.

6.
The full inclusion of lesbian and gay people in the Church at all levels is a Gospel imperative

7.

We do not approve of the moratoria on consecrations and blessings proposed. True discernment can
only happen in the context of people's experience of these developments. Moreover we cannot expect
people's lives to be put on hold while discernment takes place.”

8.

We were unable to agree with the ACC representatives at the meeting as to whether or not the
Covenant would act to bring people in the Communion together. Comparisons were made with the
Porvoo Agreement and other similar ecumenical schemes but it was felt that these were of a different
nature. The view was expressed by some present, that the Covenant process described by the
Windsor Report was unlikely to be successful.

Giles Fraser - Inclusivechurch.net

Susan Russell - President, Integrity USA

Michael Hopkins - Integrity USA

Colin Coward - Director, Changing Attitude

Kelvin Holdsworth - Convenor, Changing Attitude Scotland
Richard Kirker - General Secretary, LGCM

Bertrand Olivier - Convenor, Clergy Consultation

Paul Collier - member of Church of England General Synod
Anthony Braddick-Southgate - Chair, Anglican Matters
Sally Rogers - Development Officer, Changing Attitude



Response to the Windsor Report by:

Dr Lisa Guinness Director of The Living Waters Discipleship & Healing Trust

The Living Waters Discipleship & Healing Trust is a national Christian ministry offering
pastoral care in the area of gender and relationships in the UK & Ireland since 1990.

Founded by the Rev Christopher Guinness, an Anglican priest, we are the only ministry at
present in the UK offering systematic help in these areas to both men and women,
providing a grassroots pastoral response to the Issues in Human Sexuality Report 1991.

We have a full time office in central London and a team of 100+ volunteers throughout
the country.

The lack of pastoral care, advocacy and understanding, both historically and presently, of
those dealing with homosexual attraction is a source of deep concern to us as a ministry.

We believe that sexual relations are reserved for the covenant relationship of
heterosexual marriage and that all other sexual activity is sinful what ever form it takes:
in practice, in fantasy or ‘virtually’.

We also believe that the roots and reasons for this can be understood and redeemed and
that we can change our practice and orientation - moving beyond an ongoing celibate
struggle or dogged abstinence into “a radical holiness” and newness of life.

Through worship, teaching and prayer we seek to apply the wisdom of both theology and
psychology to the complex issues of sexual identity, “offering sensitive pastoral care” and
a healing journey to those seeking “sexual discipline and holiness of life”.

We work with men and women presenting with a wide spectrum of issues including
recovery from abuse, sexual addictions, promiscuity and homosexuality. We offer:

e Discipleship programmes: over 30 weeks, 10 weeks, 8 weeks
A Youth programme and a programme for Sexual Addiction
e Conferences e.g Narcissism, Spiritual Formation, Masculinity, Temptation
e Training to teams from churches and national organisations
e Resources: books, tapes, consultancy, speaking engagements etc

We are truly ecumenical and may minister to 1000 people over the course of a year from
hundreds of different churches across the denominations.

About one third to a half of the participants on our programmes will present with
homosexual attraction. We believe homosexual attraction is not anyone’s core identity
but rather a complex eroticised response to unmet needs and critical stages of
development.

For us, the healing and redemption of sexual brokenness is proof of the power of the
Cross, the truth of Scripture and the efficacy and dynamism of the Gospel.

Our desire is to make a positive contribution to the Church of England in this time of
crisis.

Living Waters PO Box 1530 London SW1W OWF 020 7630 1044 Lwluk@aol.com



Response to The Windsor Report By The Living Waters Discipleship & Healing Trust

Some of the reasons we see for the threatened schism within the Church of
England and the issue of homosexuality being inextricably linked & for the depth of
feeling being expressed at this time:

1. The lack of acknowledgement or understanding of either the roots or the
redemption of sexual sin: too controversial, too complex, beyond experience?

2. The profound connection between spirituality and sexuality is not explored in any
of the reports: the mystery of Christ and the Church, the spiritual meaning and
implications of sexual perversion, our bearing God’s image as male and female etc

3. A live theology and practice of redemption for our fallen humanity is seriously
lacking in much of the church, let alone for something as complex as homosexual
attraction or sexual addiction. This means there has been little hope of change
even for a Christian — creating an unacceptable tension between prohibition and a
loving God.

4. This lack of understanding of homosexuality and the lack of spiritual power has led
the church to advocate tolerance - assiduously avoiding the category of sin but
thereby contributing to the polarisation with the evangelical wing, who despite a
strong theology of sin, has assiduously avoided the possibility of change.

5. The classic polarity of grace vs. truth is being played out both in the church and in
the area of sexuality. The orthodox position of both grace and truth being held
together, and from which we work, has been jettisoned or dismissed as naive.

6. The church has failed to offer society a clear theological and psychological
analysis of the current sexualising of so many areas. Rather than maintain its
distinctiveness and uphold the truth of creation and redemption, it has allowed the
‘rights’ of the culture to override righteousness and the real freedom we have in
Christ.

7. As the practice of homosexuality became an issue of human rights it became as
politicised in the church as in society : encouraging claims and counter claims of
oppression, persecution, licence and special pleading.

8. The need for scholarship on the roots and true extent of the issues, as advocated
by the Lambeth Conferences of 1978,1988, 1998 has gone unheeded. It has not
included the wealth of literature confirming both the possibility and the means of
change of one’s sexual orientation that is available from both a secular and a
Christian point of view. www.narth.org® and Dr Jeffrey Satinover’s work?

9. The selective listening of the Church, excluding the voice and experiences of
those who have a homosexual attraction but for whom homosexual practice
is not their choice, has increased the polarisation. It has allowed other voices to go
unchallenged. It has caused confusion & frustration, encouraging an over
simplification of the issues, and it has reduced the basic tenets of our faith to mere
theory & contention — denying believers the healing and restoration they expect to
find in Christ.

Ref: The Windsor Report, The Lambeth Reports, True Union, Living Waters materials.

! National Association for the Research & Treatment of Homosexuality
2 Homosexuality & the Politics of Truth



Response to The Windsor Report By The Living Waters Discipleship & Healing Trust

Our Recommendations in Support of the Windsor Report & The Lambeth
Conferences are:

1.

To support and formally endorse those people and ministries such as Living
Waters & Redeemed Lives who are seeking to uphold an orthodox position
and offer the sensitive and effective pastoral care requested by the reports.

To challenge the ambivalence / cynicism there is towards the practice of
orthodoxy.

To acknowledge and include the relationship between sexuality and
spirituality, in general, in the ongoing study of homosexuality.

If the church seeks “to encourage dialogue with all people who have a
homosexual orientation and listen to their experience” (TWR #146), then the
church must elicit and include the contribution of those who are looking for
and have reached a place of real change. This is a matter of basic integrity.

To respect and give equal credibility in the listening process to those who
choose not to publicise or flaunt their homosexual attraction and who
choose to explore the path of change.

To include “in the deep and dispassionate study of the question of
homosexuality “ the well documented psychological and theological aspects
of the roots of homosexuality and the processes involved in a change of
orientation. (see back Page 2 # 8)

To use ministries such as ourselves in the process of reconciliation and
education. Our experience of holding a position of both grace and truth and
of applying the gospel dynamically in the area of sexuality could be used to
counter the oversimplification of the issues and inform and educate clergy
as to the possibilities and reality of change.

Thank you for your time.

We look forward to being involved in the ongoing process and dialogue.

Dr. Lisa Guinness
Director of the Living Waters Discipleship & Healing Trust

February 8" 2005



Rev. Mario Bergner’s Response to the Windsor Report

Tuesday, February 08, 2005

To: Canon Gregory Cameron and the Windsor Report Reception Committee
From: Rev. Mario Bergner

Re: Letter of Introduction

Dear Canon Cameron and Committee,

Thank you for considering my written response to the Windsor Report, which you
will find in the following pages. In preparation, | have held before me 2 Timothy 2:24,
And the Lord’s servant must not quarrel; instead he must be kind to everyone, able to
teach, not resentful. I am humbled by this commandment because | have often fallen
short of it.

Realizing that I am unknown to most of you, | thought it might be helpful if |
introduced myself. The following is a biography, which appears on some of my
publications.

Rev. Mario Bergner is husband to Nancy and father to their five children. He is
the founder and director of Redeemed Lives Ministries, a ministry of pastoral care and
discipleship located near Chicago. He is an Episcopal Priest serving under the godly
leadership of the Right Reverend Keith Ackerman of the Episcopal Diocese of Quincy in
central Illinois.

For twenty years Fr. Bergner has been a teacher and pastoral care giver. He has
given apologetic lectures on A Christian Response To Homosexuality at many
universities and churches in North American, Europe, Asia and Africa. With God’s
grace he came out of homosexuality over twenty years ago.

Fr. Bergner is the author of Setting Love In Order (Baker 1995), a book on hope
and healing for homosexuality, which has been translated into eleven languages. He has
developed three programs of pastoral care: Redeemed Lives, Alive Again and Returning
Sons, used in 35 different venues in North America, England and Europe. He was a
contributing author to The Christian Educator’s Handbook on Family Life Education
(Baker 1996) and has published articles in numerous periodicals.

He has lectured in pastoral care for the Christian Education Department at
Wheaton College, Trinity Episcopal School For Ministry and Ridley Hall, Cambridge.
Additionally, he has served on the university faculties of Boston University, Wright State
University, Carnegie-Mellon University and currently teaches at Roosevelt University in
Chicago.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of my response to the Windsor
Report. May the Lord Jesus grant you all peace and comfort during this time of trial in
our beloved Anglican Communion.

Respectfully Submitted,

Rev Mario Bergner

Redeemed Live Ministries, PO Box 1211, Wheaton, IL 60189
mario@redeemedlives.org / tel. 630.668.0661 Page 1




Rev. Mario Bergner’s Response to the Windsor Report

As a Priest of the Episcopal Diocese of Quincy, the focus of my vocation is pastoral care. |
direct Redeemed Lives Ministries, located near Chicago. About 20% of people who seek us out
desire freedom from homosexual attractions. In reading many responses to The Windsor Report
(TWR), I join my voice on most of the responses in Repair The Tear. Therefore, | shall respond
to only one paragraph of TWR. May the Lord Jesus grant us all listening hearts of love.

1146 of TWR calls for 1) ““ongoing discussion’” about homosexuality 2) acknowledges that
“sincerely but radically different positions continue to be held across the Communion,” 3)
mentions ““basic principles of pastoral care” and 4) identifies people with same-sex attractions as
“persons of homosexual orientation.”” After addressing these four, I shall draw four
corresponding conclusions and make three recommendations.

1. ONGOING DISCUSSION: After thirty years of discussions in ECUSA we agree on
only one thing, namely:

We do not share the same a priori understandings of homosexuality.

a. For some, homosexuality is a biologically determined orientation and a justice
issue, not a moral issue.

b. Others consider homosexuality an orientation as defined above, but also as a
moral issue, and do not allow for homosexual practices.

c. For still others, homosexuality is a practice motivated by psychological issues,
not an orientation as defined above and is a moral issue.

d. We do not agree on the definition of “homosexual orientation.” See #4 below.

2. RADICALLY DIFFERENT POSITIONS: It is not different positions that threaten
schism, but different Gospels, Christologies, moral worldviews and anthropologies.

a. The first is the Gospel of postmodernism replete with pluriform truths, a
redefining of God using gender-inclusive language and a denial of the uniqueness
of Jesus Christ. Here, personal experience is the basis of morality, not the
revealed truth of Holy Scripture. This Gospel insists the Church bless same-sex
unions based on the testimonies of people who self identify as homosexual.

b. The second is the Gospel revealed in the Holy Scripture, the uniqueness of the
Person of Jesus Christ and the witness of the Church over two millennia. Here,
objective truth, revealed in Holy Scripture, defines morality, shapes subjective
feelings and interprets experience. Therefore, the Church should not bless same-
sex unions because there is no witness for this in the Bible or Christian history.

c. The third Gospel is a mixture of the above, whereby the historic Gospel is
preserved, but morality is decided, in part, by personal experience. This mixed
Gospel proposes the Church tolerate homosexual partnerships, so as to provide
the most moral context within which people in such unions should live.

d. All the above have differing anthropologies answering the question: “What does
it mean to be made in the image of God as male and female? (Gen. 1:27)”

3. BASIC PRINCIPLES OF PASTORAL CARE: Western Christianity and ECUSA
employ conflicting pastoral care approaches for homosexuality, which include
acceptance, avoidance and transformation.

a. Acceptance: Some Episcopal parishes offer pastoral care to self-identified
homosexual people by affirming and welcoming them into the Church and its
leadership at every level.

b. Avoidance: Most orthodox Episcopal parishes offer no pastoral care for
homosexuality and some prefer not to address the subject at all.

c. Transformation: A small, but growing, number of Episcopal parishes use
programs such as Living Waters or Redeemed Lives, to minister God’s healing
love to people with homosexual attractions. Such care begins with abstinence

Redeemed Live Ministries, PO Box 1211, Wheaton, IL 60189
mario@redeemedlives.org / tel. 630.668.0661 Page 2




Rev. Mario Bergner’s Response to the Windsor Report

leading possibly to holy celibacy or change in attractions, sometimes fulfilled in
heterosexual marriage (as it has for me).

4, HOMOSEXUAL ORIENTATION: Western culture understands “homosexual

orientation” in at least four ways, each with differing moral implications.

a. Biologically understood, homosexual orientation is thought to be an innate
genetically determined state, although there is no scientific evidence proving this.
Homosexuality is thus understood as an essential part of personhood, not a moral
condition. See Dr. Jeffrey Satinover’s, Homosexuality and The Politics of Truth
(Baker 1996) for a full treatment of scientific research on homosexuality.

b. Psychologically understood, homosexual orientation is a combination of thoughts
and feelings leading to behaviours. It is a sexual attraction which has developed,
and although not chosen, may be treated, with various degrees of success through
psychotherapy. Here homosexuality is a moral condition only if the person
experiences it as wrong.

c. Sociologically understood, homosexual orientation is a category akin to race or
sex. Homosexuality is thus part of society and it doesn’t matter if it is biological
or psychological. Here homosexuality is morally neutral.

d. Biblically, homosexuality is never referred to as an orientation but as a sinful
practice. See Robert J. Gagnon’s, The Bible And Homosexual Practice
(Abingdon Press 2001). Homosexuality is a sexual attraction and a moral
condition, which is transformed through being ““washed, sanctified and justified
in Jesus Christ.”” (1 Cor. 6:11).

Four Conclusions

1.

3.

4.

Thirty years of inconclusive discussions on homosexuality has contributed not only to
ECUSA’s decline, but also to the growth of continuing Anglican churches in the USA.

Schism threatens the Anglican Communion because of conflicting meanings of the
Christian faith and moral order, of which homosexuality is only a presenting issue.

This crisis developed over decades of inconsistent moral teaching and pastoral
approaches from all western Christians, not just Episcopalians, to all who suffer from
impaired intimacy caused by the sexual revolution, which includes divorce, remarriage,
pornography and sexual addictions, abortion alongside homosexuality.

The term “homosexual attractions” should be used instead of “homosexual orientation.”

Three Recommendations

1.

The Primates, acting akin to the Church Fathers at the First Ecumenical Councils, should
make a judgment, soon, between the competing Gospels, Christologies, moral
worldviews and anthropologies claiming to be Christian in the Anglican Communion.

Our seminaries must reconnect moral theology to pastoral theology and train future
bishops, priests and deacons in the moral formation of Christians and the pastoral care of
all people with sexual struggles.

Ministries such as Living Waters and Redeemed Lives should be invited to contribute to
the Anglican Communion’s official ministry to persons with homosexual attractions and
others in need of sexual redemption in Christ.

Redeemed Live Ministries, PO Box 1211, Wheaton, IL 60189
mario@redeemedlives.org / tel. 630.668.0661 Page 3




Name: Fort Worth Via Media
Denomination: Episcopalian
Location: USA

Subject: General Comments

Windsor Report Reception Committee

An Initial Response to the Windsor Report from Fort Worth Via Media:

To:

Archbishop Peter Kwong, Primate, Hong Kong, Chair Archdeacon Jim Boyles, Provincial
Secretary, Canada Bishop John Gladstone, Bishop of South Kerala, South India Dr Ishmael
Noko, General Secretary, Lutheran World Federation Bishop Kenneth Price, Suffragan Bishop of
Southern Ohio, USA Bishop James Tengatenga, Bishop of Southern Malawi Bishop Tito Zavala,
Bishop of Chile

"We limit not the truth of God to our poor reach of mind -- by notions of our day and sect --
crude, partial and confined. No, let a new and better hope within our hearts be stirred, for God
hath yet more light and truth to break forth from the Word."

-- Pastor John Robinson's sendoff sermon to the Pilgrims 1620 -- paraphrased in a hymn by
George Rawson (1807-1889)

The conflict that the Windsor Report wants to deal with is not about the creeds or the Chicago
Quadrilateral. No province has a quarrel with these. The real conflict is about things that should
not matter.

The unrest and turmoil in our diocese has long preceded the Windsor report. The canon
theologian of the Fort Worth Diocese, in his response to you states, ?? the ordination of women
broke communion at its deepest level ? at the altar, and this brokenness shows no sign of
healing?? While the ECUSA is not out of communion with any member of the Anglican
Communion, our diocese has been out of communion with other Anglicans long before the
current conflict.

It is not restoration of the bonds of affection that our diocese seeks, but total capitulation to their
theology package, which as you can see does not recognize the validity of women priests.

In understanding Scripture, the Windsor report stipulates:

a) We must not listen to Scripture as an echo of our own voices.

b) Our understandings must not be only the remembrance of earlier Christian interpretations.

¢) Lexicographical work must bring us the nuances of ancient words.

d) Large-scale historical reconstruction must guard against anachronistic assumptions.

e) Biblical scholarship must be free to explore different meanings.

If the Windsor Report is correct about these judgments, we should not be squabbling about a
matter of interpretation.

Folks in the Western World are seeking ways to be faithful to the Bible, a book written by men
in a patriarchal society, in an emerging egalitarian culture where the talents, roles, and status of
both men and women are equally valued. The wisdom and truth in a book of universal
application that transcends the centuries should not be culture bound.

The real conflict is one of cross-cultural understanding. Our basic problems are growing pains.
They revolve around gender. It should only be an issue of forbearance when Anglicans of a
tribal, patriarchal culture differ with Anglicans of an egalitarian one.

Forbearance calls for a faith that men and women in other parts of the communion, after years of
deliberate study, can make valid Biblical discernments in their own cultures. It takes into account
the fact that bishops who have devoted years to the Service of God have not suddenly lost their
marbles.

This cultural challenge has led Western Nations to reappraise questions of gender. In a religious
context the questions translate into:



1) Should marriage be gender neutral?

2) Should the priesthood be gender neutral?

It took the early church centuries, under guidance of the Holy Spirit, who was sent to lead us into
all truth, to lay out in doctrinal form such issues as the Trinity and the Atonement. The work of
the Spirit did not terminate after three centuries. One could hardly expect the Holy Spirit to be
inspiring solutions in a culture that was not yet existent. Discernment is the challenge that should
keep us together.

Although through accidents of history, we all find ourselves within the same socio-political
structure, our communion is bound together in awe, worship and thanksgiving as we meet God in
the celebration of the Divine Liturgy

The return to, and the respect for our classical Anglican polity, as exemplified in the Elizabethan
Settlement, would seem to be adequate for the solution of these problems. Goodwill, our
Classical Anglican Heritage, the Instruments of Unity, our common Liturgy and history, our
affection and respect for one another, and our mutual discernment of the will of the Holy Spirit
will lead us through this crisis.

Let us remember in all we do as a church that these words of Jesus should be our guide: "You
shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, and with all your mind. This
is the first and great commandment. And the second is like it: You shall love your neighbor as
yourself.?

Fort Worth Via Media

Laura Adcock Ed Adcock Walter J. Archey, Jr. Del Cain Paul Campbell Richard Chowning
Debora Clark Barbi Click Susann M. Eller Merritt C. Farren Joan B. Farren Helen Ferguson
Lillith Ferguson Isabel Flores Camille Kempke George Komechak Marilyn Komechak
Rosemary Lindsey Marsha McClean Lynne Minor John S. Morgan Sharon Nelson Gayland Pool
Robin M. Rhyand Katie Sherrod Barbara Snyder Norm Snyder Ann Tucker Debbie Wheeler
Chris Wilkerson Jim Wilkerson



The Zacchaeus Fellowship Response to the Windsor Report

The Zacchaeus Fellowship consists of those across Canada who were active in the
homosexual lifestyle, or who have struggled with exclusively same-gender attractions.
We believe that God has laid out His plan for sexual relationships in terms of
heterosexuality within the bounds of holy matrimony as outlined in the Bible. Through
our personal experiences and journeys, we have accepted God’s admonition against any
other principle of human sexual relations. Some of us have understood the brokenness
which led to our inappropriate sexual behaviour and desires and now live in a restored
maleness or femaleness, expressed within the bounds of a traditional marriage. Others
remain celibate, acknowledging that same-gender sexual acts are not part of God’s plan
for humanity and thus choosing not to be disobedient to His teachings through Scripture.

We are united in our commitment to the authority of God revealed in Holy
Scripture, and we reject the resolutions of the 2004 General Synod of the Anglican
Church of Canada asserting the sanctity and integrity of same-sex unions. We believe that
to facilitate the blessing of same-sex unions, without listening to the stories of God’s
transforming power in the lives of those of us who have experienced it in our lives, is to
act irresponsibly and without weighing all the facts. We also believe that the creation of
rites for the blessing of same-sex unions and the consecration of openly homosexual
bishops show a blatant disregard for those seeking pastoral care, moral direction from the
Church, and God’s transforming power for the living out of their lives and the ordering of
their relationships, as agreed upon in Lambeth Resolution 1.10 [Appendix Three, #6, pp
77-78]

The key for us has been the sanctity of God’s teaching in the Bible. We believe
and accept His teachings outlined throughout Scriptures. It was within an environment of
love shown by Christians that we were able to acknowledge the sinfulness of our past and
to repent and begin to lead the life God designed for us. It was the true agape love of
those Christians which showed us the true love of God and His desire to bring us into a
right relationship with our sexuality. We were taught, and read for ourselves, God’s
Word which revealed His true plan for us. It was the Holy Spirit working within us
which led us to repentance and change. We affirm that we were led by love rather than
peer pressure.

We are saddened by the divisiveness the homosexual issues are bringing to our
church. We agree that our communion is about “building up the body in love.”
[Paragraph 7, p. 13] That is our goal, yes, but it should be based squarely on the teachings
of God revealed in Scriptures. We welcome in love, we teach in love, but we don’t
condone wrongful behaviour in love; to the contrary, we point it out in love and seek
ways to heal brokenness, in love. We also heartily agree with the Windsor Report that
there should never be homophobic rhetoric or actions [Paragraph 146, p. 57].

When we, the members of the Zacchaeus Fellowship, began taking the Bible’s
teachings as signs of God’s love, we were able to see God’s mercy, forgiveness, and
healing in a much different light. We were able to experience the truth behind the maxim
“hate the sin, love the sinner.” We could understand that God could hate what we did (or
wanted to do), but still love us. We also realized that our sexuality does not define our
humanity in the eyes of God, nor should it in the eyes of others.



Having experienced God’s Grace in our lives, the members of the Zacchaeus
Fellowship are witnesses to God’s Holy Spirit and His transforming power. It is not
loving for the Church to encourage us to live in slavery to this mortal flesh, and not
honest to assert that change is not possible. The Church should, we believe, empower us
to draw closer to God by offering our bodies as a living sacrifice holy and pleasing unto
God, in accordance with His Holy Word. By its recent actions to welcome and include
those whom we believe have chosen their own ways over obedience to God’s Word, the
Anglican Church of Canada has made us feel marginalized and no longer welcome as
members. There is no doubt this is a contentious issue. It needs to be dealt with on the
global level by the Primates and their consensus affirmed by the individual provinces,
and perhaps even the local dioceses.

Over the past several decades, the church has drifted in its pastoral responses to
major social justice issues. Rather than seeking Biblically based answers, it has tended to
go with the flow of secular society. The Windsor Report called it “surrendering to the
spirit of the age rather than an authentic development of the gospel.” We heartily agree!
We have reached a critical point in the history of the Anglican Communion. Ifitis to
survive and flourish, we must repent and begin anew.

We urge the Primates to take a strong stand against the actions of ECUSA, the
Diocese of New Westminster, and the Anglican Church of Canada. Their actions
precipitated this crisis and only their actions can resolve it. Rather than fearing to offend,
rather than adopting the principle “if it feels right for someone, then it must be right for
that person,” rather than diluting the hope of God’s Gospel message, the Primates of the
Anglican Communion need to take affirmative action against apostasy and uphold God’s
plan.

We agree that those Primates and bishops in other provinces who responded were
in violation of the generally agreed principles of our Communion, but we cannot fault
them for responding pastorally to the desperate needs of those negatively impacted by
ECUSA, the Diocese of New Westminster, and the Anglican Church of Canada. We
support the apostolic nature of the episcopacy, but what do we do when we feel that our
spiritual leadership has been compromised? To whom can we turn, if not another leader
in the Communion? It is worth considering the idea of parallel jurisdiction and its
consequences [Paragraph 154, p. 59].

We encourage the leaders of the church to consider carefully the recommendation
with regard to a moratorium on public Rites of Blessings for same sex unions. It is our
reading that this recommendation is not only for a moratorium on public Rites of
Blessing of same sex unions in jurisdictions where they have not yet occurred but rather a
‘moratorium on ALL (our emphasis) such public Rites’ [Paragraph 144, p. 57].

We pray that the Holy Spirit will lead our Communion out of the murky darkness
of its current crisis into the revealed light of Christ’s transforming love.

Respectfully submitted by:

The Reverend Dr Don Alcock and the Reverend C. Dawn McDonald on behalf of
the Zacchaeus Fellowship.



Does the
Anglican Communion
have a future?

An Analysis of the Windsor Report

Church Society

1. Introduction

The Windsor report, the work of the Lambeth Commission, was released on 18 October
2004.

The Commission was asked to reflect on the legal and theological implications for the
Anglican Communion of the action taken in the USA in appointing an actively
homosexual man as a Bishop and decisions in both the US and Canada approve of
same-sex unions. It is clear that the Commission had put in a great deal of effort over a
short space of time in order to produce the report.

2. Summary of the report

2.1 The Windsor report begins by seeking to justify the idea of theological development.
It speaks of the primacy and authority of Scripture but in such a way as to legitimise
theological development, even when such development appears to be in flat
contradiction to what all previous generations of Christians understood to be the plain
meaning of Scripture.

2.2 The report, therefore, defines the crisis faced by the Anglican Communion in terms
of two provinces having taken action against the wishes of the remainder. It is open to

the possibility, even seems to expect, that with time the majority may accept and agree
with the development.

2.3 The report then seeks to define the Anglican Communion institutionally. Based on
this, and the view of Scripture already set out, it therefore sees the present crisis in
terms of actions that threaten the unity of the Communion.

2.4 When the report suggests action it calls merely for expressions of regret from those
who have threatened the unity of the whole. Furthermore, all its other suggestions are
primarily institutional.

2.5 This report is therefore typical of what we have come to expect in the western liberal
churches. Whilst appearing to say useful things it is actually flawed in its underlying
approach, in its analysis of the problems, and in the way in which it seeks to find
solutions.

2.6 If the Anglican Communion is to survive the present crisis it will be necessary for the
Primates to ignore the recommendations of the Windsor report and take decisive action.



3. Methodology

In the press conference Archbishop Gomez stated that the report represented the
highest degree of agreement possible between the commission members. Put another
way, the report represents the lowest common denominator theologically, the minimum
that we can agree. Such an approach, often justified from the philosophy of G W F
Hegel, undermines truth and results in ungodly compromise. It is an approach that is
regularly followed in western churches, leading to weak statements that do not speak
with conviction to the world around.

The Chairman of the Commission, Archbishop Robin Eames, has demonstrated in his
own statements within the Church of Ireland that he has no underlying objection to the
innovations that have taken place in ECUSA and Canada, merely that they have been
taken against the wishes of the wider Communion. His failure to take any action against
the Bishop of Limerick and Killaloe, who participated in the consecration in New
Hampshire demonstrates this fact.

Given the terms of reference, chairmanship and composition of the Commission, no
report that had the agreement of all was ever going to produce the decisive analysis
and action now necessary.

4. Scripture and theological development
4.1 Can we ever make up our minds?

The Lambeth Commission was not given freedom to address the issue underlying the
present crisis in the Anglican Communion. The report therefore takes as given the
theological position represented by Lambeth Resolution 1.10 but it does so in disturbing
ways. In the press conference at the launch of the report Archbishop Eames described
Lambeth 1.10 as representing the views of the Communion 'at this time'. In saying this
he laid great stress on the words 'at this time'.

Such language is also to be found in the report. In paragraph 122 there is a call for a
moratorium on action 'until some new consensus emerges in the Anglican Communion'.
Likewise in paragraph 145 the report refers to those provinces ‘engaged in processes of
discernment regarding the blessing of same sex unions'.

Thus, the position of the Communion, stated in Lambeth 1.10, is presented as
provisional and part of a process in which the Communion is gradually seeking to
discern the truth. This approach gives validity and weight to those teaching error and
means that the orthodox biblical teaching is provisional and open to question. It
suggests that there can never be any definitive truth on any issue whatsoever. Whilst
this is the prevailing view in western culture, it is not true Christianity. Because of the
nature of God ,Christians believe in objective truth and, specifically, that the Word of
God stands forever.

4.2 A process of reception?

The report draws parallels to the Ordination of Women. Since Archbishop Eames also



chaired the Commission on that issue this parallel was presumably in the minds of
those who appointed him to chair the Lambeth Commission.

The report seems to suggest that the process of reception of the ordination of women is
over. This is an absurd claim. As an example, many within the Church of England still
refuse to accept women priests because it is contrary to scriptural teaching. Moreover,
the Church has been declining twice as fast in the decade since the first ordination of
women compared to the decade before, the number of men going into ministry has
more than halved and the number of men and children in churches has fallen by twenty
percent. These are not signs of a healthy church, rather they suggest that the
development is wrong.

4.3. Is the Bible supreme?

The report affirms the supreme authority of Scripture but it then goes on to so qualify
this that it becomes secondary to currently prevailing views of Church leaders or Bible
scholars. This takes us back to the worst days of the medieval period when ordinary
believers were thought to be incapable of understanding the Bible properly so that at
times the Bible was actually banned. A fundamental principle of the Protestant
Reformation was that the Bible can be understood by those who approach it in humility
and in faith. This is not to decry scholarship or the need for accurate translation but
anyone taking an honest look at the last two centuries can see that the western church
has been crippled at times by various destructive ideas that have turned out to be short-
term scholarly fashions.

The argument on Scripture culminates in paragraph 61 where the real intentions
become plain. It is asserted those teachings of Scripture which previous generations
have understood to be clear can now be reviewed and changed by the Church.

The supremacy of Scripture rests on the fact that it is the very Word of God. Mainstream
Christianity has always held that the word of God, as originally given, is without error.
The infallibility of Scripture is explicitly stated in the Elizabethan Homilies and it
undergirds the Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion. By contrast it is explicitly stated in the
Articles that the Church can err because some in it are 'not governed with the Spirit and
Word of God'. Scripture, reason and tradition are never equal partners, Scripture is
always over the Church.

4.4. The development of theology

In paragraph 32 the Commission speaks about theological development. 'Primary
examples include the great fourth-century creeds, which go significantly beyond the
actual words and concepts of scripture...' This is re-writing history and it is used to justify
the idea that the Church may develop beyond what Scripture says. The classic
formulations of Christian doctrine were intended by their originators to be faithful
summaries of Scriptural truths. Their purpose in formulating them was not to go beyond
Scripture but actually to safeguard the truth from error. When it was proposed to use
phrases or words that go beyond Scripture this was only done with great reluctance and
because the necessity of refuting error dictated it.



5. Failure to properly diagnose the problem

The report continually asserts that the present crisis has been caused because two
provinces took action against the expressed wishes of the wider Communion. Such
action is lamentable although in other circumstances it might not have been wrong. But
the heart of the problem is that these provinces, and some in other provinces, are acting
contrary to the will of God revealed in Scripture.

The report describes the problem in New Hampshire as "an openly acknowledged same
gender union' (paragraph 129). This is not sufficient. There are Bishops, even
Archbishops, who refuse to ask questions about the sexual conduct of clergy and justify
this on the basis of not wanting to pry into other people's business. Immoral behaviour is
wrong whether it is openly acknowledged or whether it is hidden.

But conduct is not the only problem. In the Epistle of James it states that those who
teach will be judged all the more strictly (James 3.1) since the teacher can so easily
lead others into error and sin. Immorality and false teaching usually go hand in hand but
it is not sufficient to focus simply on behaviour.

Despite the analysis in the report, many in the western churches no longer accept that
the Bible is itself the very Word of God (God-breathed). As a consequence they do not
accept that it has the authority of God but prefer to see it as reflecting how early
believers understood the authority of God. Therefore they feel at liberty to draw
conclusions, apparently based on principles they derive from Scripture, which are at
odds with the conclusions reached by early Christians and, indeed, every generation of
Christians since.

6. The unity of the Anglican Communion
6.1. Divided we stand, united we fall

The report gives the impression, which was even more apparent at the press
conference, that what matters most is unity. This raises the obvious question as to
whether there is any issue at all on which division might be necessary? It is apparent
that historically the Church has seen that there are issues, and many of them, on which
it is more important to uphold the truth against unity. There have no doubt been
instances when division has not helped the cause of the gospel. Nevertheless, in
contrast to the compromised, weak and declining churches of Europe and North
America today, the divisions of the early church, prompted by the desire to safeguard
truth, were accompanied by extraordinary growth.

6.2. What holds us together.

Various things can be said to have provided the glue that joins together the Anglican
Communion. Today the focus tends to be upon the ‘instruments of unity' and this is the
approach taken in Section C of the report. This leads to an institutional understanding of
Communion and, inevitably, institutional solutions to the present problems.

The churches of the Anglican Communion have a shared history, but they also have a
shared doctrinal basis and historically a shared worship. With the passage of time some



of the churches have grown away from the common doctrine and from the principles of
that common worship. The Communion still has a shared history together with many
dynamic links between churches and individuals. However, a focus on institutions, the
'instruments of unity’, has gradually supplanted shared beliefs as the basis of unity.

6.3. We are not a papal Church

One way to hold the Communion together is to focus on and strengthen the institutions
as the basis of our unity, whether that be the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Primates,
the ACC or whatever. The Windsor report leads gently in this direction. However, there
is great danger in this approach since it will lead us step by step into being a papal
Church. Article 27 of the proposed Covenant in the report moves conclusively when it
states that the Archbishop of Canterbury shall have the final say in interpretation of the
Covenant. In English Anglicanism there have always been strong checks and balances
against the abuse of clerical power. In particular, the Bishops have never been given
free reign over doctrine. Rather the laity, historically through their representatives in
parliament, have safeguarded doctrine against abuse. This is supposed to be part of the
dynamic of synodical government in the church today.

6.4 Communion requires common beliefs.

What has been eroded in our Communion is the presence of common beliefs. As some
provinces have drifted further and further from historic Christianity and Scriptural
teaching, even though they believed they were right in their own eyes, they have broken
the Communion.

If the Communion is to hold together it must not make institutions the basis of its unity.
Instead it will need to commit itself afresh to the common doctrinal standards that gave
it birth. The Lambeth Quadrilateral is not sufficient for this task. The historic expressions
of our common beliefs are the Thirty-nine Articles of Religion and the Book of Common
Prayer. These must be part of our continuing doctrinal identity.

7. Offering remedies for the wrong diseases
7.1 What was wrong?

In section 134 of the report various calls are made for regret to be expressed. But what
is it that they are to regret? It is 'that the proper constraints of the bonds of communion
were breached'. The Commission could not bring itself to say that the developments in
ECUSA and Canada are in themselves wrong. Rather the mistake was to go ahead
without the consent of others and, thereby, threaten unity. It must be made clear that
the error is in promoting practices that God in His Word condemns.

7.2. The scandal of equivalence

Because it sees the error in terms of the threat to unity the report lumps together those
who have institutionalised immorality in the United States and Canada with those who
have offered help and oversight to individuals and churches being persecuted because
of their opposition to such immorality. This is a scandal and the authors of the report
should be asked to state publicly that they reject any idea that these are equivalent.



7.2 Regret or repentance?

If the only problem was that some in the Communion had been upset then expressing
regret might be the right course of action. However, because the error is rebellion
against God, the only proper response is repentance. This always includes the desire
and determination to change and to undo, where possible, the harm done. It is good
that many Anglican leaders around the world have spoken in these terms. Itis a
disgrace that the Commission has refused to speak in terms of repentance.

7.4 What happened to discipline?

It is apparent from the 1662 Book of Common Prayer, the Thirty-Nine Articles of
Religion, the charges to clergy at ordination and in the very existence of Canon Law that
discipline and good order are part of the fabric of authentic Anglicanism. Indeed in one
of the Elizabethan Homilies (for Whitsunday) it explicitly states that discipline is a mark
of the true Church. Regrettably in the western churches discipline is little practiced. The
present problems in the US, Canada and elsewhere are the result of several
generations of Anglicans refusing to uphold the doctrinal standards of the Church. Itis
regrettable, though hardly surprising, that the Windsor report avoids the very idea of
discipline.

The purpose of discipline is threefold. First, to uphold the honour of God's name,
second to protect the flock from error and third to seek to bring the erring to their
senses. Discipline is an act of love and the failure to discipline is both unloving and
uncaring.

The difficult question, but one which the Commission ought to have addressed, is how
the Communion can exercise effective discipline today. The report does make various
proposals regarding the instruments of the Communion and a possible Covenant. Whilst
these may have some value it is far more important to get the principles of discipline
right, which the report fails to do.

Discipline was clearly practiced within the New Testament churches and is spoken
about many times in the epistles. The primary means of discipline is exclusion from
fellowship or the refusal to have fellowship together in some way. This in itself is highly
significant because it is intended to show to those under discipline, and therefore to
others both within and outside church, that they are in a broken relationship with God.
Some Provinces, to their credit, have already declared themselves out of Communion or
in impaired Communion with ECUSA and Diocese of New Westminster. This needs to
be followed through by the Communion as a whole. There is no point in getting hung up
on the meaning of terms like 'impaired communion' or 'out of communion'; actions will
speak for themselves.

8. What action must be taken now?
8.1 The Communion needs a much clearer and more definite statement of its common

beliefs. The starting point for this are the Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion and the
1662 Book of Common Prayer.



8.2 The Communion must break free from the mindset that says every truth is up for
grabs. It will need to take as given those truths which are given to us in Scripture, and
which have found expression in the historic creeds and in the formularies of the
Anglican churches. There may be instances when by common consent some issue
should be revisited, but these will be rare.

8.3 There clearly need to be some central bodies to serve and give expression to the
Communion as a whole. However, any attempt to give more authority to these bodies
must be undertaken very warily.

8.4 The central bodies will need to make decisions at times to determine when
members of the Communion have acted in ways that are incompatible with the teaching
of Scripture.

8.5 The primary means of discipline should be the breaking of fellowship. This will be
expressed in different ways as circumstances dictate, it could include:

e refusing to participate in fellowship together;

e refusing to have fellowship through giving and receiving;

e exclusion from representation in some or all of the central bodies; and,

e refusing to recognise the validity of orders.

8.6 In the particular instance facing the Communion at this time, the most obvious
response would be for the Primates of the Communion to resolve and declare, with the
consent of the Archbishop of Canterbury, that the Episcopal Church of the United States
and the Anglican Church of Canada are no longer part of the Anglican Communion.
They should, therefore, be excluded straight away from the meetings of Primates and
Bishops and from the representative bodies, such as the ACC.

8.7 The aim is not to punish but to bring about repentance, to safeguard the faithful, and
to uphold the honour of God's name. Such action would need to include spelling out of
the terms under which these churches would be readmitted to communion. This must
include;
e clear statements that their actions have been wrong;
e the undoing and rescinding of certain resolutions;
e the passing of resolutions explicitly upholding Biblical morality and rejecting the
innovations they have introduced; and,
e the introduction of discipline within their own life to give expression to these
statements and resolutions.

8.8 If the fellowships concerned make it plain that they cannot and will not go back then
they must be allowed to go their way. They have ceased to be part of historic
Anglicanism and should no longer be part of the Communion. If the Lord is in what they
have done they will prosper, if not they will continue to decline.

8.9 Until such time as these provinces repent provision must be made to offer genuine
support and fellowship to those within the provinces who uphold Biblical standards. This
must eventually include representation in the central bodies of the Communion and the
recognition of their orders.



8.10 Since ECUSA and the Anglican Church of Canada are now outside the Anglican
Communion Diocesan and Provincial Boundaries will no longer be a barrier to providing
adequate pastoral care or to evangelism and church planting.

There is nothing to be gained by the sort of compromise represented in the Windsor
report. Instead, now is the time for honesty. The Anglican Communion will be best
served by gracious yet decisive action. In the grace of God it is possible that such action
will serve to bring back the western churches from the very brink of destruction.

Church Society,
November 2004



Response to the Windsor Report

By the Anglican Evangelical Fellowship
of Sri Lanka

The whole Windsor Report is labouring to prevail upon Anglicans and
Anglican Churches to stay in Communion at all costs: to accept
homosexuals and accommodate them and stay together for the sake of unity.
The report assumes that unity is the supreme thing and asks us to maintain
unity in the bond of peace for the sake of the world and to be an instrument
of grace for the world.

So the report urges that visionary and realistic ways be agreed upon to
accommodate disagreements for the survival of the Anglican Communion.

The report says that a large section of the Anglican Communion is bemused
and bewildered at the intensity of the opposing views on issues of sexuality.
We beg to differ:; it is not due to opposing views but at the brazen audacity
of the homosexuality proponents, and at the lack of censure by the Anglican
hierarchy of the Western church and even the Archbishop’s Commission.
Large numbers have already left the Anglican Communion and more are on
the verge of doing so.

The issue of women’s ordination is brought forward as a case of divergent
confrontation. Women’s ordination was largely an issue of tradition,
convention and innovation. You cannot compare that to the homosexual
iIssue. This is a fundamental doctrinal issue. There is clear Biblical
prohibition against it and is called unnatural and an abomination to the Lord.
On this issue there is no acquiescing possible, many faithful Anglicans
would have no hesitation in repudiating the Anglican Communion if it
decides in favour of the homosexuals.

Homosexual practice is sinful and is condemned in the Holy Scriptures.
1Cor.6: 9-11. & Romans. 1:26-27 makes it abundantly clear and there is no
way of avoiding that. Dr.J.I.Packer one of the foremost Biblical theologians
of the Anglican church expounds these two passages very clearly for us, and
lucidly explains the Biblical teaching on this issue thus: “ At issue here is a
Grand canyon difference about the nature of the Bible and the way it
conveys God’s message to modern readers. Two positions challenge each
other.



One is the historic Christian belief that through the prophets, the incarnate
Son, the apostles, and the writers of canonical Scripture as a body, God has
used human language to tell us definitively and transculturally about his
ways, his works, his will, and his worship. Furthermore, this revealed truth
Is grasped by letting the Bible interpret itself to us from within, in the
knowledge that the way into God’s mind is through that of the writers.
Through them, the Holy Spirit who inspired them teaches the church.
Finally, one mark of sound biblical insights is that they do not run counter to

anything else in the canon.

This is the position of the Roman Catholic and Orthodox churches
and of the evangelicals and other conservative Protestants. There
are differences on the place of the church in the interpretive
process, but all agree that the process itself is essentially as
described. I call this the objectivist position.

The second view, applies to Christianity, the Enlightenment’s trust
in human reason, along with the fashionable evolutionary
assumption that the present is wiser than the past. It concludes that
the world has the wisdom, and the church must play intellectual
catch-up in each generation in order to survive. From this
standpoint, everything in the Bible becomes relative to the
church’s evolving insights, which themselves are relative to
society’s continuing development (nothing stands still), and the
Holy Spirit’s teaching ministry is to help the faithful see where
Bible doctrine shows the cultural limitations of the ancient world
and needs adjustment in light of latter-day experience (encounters,
interactions, perplexities, states of mind and emotion, and so on.
Same-sex unions are one example. This view is scarcely 50 years
old, though its antecedents go back much further. 1 call it the
subjectivist position.

In the New Westminster debate, subjectivist’s say that what is at
Issue is not the authority of Scripture, but its interpretation. | do
not question the sincerity of those who say this, but | have my



doubts about their clear-headedness. The subjectivist way of
affirming the authority of Scripture, as the source of the teaching
that now needs to be adjusted, is precisely a denying of Scripture’s
authority from the objectivist point of view, and clarity requires us
to say so. The relative authority of ancient religious expertise, now
to be revamped in our post-Christian, multifaith, evolving western
world, is one view. The absolute authority of God’s unchanging
utterances set before us to be learned, believed, and obeyed as the
mainstream church has always done, never mind what the world
thinks, is the other. What are represented as different
‘interpretations” are in fact reflections of what is definitive: in the
one view, the doctrinal and moral teaching of scripture is always
final for Christian people; is the other view, it never is. What is
definitive for the exponents of that view is not what the Bible says,
as such, but what their own minds come up with as they seek to
make Bible teaching match the wisdom of the world. Each view of
Biblical authority sees the other as false and disastrous, and is sure
that the long-term welfare of Christianity requires that the other
view be given up and left behind as quickly as possible. The
continuing conflict between them, which breaks surface in the
disagreement about same sex unions, is a fight to the death, in
which both sides are sure that they have the church’s best interests
at heart. It is most misleading, indeed crass, to call this
disagreement simply a difference about interpretation, of the kind
of which Anglican comprehensiveness has always sought to make
room.

Spiritual dangers:

In addition, major spiritual issues are resolved. To bless same sex —
unions liturgically is to ask God to bless them and to enrich those
who join in them, as is done in marriage ceremonies. This assumes
that the relationship, of which the physical bond is an integral part,
Is intrinsically good and thus, if I may coin a word, blessable, as
procreative sexual intercourse within heterosexual marriage is.
About this assumption there are three things to say.



First, it deviates from the Biblical Gospel and the historic Christian
Creed. It distorts the doctrines of creation and sin, claiming that
homosexual orientation is good since gay people are made that
way, and rejecting the idea that homosexual inclinations are a
spiritual disorder, one more sign and fruit of original sin in some
people’s moral system. It distorts the doctrines of regeneration and
sanctification, calling same-sex union a Christian relationship and
so affirming what the Bible would call salvation in sin rather than
from it.

Second, it threatens destruction to my neighbour. The official
proposal said that ministers who, like me, are unwilling to give this
blessing should refer gay couples to a minister who is willing to
give it. Would that be pastoral care? Should I not try to help gay
people change their behaviour, rather than to anchor them to it?
Should I not try to help them to the practice of chastity, just as | try
to help restless singles and divorcees to the practice of chastity?
Do | not want to see them all in the Kingdom of God?

Third, it involves the delusion of looking to God - actually asking
Him — to sanctify sin by blessing what He condemns. This is
irresponsible, irreverent indeed blasphemous, and utterly
unacceptable as church policy. How could I do it?

Changing a historical tradition. Finally, a major change in
Anglicanism is involved: Writing into a diocesan constitution
something that Scripture, canonically interpreted, clearly and
unambiguously rejects as sin. This has never been done before, and
ought not to be done now. All the written standards of post
reformation Anglicanism have been intentionally Biblical and
catholic. They have been Biblical in terms of the historic view of
the nature and authority of Scripture. They have been catholic in
terms of the historic consensus of the mainstream church. Many
individual eccentricities and variations may have been tolerated in
practice. In Biblical and catholic terms, however, the New



Westminster decision writes legitimation of sin into the diocese’s
constitutional standards.”

The Scripture says that the natural created order of God for human
sexuality is monogamous, lifelong male-female relationships for
the purpose of sexual union and procreation as in Genesis 1-3. The
Biblical standard is heterosexual monogamy. (Genesis.2: 24.
Math.19: 4-6.Mk.10: 6-9. 1Cor.6: 16. & Eph.5: 31.

Genesis 19:1-29 discussed under the New Testament in Jude7 and
2Peter. 2; 6-10. Plainly condemns homosexuality.

Leviticus.18: 22 and 20:13 clearly prohibit homosexual practice.
Sexual prohibitions are among the moral laws, which are
continuous, while ritual laws have to end in Christ. Most uses of
the word abomination (to-eba) in this passage, the highest order of
condemnation, are applied to homosexuality in the category of
sexual sins in Leviticus.18.

In Judges 19-21. The word, ‘know’ is used to signify sexual
contact. The Bible context clearly condemns the homosexual
intention on the visitors to Lot’s house.

Biblical teaching has been clear all this time. When people fell
short of these standards they repented and asked for pardon. Now
they are asking us to change our minds and even discard five
thousand years of Judeo-Christian tradition and accept their
aberration as normal. ECUSA and Canada are trying to be like the
Communist take over of Russia who tried to do away with the old
morality and establish their own order of free-love etc. They
boasted that they would wipe out Christianity in seventy-five
years, and establish worldwide Communism, but as we know now,
they hardly lasted even seventy years.

Those who have been grieved, by this deviation by the hierarchy of
the church are not even respected for their dissent, which is after
all orthodox, and asked to accept what crumbs are thrown to them



by the way of alternate pastoral and Episcopal care. They are even
asked to get permission from their Bishops if they are to survive as
Anglicans. Those who want to come to the aid of these
conscientious dissenters are also asked to get permission from
these defaulting Bishops, despite their heresy and apostasy.

Hitherto, we considered the Prayer Book and its formularies, our
Apostolic and Catholic tradition, besides the Holy Scriptures, as
that which kept us together and made us one Communion. We did
extend this communion or fellowship to other uniting churches on
the basis of the Lambeth Quadrilateral. But now we are asked to
create our communion on a pro-homosexual report and its
suggestions to stay together at any cost.

It has even been proposed to make the Primate of Canterbury into
an ‘Anglican Pope’ with a ‘curia’ thrown in, to buttress this
‘Papacy’, forgetting that the Anglican church as it is today is the
result of an absolute protest against such form of church
government. We endeared ourselves to the Archbishop of
Canterbury as Primus Inter Pares because he is the Primate of our
mother church, the C of E. We have been looking up to him to give
a clear and not uncertain sound on matters of faith even as our
great leader Cranmer did. We are concerned to maintain oneness
and fellowship with whole Anglican world and even work towards
that with the other Protestant churches and even the Roman
Catholic Church. We cannot compromise our Biblical doctrines for
the sake of comradeship (1 Cor- 6: 9-11). We have been clearly
told not to have fellowship with immoral Christians although we
should be living and working among non-Christians in order to
witness to them (1Cor-5: 11-12). At least till the 80’s and 98
Lambeth the Anglican Communion clearly declared the
homosexuality is unscriptural and unacceptable. So now you
cannot bring this innovation and departure from God’s law and
upbraid us for not accepting homosexual Bishops, Clergy and their
Diocesan declaration and same-sex unions.



There is not a note of censure, in the report, on the defaulting churches
and their hierarchy but only a painful labouring about keeping together.
How can we walk with them? Can two walk together unless they are
agreed (Amos-3: 3). We are told to come out from among them (2 Cor-
5: 14-18).

The alarm has been raised that if ways cannot be agreed to meet
the levels of disagreement or build structures for greater
understanding and communion in future it is doubtful if the
Anglican Communion can continue in its present form. Not only is
this true, because already communion has been splintered by
ECUSA and Canada, they have severed themselves from us: but
also, if the rest of the Anglican Communion does not dissociate
from error and apostasy God will write ‘Ichabod’ against the
Anglican church. There is a glimmer of hope for the Anglican
Communion by the large number of Archbishops (18 in number)
and Provinces from Africa and Asia having stood fast and four
square on the doctrine and tradition on the Biblical Anglican faith,
and not a few Bishops, clergy and laity in America.

It is quite clear that the commission is doing its utmost to keep
both groups together in what could only be called and unholy
alliance. Those who accept the report will have to decide on whose
side they are. Bible believing Anglicans will not dilly-dally. They
will make up their minds; they will be on the Orthodox side and
despite victimization will remain faithful and hopefully be in a
Biblical Anglican church.

It is amazing that the report uses stronger language on those who
remain Orthodox, and on those who have endeavoured to preserve
the faithful remnant in America by offering their ministrations to
them and by ordaining a few Bishops to enable them to continue as
churches in the Anglican heritage and tradition. Although this may
be called irregular, it was an emergency measure for a desperate




situation. It was not heresy and not apostasy, but on the contrary an
attempt at preserving the Anglican Orthodox ethos in America.
Something not unlike this happened in England in 18" century
when the evangelical Anglicans were shut out of the Cof E.

The Primate of all Nigeria, the Most. Rev. Akinola states in his
response to the Windsor Report, ‘why, throughout the document is
there a marked contrast between the language used against those
who are subverting the faith and that used against us, from the
global South who, are trying to bring the church back to the Bible.
... Therefore it is surprising that the primary recommendation of
the report is greater ‘sensitivity’ than heartfelt repentance. We have
been asked to express our regret for our actions and affirm our
desire, to remain in the communion’. It seems to us that they have
no need to affirm any such thing: they are in the Anglican
Communion and stand fast in the Anglican faith. It is only those
who departed from the faith who have to return. Those who
sympathise with and give asylum to those who have reneged are
also guilty of departing from the faith. It is they who must affirm
their desire to remain with the traditional Orthodox Anglican
church. If those who have broken away from the Orthodox faith do
not recant but continue as they please, they can form a new church
of their own. But how long they will survive remains to be seen. In
twenty years time there a is remote chance of there being a sect
called the ‘Gay Episcopal church in America..

The commission has no authority to enforce the Orthodox
Anglicans to accept a heretical, Apostate group or to ask them to
apologise, or walk together with those with the disagreement.

The report is trying to insist that this controversy and disunity is a
hindrance to our ministry to the world. We disagree. To retain
error and try to hold together Truth and error will be a greater
hindrance to our credibility, and to minister, not only to the world



but also, even to the members of the Anglican Communion. They
would turn to the doctor who has the medicine, not the poison.

When the parents go wrong, children don’t have to follow them. If
the leaders of the Anglican Communion do not follow the master
we will not follow them. We submit that it is those who have
deviated from the doctrine and tradition of the Anglican
Communion who are no longer Anglicans. But those who remain
Orthodox are the true Anglicans: neither can a section of the
church dispossess us. Of the seventy million Anglicans in the
world sixty million are declaredly on the side of Orthodoxy.

The covenant drawn up seems to ignore the thirty-nine articles, and
many clauses seem to attempt to protect ACUSA on the grounds
that it is an autonomous church. We do not believe that autonomy
means that they can change their doctrine and tradition. We believe
iIf we are one communion we must maintain our Orthodoxy,
otherwise they breakaway into a new organisation — different
church. The Lord Jesus called us to submit to and to keep His word
and to obey His commandments. He does not call us to be His fans
but to die to self and follow Him. Christ did not exhort us to an
anaemic sentimentality, but to a dynamic self giving and surrender
to him, in order to walk in the way that He walked:, to serve others
rather than to be served, and lay down our lives for others. Some
wouldn’t answer His call; others who came behind Him, went
away sadly when he told them the cost of discipleship. Some went
away when He told them the need to identify with Him in full, and
He asked the twelve whether they also wanted to go away. So we
are called not to be a fan-club or to be a sentimental gathering of
amiable people but to be like Stephen and Paul and Latimer,
Ridley, and Cranmer, Martin Luther, Bon Heoffer, and Luwum,
and all the martyrs down the ages and some still in prisons in
certain countries. Not once is the Thirty-nine Articles mentioned in
the report. After all, it is the central doctrinal statement of the



Anglican Church. Are we embarrassed with it because we have
departed so far from it?

Our commitment is to the Lord and in that we find our communion
with one another. ‘The drum beats of His army are the heart beats
of our love.” Our hearts beat together: across the boundaries of
time and clime and race and nation. Our oneness is in our common
love and loyalty to the Lord demonstrated in our compassion for
the lost and our passion for the Truth and justice.

It is a fashion to quote human rights, meaning of course that
homosexuals have the right to determine their own sexuality.
Lucifer and his angels had the right to rebel against God; our first
parents had the right to disobey Him. Judas had the right to betray
the Lord and the people have the right to renounce the Faith and
adopt another philosophy and even form another religion. But they
cannot remain in this and do, as they like. They cannot eat the cake
and keep it also.

Those who want to reject Christ and His demands can do so and go
to a Christ-less eternity. We can only grieve for them and pray for
them. This may move us to evangelise them, as Jesus told us to do,
with those who are outside His fold (Matt-18: 17).

Those who want to forsake the Christian morality and orthodoxy
are certainly free to leave them behind and go on to some other
religion or form an entirely new religion. But they certainly cannot
remain in the Christian religion and distort it to suit themselves.
Jesus is building His church and we must conform to His blue print
and fit into His edifice as He builds. He graciously left His blue
Print in the Holy Scriptures especially the New Testament along
with detailed instructions of how to cooperate with Him. We are to
be co-workers with Him. We can only work, in His way and not
our way. When the church followed His instructions it thrived even
though persecuted. But when the church failed to follow His



Instructions and tried the worldly way they even died out. But He
has used the faithful remnant to revive the church. The church that
is willing to die to itself and live unto Him would be saved. The
blood of the martyrs has been the seed of the church. Those
martyrs lived by the old fashioned gospel and died for it. A re-
evaluated Gospel would be so adulterated that even without
persecution we will not survive.

The report casts a slur on the authority, integrity and perspicuity of
the Scriptures by calling the authority of scripture a short hand
phrase, and also tries to drive a wedge between God and His
inspired Word. By calling it, “the authority of God, exercised
through Scripture.”

The report does not deem it necessary to comment on sexuality but
takes it upon itself to comment on Scripture, and to espouse a new
concept of dynamic evolution, meaning that we can change the
absolutes declared in it. It appears like a hard attempt to advocate
accepting deviation in the name of development in keeping with
the degenerating morals of the secular world.

The church is meant to be the Ark in which we have security and

sanctity, but if we let the flood waters come in we would drown within it
itself.

We would also like to make the following observations on the
report:

Clause 6 on p.12. The Report implies that Ephesians speak about
being linked together on a ‘bon homie’. The Ephesians letter is
grounded on the fact of our being chosen and called, redeemed,
and sealed by the Holy Spirit, after hearing the Gospel of Salvation
and having repented and believed in Jesus.Ch.1: 6-13. They are
now born again by being quickened together with Christ. It is by
this Holy Spirit that the body of Christ is built up in love. The



Anglican Church cannot contrive some other method of bringing
about some other body of Christ

Clauses 12 to 21 is a long discussion about the ordination of
women because there was and still is a strong sentiment against it.
This is brought forward as a case of disagreement within the
Anglican Church. But the homosexual issue is a far cry from that.
That was not an abomination to the Lord that was not immoral and
unnatural. This issue has not only brought out a disagreement but
severe condemnation and rejection by no less than 18 Primates and
their churches and Councils, as well as the reproof of the Primates
meeting and Lambeth ’98.

Clause 29 on ppl18-19 criticises the Primates and Synods and
councils for declaring their rejection of this new deviation. It is
strange that these are questioned by the report while ECUSA and
New Westminster are said to have their autonomy.

Further, why should there be any bewilderment or uncertainty
about the Anglican status of those who refuse to acquiesce to the
heretical innovations. How did ECUSA treat AMIA and why?

Clauses 32 on p20, the creeds are not a development of Holy
Scripture but the rejection of heresy and the protection of
Scripture. They are formulas, which the Church Councils
enunciated on the basis of Scripture, the given Word of God. It is
rather the doctrine we are given by Scripture and affirmed by the
ecumenical Councils. The current issue is far worse than the
apartheid issue, which was a peculiar distortion of a small white
minority.

Clause 33 seems to make this heresy a theological development
and even says that there was a way to justify their deviation.



Clause 35 on p 21 seems to give the idea that if they go through the
proper procedure they would be OK. How is that possible if they
would not maintain the Faith?

Clause 35 further states that it is possible to continue within one
church while holding on to diametrically opposed views. This is a
new heresy, which condemns all the strictures of the Ecumenical
Councils of the undivided Church. So if rich and powerful
countries can bring pressure and influence on others not to oppose
them, a wrong would be right?

Clause 37 is trying to justify ECUSA and Westminster.

Clause 38 on p 21 seems to suggest that we should not be
concerned with the heresies within the church, but that we should
be concerned with God’s mission in the world. How can God’s
mission to the Church be different? Isn’t God’s mission to the
world, redemption by a redeemed community? Whether it is, a
diocese or local parish or communicant member, they cannot alter
or water down a doctrine. Those who flout Biblical teaching and
injunctions are heretical and apostate. No rationalization can
justify them.

In clause 39 on p 22 you say that they assumed that they were free
to make decisions. They were at Lambeth and saw the
overwhelming vote against homosexual practice. They cannot
assume, and go against the rest of the Anglican Communion They
cannot be excused. They have been defiant and gone their separate
way.

You appear to make apology for their unilateral decision, claiming
an excuse. Even if the whole Communion were to consent to the
defaulters still they are sinning.  “Let God be true and the whole
world a liar.” Rom.3: 4.



Clause 40 speaks of a relationship of trust. This is what is there
naturally in a family, but when a member of that family does a
wrong or immoral thing, the trust is destroyed. You cannot pretend
that nothing has happened and go on normally. To protest, refute
and repudiate the wrong is not ugly but is required of true
Christians who follow Christ the controversialist. What is ugly is
to practice what is wrong and it mars the image of the Church that
Jesus is building,

Clause 41 speaks of the new mode of being human unveiled in
Christ. That is the perfect humanity. Jesus came to demonstrate
that life, as a truly human being and then to make that a reality and
a possibility to us, by the new creation through incorporation to
Him. You cannot even hint at the decadent licentious life style of
the postmodern world as a new humanity. The developing
countries still retain the old fashioned values of family and parental
Missionaries who came from the Christian West. After the
Communist revolution they tried to impose a new morality upon
the world and even threatened to wipe out the authority and
relatoionship, which perhaps we learnt from the Christian morality
and even the church in 75 years time, but in fact they barely lasted
70 years. Then the Russian leaders appealed to Evangelical
Christians from US to come and teach them about God, in 1990.

In clause-42, on p.23, having admitted, our supreme authority has
been Scripture the report tries to backtrack saying that we must
examine what is meant, implying that there are different
interpretations. In fact the report later calls the ‘authority of
Scripture’ a shorthand phrase. It also says that they must examine
later what it means for Anglicans. We cannot see what we can do
but bow before, and submit to, Scripture whether it is for
Anglicanism or any other ism. The report seems to be more
interested in unity than integrity, remaining together than Truth.
The report tries to backtrack saying that there are different



interpretations. In fact the report later calls the ‘authority of
Scripture * a shorthand phrase.

In clause-43, again the report lamely states that their mandate is not
to touch on theological and ethical matters but to make
recommendations to keep the communion. If we were to include
heresy and immorality within our church what mission or life have
we, we would forfeit our mission and snuff out our life. This is the
most important issue, currently, and it is a matter of survival, how
can you even dream of saving our communion one with another
with out dealing with the malady that has set in. In fact the first
clause of the mandate requires the Commission to respond to him on
the legal and theological implications flowing from what ECUSA
and Westminster Diocese have done. It appears that the commission
is unwilling to condemn them and declare that they have reneged.
The nature of the communion we share and the bonds that hold us
together are the very doctrines of the Anglican Church, and the
common worship held all over the world, based on the BCP and
the two sacraments and the Holy Scriptures.

Clauses 45-47 speak of the shared and inherited identity. That is our Biblical
Anglican heritage, and tradition, which is no secret to the whole world. But
now ECUSA and their followers are departing from tradition and breaking
with orthodoxy. Therefore they are out of communion with us. Not only

with us but the whole communion of saints especially of the Catholic world, such
as the Roman Catholics and the Orthodox, and Mar Thoma, etc.,

Clause 49 speaks of communion as a relationship. But Christian
communion is communion with the Father, Son and Holy Ghost,
and it is a holy one, we can love the sinner and even the enemy but
we cannot have communion with them

Clause 50 speaks of degrees of communion. Biblically we are in
communion with God or out of communion with God. Whenever
we impair our communion with Him we repent and confess and are
cleansed and are back in the Light.



Clause 53 on p 27 the phrase supreme Authority in this clause
becomes just authority in clause 54, then it is further delineated to
the authority of the triune God exercised through Scripture. In
clause 55 it is still diminished to “authority not to be conceived as
static or as giving of orders. In clause 56 it is reduced to a
collection of books through which the Spirit works to develop and
continue to tell the story of Jesus to show the fulfilment of the
story of Israel and its foundational character for the mission and
life of the church, and that the phrase authority of Scripture is a
shorthand phrase. In clause 57 it is stated that for Scripture to work
as a vehicle of authority it must be incorporated into the liturgy,
and then a platitude is used calling it God’s living and active word.
In clause 58 it becomes the authority God vested in Scripture So
the report is trying to put over, that Scripture has no authority in
itself, that it is not God’s breathed out Word. We protest, and say
that the Church has always believed that what Scripture says God
says. We can only know what God says and who God is through
the Holy Scripture. We cannot even know whom Jesus is except
through the witness of the Holy Scriptures. To Jesus and the record
of what Jesus said and did. “Jesus loves me this | know, for the
Bible tells me so” Karl Barth. The Jesus we believe and know is
the Jesus of Scripture. There is no other Jesus. Incidentally the
report has gone clean off the mandate. The report does admit that
the scripture is the supreme authority of the Church and that the
medieval church did bring illegitimate developments. But it does
not see that the defaulters are denying this authority and bringing
in illegal developments. In medieval times the church claimed to
be the interpreter of scripture. In the Reformation this was blasted
and Scripture was regarded as its own interpreter. We interpret
Scripture by Scripture. The current philosophy or cultural matrix is
no lens to read Scripture with; we have to understand Scripture
from the Jewish context. We have to hold fast to and defend and
contend for the Faith once delivered to the Saints. (Jude.3) The
Scriptures were not written by any private contrivance neither can



it now be interpreted by any local person or group other than by
Scripture itself. “It is not something excogitated or produced by
man. Holy men of God spoke as they were moved, borne along,
carried along, by the Holy Spirit. It all came from God. That is
why your faith is on such a firm foundation. That is the substance
of your authority.” (J.1.Packer)

Clause 54. On p 27. In clause 43 it was stated that the mandate of
the commission was to make recommendations regarding
communion one with another, but here it is trying to do everything
but that, and is taking upon itself to define a great doctrine of the
Church, the supreme authority of Scripture. The report tries to
drive a wedge between God and His inspired Word, and Jesus and
His declared authority, which He delegated to His chosen
Apostles and promised to remind them of the Truth or Word that
He taught them and endowed them with, and guaranteed through
His Spirit, who was most certainly given, not many days after.

In clause-55, on p.28, almost mocks the inspired word of God and
casts aspersions, on Jesus Himself. What is meant by saying that
the authority of Scripture is not static, and not giving of orders?
The authority of Scripture is the authority of God, and that is
absolute. When God says ‘in the day that you eat of it you will
surely die.” It was absolute. The quintessence of the law is full of
orders. When Jesus refers to Scriptures he says ‘it is written, have
you not read, what does the Scripture say etc., When the prophets
say thus says the Lord, 359 times and other similar statements
about God speaking 3800 times in the Old testament, it shows that
it is absolute and inviolable, it cannot be challenged. Only Pharaoh
tried to challenge and came to grief. How can you say that it is not,
giving of orders, even the Gentile centurion said, you have the
authority, just give the order. Jesus’ authority is demonstrated in
orders. He ordered the storms and the seas to be still. He reiterated
the commands of God by saying, “But | say unto you.” The
authority of Scripture is the authority of God. Jesus did not beat



about the bush. He explicitly declared this authority. One of Jesus’
criticisms of the religious leaders of his day was that they
disrespected the Scriptures. The Pharisees added to it. The
Sadducees subtracted from it (Matt-7: 9,13) (Mk-12: 24).
‘Scripture cannot be broken’ Jesus said and ‘cannot be altered (Jn-
10: 35, Mt.5: 18).

The authority of the Church, of a Bishop or of a Priest is the
authority of the Scriptures. All that Jesus said and did was based
on the Scriptures. He rebuked Peter for trying to deviate Him from
the dictates of Scriptures and went on to say, how can Scripture be
fulfilled otherwise. That we are all sinners is a direct declaration of
Scripture, static if you like and, ‘the soul that sinneth it shall die’,
Is an authoritative statement. The fact of our salvation and the
assurance thereof are the clear, direct statements of the Scriptures.
The breaking in of the Kingdom of God is not by the appearance of
a star or even the singing of the angels but by the coming of the
Word of God. Could you think of something more dynamic than
the Incarnation and the Redemption? The scripture is not a fetish
or a benign influence but an authoritative word; ‘God commands
all men everywhere to repent’, ‘repent and be baptised,” ‘those
who believe and are baptised will be saved. But those who do not
believe will be condemned,” “they that call upon the name of the
Lord will be saved,” “how can they believe unless they hear... the
word of God’ ‘the gospel is the ‘dunamis’ of God unto salvation
for all who believe.” The writers of the canonical gospels were the
evangelists who drew, not from multiple sources but from the only
source, Jesus Christ and His words and actions.

Clause -56, on p.28 appear to us as an invidious way of watering
down the Scripture in order to find a justification for the obstinate
rejection, by the pro-homosexual group, of the clear declaration of
the Holy Scripture that the homosexual practice is unnatural and
immoral and an abomination to the Lord. This kind of devious-
hand method, of trying to make the word of the devil compatible



with the Word of God, is of Anti-Christ. The Report is trying very
hard to advocate accepting deviations in the name of development
and in keeping with the degenerating secular world. Are we trying
to change the old adage “the church to teach and the Bible to
prove. That nothing may be taught but that which can be proved by
Scripture.” The Church is meant to be the Ark in which we could
have security and sanity. But if we let the flood waters come in we
would drown within it.

Clause-58-59, on p.29 seem to take us back to medieval times
when the Bible was a closed book and the report seems to be like
the papalism of that era.

Clause-60, on p.29, supremacy of scripture is surely not, “to be
constrained to the loyalty of the community of the church. But the
church must ever be judged and reformed by Scripture. What
indeed, is the central core of the church’s faith but the Holy
Scripture?. These absolutes are not negotiable even if the whole
church makes a convincing case to change the established and
handed down doctrine.

Clause-61, on p.30, calls us to re-evaluate Scripture. That would be
to relativise, to give up the way; we read, marked, learned, and
digested Scripture. It would be to deny the origin and inspiration of
Scripture. The church has gone through many and varied kinds of
persecution but survived on the old fashioned Gospel. A relativist
gospel will not enable the church to survive, not only persecution
but even in normal peaceful times. The church in the democratic
free world of the West is dying out because of liberal theology.
This is borne out by the few Evangelical and Charismatic
churches, which are thriving.

Clause-62, on p.30, says the Bible would be a means of unity but
the Bible itself calls it a two edged sword, and Jesus said ‘I have
come to give you a sword.” The Bible is our sword in our spiritual



armoury to use against the world, the flesh and the devil. The
report labours the point that we must make the Scriptures sub-serve
the unity of the Anglican Communion.

Clause-63, on p.30, But we understand the episcopate as a
constitutional one, subject to the Scripture and canon law. In the
ordinal it is quite clear that the Bishop is completely subject to the
Scriptures. Scriptures make it abundantly clear that he must be a
servant of the Servant Lord. That is Christian leadership. Bishops
and Priests take their oaths at their ordination to preach from the
Holy Scripture, even to drive out erroneous doctrines. They are
also to prove what Scripture teaches,, and nothing is to be taught
which cannot be proved by the Scriptures, throughout the report, as
here there appears to be a consuming passion for unity at the cost of Truth.

Clause-64, on p.31, how was Gene Robinson elected and
consecrated is a question mark. Was there any signification of
acceptability by the wider church? Why is there no condemnation
of this consecration despite warnings of the Primates and other
leaders in the Anglican Communion? How can you defend this by
your own yardstick?

Clause-65, on p.31, up to the time of this report the Archbishop of
Canterbury was never considered as the chief pastor of the
Anglican Communion. He was only the Primus Inter Pares. This is
quite a different tune, which the report is espousing. We wonder
whether some people want to use the Archbishop’s office and
image at this precise time in history for an unworthy cause. The
Archbishop of Canterbury has no jurisdiction even over the
Province of York. He is accepted by us all as the first among
equals and as our beloved first Archbishop from the throne of
Augustine.

Clause-68 Speaks of a test of ‘reception’, by the rank and file.
Hitherto we were accustomed to receiving the deposit of Truth



once delivered to the Apostles and prophets and handed down
faithfully in the written Scriptures. The Apostles and teachers of
the Church safeguarded these. The teaching was always tested by
the touchstone of Holy Scripture. The Church did not follow every
wind of doctrine nor determine its Faith by popular acclaim,
Opinion makers are not allowed to push their own ideas and
doctrines. The Ecumenical Councils of the Church ensured that the
doctrine of the Church was protected from adulteration or
distortion. Church doctrines were not arrived at by authentic
development or through legitimate persons. No local church or
regional province should enunciate any new teaching. The
universal Church should establish doctrine by the standard of
Scripture, which is the engrafted Word of God. We will not
recognize any other ‘approved channel.’

Clause 71 on p 34 speaks of local and different tradition of reading
Scripture. We can easily misread Scripture by reading them
through our cultural filters. We must read Scripture through Jewish
eyes to get to the original meaning of Scripture and only then apply
them to our context giving regard to faithful understanding of
God’s message.

Clause 73 speaks of autonomy. Even provincial Churches, which
draw up their own constitutions, did so in conformity to the mother
Church. Even new Prayer Books that were developed in the
regions and other local areas declared clearly that those prayer
books are not departing from the doctrines of the B.C.P The
Scriptures and the B.C.P have become the common factor and link
of the churches of the Anglican Communion. Although the local churches
governed themselves independently and organized their
administration and discipline and training, they abided by the
universal Anglican doctrine enshrined in the Scriptures and the
B.C.P.



Clause 76 in any event confirms that autonomy is in relation to
others, which means with the whole Communion. Therefore, with
the One Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church. To depart from this
orthodox Faith is to be heretical and apostate. ECUSA and Canada
have no defence for what they have done and there is no point in
trying to speak of adiophora and subsidiarity and autonomy, etc.
They have erred and must repent. After all the rationalizations in
this report, there is no way to justify what they have done. The
only way back for them is to give up their error.

Although Clause 76 & 80 say that there is no unfettered freedom
and that autonomy does not mean unlimited freedom, and 86 says
that they are not free to deny the truth, nor ignore the fellowship,
this is exactly what ECUSA and New Westminster have done. But
the Report goes not condemn them or cut them off as separatist,
and apostate;

Up to clause 84 all the talk about adiaphora and subsidiarity with
regard to ECUSA and New Westminster are mere verbal
gymnastics. Let us not fool ourselves; you cannot herd people
together into one corral by verbal pyrotechnics. We have unity and
communion in the Spirit even with non-Anglican believers through
the Holy Scriptures and the Holy Spirit. We maintain the unity of
the Church Dby our incorporation through Baptism and
Confirmation, and what is common to us all, Anglicans,
everywhere and at all times is the Bible and the B.C.P which
includes the two Sacraments, the Catechism, the 39 Articles and
the Ordinal. We are autonomous through our Diocesan Councils,
General Councils and Episcopal Synods. We have no superior
authority than that. These instruments of Orthodoxy mentioned
above hold us together. An autonomous Church is a self governing,
self-supporting and self-propagating one, but if it is a part of a
larger body it must hold on to and maintain the same Faith..



“Christianity is founded on God’s full and final revelation in Christ
and the Scriptures. Christian truth is therefore neither something
we have made up ourselves nor something that we arrogantly take
credit for. We are simply witnesses to that which God has
revealed. There is an objective truth which confronts us all and
which we receive with humility (because finite humans cannot
grasp that truth perfectly or fully), and with gratitude (because it is
only by God’s grace that we have access to God’s truth). We
therefore avoid approaching others with an attitude of superiority
or rejection.

In celebrating Anglican life in mission we affirm that both the life
and the mission of the church must be grounded in obedience to
the truth as we have received it through Christ, and the Scriptures
that bear witness to him. The one who said ‘Follow me’, also said,
‘l am the way, the truth and the life’. Following Jesus, therefore,
demands commitment to Him as the truth and obedience to Him as
Lord. Our response will include living out the truth (discipleship);
embodying the truth (holiness); proclaiming and explaining the
truth (evangelism and apologetics); and guarding the truth (biblical
teaching and church discipline).

The Church in every land and every age has a mission to the
surrounding culture. In the west, values of human freedom and
individualism have come to dominate the culture. Among the
consequences are the weakening of family life and the abandoning
of self-discipline. The Church in mission calls on people to turn
from what is ungodly in their culture. When human beings
abandon sexual holiness, the Church must warn them of God’s
judgement on this as on all sin, and help them to return to God’s
ways.

A statement by one African province speaks for us all: “We affirm
that ...adultery, sex outside of marriage and homosexual unions
are all contrary to God’s purposes for our humanity. We likewise



deplore homophobia, hypocrisy and sexual abuse and seek to
acknowledge and overcome such sins. In costly love we seek to
support those who are their victims.

In our Province we too are faced by temptation of every sort, but
we cannot allow God’s will for us to be controlled by the attitude
of the culture that surrounds us. The authority of Christ Himself
through the Holy Scripture must have authority over every
culture.”

The same position is affirmed in other documents such as the
Kuala Lumpur Statement and the St. Andrew’s Day Statement.

Faithful and fruitful mission will include the protection of sound
marriages, healthy families, and holy singleness.”

“We met at a time of tension and debate within the worldwide
Anglican Communion surrounding the issue of homosexual
practice. The actions of a few bishops and synods around the world
have called in question Anglican faithfulness to the authority of
Scripture, the nature and responsibilities of church leadership, and
the unity of the Church. Members of our consultation told us of
how the events in North America and England had undermined
their credibility with their neighbours, both Christians and non-
Christians. It was inescapable that we should make some comment
on this issue of the day, which is as freely debated in the churches
of rural Kenya as in Oxford or Vancouver.

We re-affirm Resolution 1.10 of the Lambeth Conference 1998,
and our support of those Anglicans who hold to it. We receive with
gratitude the Primates 2003 statement unanimously condemning
same-sex blessings. We also welcome the subsequent statement on
sexuality and church leadership, made by no fewer than seventeen
Anglican Primates in the context of declaring impaired communion



with the bishop of New Westminster for his action in defiance of
the Lambeth resolution.

The recent controversies have threatened to divide the Anglican
Communion. We declare our commitment to this family of
churches to which we belong. We will remain loyal to our historic
inheritance, while being ready to meet the challenges of today.
Because of this commitment to orthodoxy, unity and uninterrupted
mission, this consultation warmly commends and fully supports
movements and initiatives, which uphold orthodox teaching
concerning human sexuality. We submit that our views represent
those of the mainstream majority of the Anglican Communion. We
will deeply regret the departure of any member of the Communion
in consequence of their continued pursuit of unbiblical revisions in
doctrine and practice.”

(Consultation Statement EFAC International Consultation, July
2003 — Limuru, Kenya)

The report is striving to make a case for making the defaulting
churches of US and Canada acceptable. And to prevail upon the
orthodox Anglicans to an unholy co-existence. This is
unacceptable to us who love the Catholic and Apostolic tradition of
the Anglican Church. The Anglican Communion is the Anglican
Church.

The fellowship or communion of the Anglican Church which is
based on One Faith, One Church, One Lord, can be further
buttressed and made more concrete or tangible by the sharing of
resources and exchange of personnel and ministering to one
another across the geographical and cultural boundaries from the
West to East and South to North.



Clause 85 speaks of inculturation: It is an accepted fact that we
must give the Gospel in Indian garb to the Indian people and that
we should not give the precious Gospel in a foreign cup. That does
not mean that we should change the fundamental truths of God and
Christ, sin and salvation, the new birth and the new creation. We
should indeed use dynamic equivalence to communicate the eternal
Word of God to people from entirely different worlds to that of the
Judeo-Greek world. The social, moral and sexual ethics of the
Holy Scriptures cannot be compromised to the different social
standards of the unredeemed and secular world. Some societies of
the world have had the customs of deceiving, robbery, wife
burning, child marriages, headhunting, child sacrifices etc., as part
of their culture but we can never lower our Biblical standards
enunciated in the Bible and ratified by the Lord Jesus. The
principle of incarnation is that we sit where they sit and speak their
language. It does not mean to be conformed to their fallen human
state. Jesus was tempted at all points as we, are yet without sin.
The examples quoted in clauses 85-87 are philosophical,
ceremonial and emotional but not theological or moral. The
homosexual issue is both theological and moral. Further, they are
absolute standards which cannot be watered down; it was not done
till recently.

Clause 89 admits that not all differences can be tolerated and that
some types of behaviour disqualify you from inheriting God’s
Kingdom and must not be tolerated within the Church. Well,
homosexual practice is one of them

Clause 90 speaks of a renewed humanity. But it is not a
development in recent times, and not even with Communism and
liberation theology. Renewed humanity is the new creation in Jesus
Christ. (2Cor.5: 17).

Clauses 87-91 are a rather insipid discussion on adiaphora not
applicable to the issue of homosexuality. Homosexual practice is



sin; we cannot label it by any other name. It must be repented of
like any other sin.

In clause 92 the pro homosexual groups are distinguished as the
stronger group who ought to be considerate of the weaker orthodox
group. What a distortion. They are not stronger even in numbers.
They are a very small group, although vociferous. The Corinthian
matter was regarding a minority of new converts to Christianity
who had a legalistic hangover on dietary matters from their Jewish
past. The days of the homosexual group are numbered. They will
be left alone. They will die out.

Clause 93. The report is still concerned that a significant number
would be offended and that they may be forced to break
fellowship, rather than, that the defaulting party are wrong.

In clause 94. Even after saying that no local church has the right to
tamper with serious matters, on its own, based on the notions of
adiaphora and subsidiarity, the report goes onto say, “how does
one know and who decides where on the sliding scale a particular
issue belongs.

Clause 95. Speaks of the authority of Scripture on the one hand
and of the decision makers in the Church on the other. This sounds
like medieval teaching. The first grave fault is to put the so-called
decision makers on a par with Holy Scripture; secondly it is the
attempt to set up some decision makers. Who are these decision
makers? We cannot even accept the verdict of our modern
Primates and other bishops of the church because of what has
happened in the American bench. Our only sure word of doctrine is
the Word of God. It is also pertinent to ask what is the mission of
God we seek to serve. Is it not to tell the world that it should repent
and be reconciled to God? (Acts17: 30, 2Cor.5: 20.)



Clause 96. How can we seek to fulfil our mission and live out the
Gospel of Jesus, for the sake of the world unless we know it and
are living it out? What do we want to redeem the world from? Is it
only from Capitalism and exploitation, racism and classism, sex-
abuse and child abuse? What about immorality and idolatry,
fornication and adultery, pride and arrogance, envy and malice,
rape and murder, addiction and perversion and the rejection of
Jesus Christ.

Clause 97. Speaks of re-establishing the authority of the hierarchy.
The dictatorial authority of the hierarchy due to the corruption in
the church was the cause of the Reformation. We do not want an
English imperialism or an American-British alliance in the
Anglican Communion. We should be equal partners and therefore
should elect the chairman of the ACC. We don’t need an
authoritarian hierarchy. We need to return to the Bible and to the
authority of the Bible. As Bible believing Anglicans we have
listened to the expounding of the Bible with great devotion and
submitted to the dictates of the Law with great deference. In fact
our Church reformed itself from medievalism by the teachings of
the Bible

Clause 99. Virtually, advocates raising the Primus to a Papacy. Our
looking up to the Ar- chbishop of Canterbury and our affection for
him was because he is the Primate of our mother church and
because of the history of the great and good Archbishops from
Cranmer down, not of course forgetting our first Archbishop
Augustine.

Whether to this Archbishop or even the Pope, we would be gladly
deferential if they are Biblical.

Clause 100. What about the decision of Lambeth on the current
issue; what happened to it? All the Primates endorsed the Lambeth
decision, and at their 2003 meeting they warned ECUSA and New
Westminster. If the exhortation of all the Primates was not heeded,
how will the Primate of Canterbury persuade them? The defaulting



parties stand condemned by the whole Anglican Communion and
the Holy Scriptures.

In clauses 102-104. It is clearly stated that the instruments of unity
do not have pan-Anglican authority. Why cannot the Instruments
of unity call the recalcitrant party to submit to the authority of the
Word of God? Did even local pastors not do it all these years? The
Archbishop should not be elevated to the stature of a Pope. We
have a supreme authority, why cannot this be applied to the
defaulting parties?

Although the Lambeth Conference has no legal authority over the
Anglican Communion, it has always had a very strong moral
authority. This is the first time that a local Province and Diocese
has slighted and defied the decision of a Lambeth Conference, that
of 98, on the issue of homosexuality. Are the Instruments of unity
impotent to take the defaulters to task, or worse still are they trying
to excuse them and protect them?

The Monarch of Great Britain appoints the Archbishop of
Canterbury and it is an appointment for Great Britain. Therefore he
cannot be the head of the Anglican church of the whole world. The
Church of England rejected the primacy of the Pope, now it is
being proposed that the Primate of Great Britain be the Primate of
the worldwide Anglican Church. On the principle of breaking with
the Pope how can you now propose an Anglican Pope? What is the
guarantee that any given Archbishop will be sound in doctrine and
that he will uphold and not deny any of the fundamental doctrines
and that he will not let any of his personal uncertainties colour his
statements. It is right and proper that the Archbishop of Canterbury
chair the Lambeth Conference but the ACC should elect its own
chairman.

Clauses 111-112 seem to advocate an Anglican papacy and a curia.
It is not good. We should not go back to medievalism. Any leader



would command the respect of any Anglican individual, church,
diocese or Province if it were on the basis of the Word of God and
the Anglican formularies. What we need is to reiterate our doctrine
and Bible based traditions held by all, down these centuries.

We cannot understand why there is a repetition of the work of
unity, ministry of unity, a focus of unity. The focus of unity is the
Lord Jesus. The ministry of unity is the work of the Holy Spirit..
We don’t need human substitutes. We are departing from our
traditional doctrine and are looking to the arm of flesh. There is
great danger in small groups there could be unbelievers in such
small groups. E.g. the five theologians who wrote ‘The Myth of
God incarnate’ one of them later admitted that he was an atheist
and even resigned his post.

Clausel119 speaks of an agreed mechanism to enable and maintain
life in communion and to prevent and manage communion
disputes. This gives the appearance that you are solely preoccupied
with staying together than staying faithful to the Bible. Even if you
can draw up an agreed mechanism to keep people together it will
only bring a curse on such a motley crowd. It is a mistake to think
that autocratic pressure would make us acquiesce. You can be sure
that many would even leave the Anglican Church and join some
other church, which is biblical as has already happened for much
lesser scandals than the present issue. We don’t need an Anglican
Covenant to resist pressure from the state. The Church has
survived even severe persecution by Emperors, tyrants and
dictators, on our simple creedal forms. The Church has survived
being put to the lions, being burnt alive, confiscation of property,
closing down of churches, burning of Bibles, imprisoning of clergy
and banning of gathering together. Those churches survived not on
any agreed mechanism or covenant but solely on the unadulterated
faith in Jesus and His precious Word. The Church is the Bride of
the coming King, and she cannot be affianced to any other.



Clause 121. The report only says that the question has been raised
regarding the Anglican Church of Canada and ECUSA that they
have not attached sufficient importance to the impact of their
decision on other parts of the communion. This is like the Walrus
shedding a tear at the demise of the oysters. What mild language?
The report does not censure them at all, for not only departing
form the orthodox faith, but also defiantly going against the
Lambeth conference and the Primates conference. The report finds
other Provinces and Primates, who came to the relief of fellow
Anglicans in desperate plights, and helped them to remain in the
Anglican Communion, to have offended their understanding of
communion. The report is trying to dispossess them by asking
them to apologize, if they wish to remain in the Anglican
Communion, while they state the heretical, apostate, defaulters
only to have strained the relationship.

It is passing strange that the report states that they expect that the
Primates who have acted in rescue operations should have obtained
permission of the very defaulters of the whole situation, who have
forfeited their moral authority and credibility and leadership in the
Anglican Communion. This statement also condemns all those
who have dissented from heretics down the ages.

Those decisions and actions by ECUSA and Canada disqualify
them from the Anglican Communion. They have put themselves
out. We have only to declare their excommunication without trying
to mollycoddle them. It is like those giving shelter and covering to
the terrorists, for then they are also guilty of terrorism.

It is sad that the report is trying to blackball the Primates and other
bishops who came to their rescue, by accusing them of intervening
in the affairs of other provinces, when they only carried out their
ministry to victimized fellow Anglicans. This attitude of the report
was the mentality of the Priest and the Levite who passed by on the
other side of the dying Jew. The so-called crime of these good



Primates and Bishops was what the Good Samaritan did. They
were trying to redress a grave grievance and meet a desperate need
of victimized fellow Anglicans. Some priests were dismissed from
their posts and some ordinands were refused ordination. That kind
of injustice should have been condemned by the report. These
matters were not unknown in the Anglican world and were actually
intimated to Canterbury before the consecrations, outside the
jurisdictions, took place. But nothing was done about it. Those
interventions were like dropping food from the air to harassed
refugees marooned by their own governments.

Clause 124 says that a bishop is ordained to a worldwide ministry.
We would like to state that even a priest is ordained to the
worldwide Catholic Church.

Clause 125 says that divorce and remarriage is allowed in certain
Provinces, but this does not make it OK, however prestigious those
places may be. It is against Biblical teaching, and Canon Law of
the C of E. You cannot use the leniency shown to those failures to
justify the practice of homosexuality. You cannot compare divorce
to homosexuality. Even if the church has failed in not condemning
the former you only compound the matter by giving a licence for
the latter. The report, here, appears to strain hard to seek for a
precedent to excuse ECUSA and Canada. The report lacks the
strength of conviction. The Bible calls Homosexual practice an
abomination to the Lord. Furthermore, what ECUSA and Canada
have done does not provide pastoral care to those who have failed
the Biblical standard but ‘sanctified” something, which is
abhorrent to the Lord. They have misinformed them. When the
blind lead the blind we know what will happen. Jesus says to those
who will not accept the witness of Jesus now, “You will die in
your sins”.

Clauses 125-126 bring forward the case of divorce persons being
In ministry and women in the episcopate to justify what the
defaulting parties have done. But this is not comparable to the



homosexual issue. The above matters and the ordination of women
did not split the Church but hundreds of priests and thousands of
laity have left the Anglican Church. This issue has split the Church
and you cannot suture it up however hard you try.

In Clause 127 the report only says that ECUSA has caused deep
offence to many faithful Anglicans in its own church and other
parts of the Anglican Communion. Once again, the report does not
so much as mention the wrongness of homosexual practice. One
gets the feeling that after all the report is also on the side of the
defaulters. If this is so, how can the rest of the Anglican
Communion trust them?

In clause 128 it is amazing to see that the report says that they were
at liberty to take the steps they did. This is like saying that Hitler
had the liberty to send six million Jews to the gas chamber
according to his concept of Nazism.

The report is sanctioning those who go against given Truth but the
Orthodox are not at liberty to protest.

Clause 129 tacitly admits the culpability of ECUSA but yet does
not ask them to repent.

Clauses 130-131 again use mild language towards the defaulters.
The Bible and the Canons and constitutions make it clear who are
suitable to be bishops of the Church. The report says that there is
an important lesson here for the selection of candidates. This
appears like a reflection of scant regard to the Holy Scriptures.

In Clause 133 the Report is still trying to buy time for the
acceptability of such an unacceptable person.

Clause 134 again shows their eagerness to bring together all
parties, at any cost. ECUSA was asked to express regret that the
bonds of affection were breached, not that doctrine and tradition



was breached. The defaulters are only asked to consider whether
they should withdraw themselves from representative functions,
where as they should be banned from them. The report clearly
appears to be on the side of the defaulters, and trying to plead their
cause. The report is only asking for a moratorium on the
ordination to the Episcopate and not to the Priesthood. This is not
enough, Gene Robinson should be asked to step down. The
consensus in the Anglican Communion has been clearly given, at
Lambeth 98, the Primates meeting, and many protests from all over
the world, and the 18 Primates who gave an absolutely clear
verdict,

Clause 135 Why is the report so eager to take forward the listening
process? Is it to make us ultimately to acquiesce? Why was the
Pro- homosexual lobby at Lambeth unwilling to listen to the ex-
homosexuals? Even now, is the report willing to listen to the ex-
homosexuals? Why does the report not recommend the censure,
which is the main part of the Lambeth Decision? The listening
part, we understand, as the request for pastoral care, and not for
changing our doctrinal beliefs. We would like to recommend
listening to the ex-homosexuals so that we can the better be able to
assist those who are caught up in this problem.

Clauses 136-7 how can the Cadman report say that this not a
theological issue when this has rocked the Church as never before,
whether before or after the Ecumenical Councils, and as there is
direct teaching against this in the Holy Scriptures.

Clause 138 While admitting that no Diocese has unqualified
freedom to authorize liturgical texts which are inconsistent with
the B.C.P the report does not want even to comment on their
action.



Clause 139 The Canadian church affirms the “integrity and
sanctity of same sex relationships” and thereby pre-empted any
need of further study on the subject.

Clause 140 the proper authorities are the very defaulters. Their
leadership has been forfeited and the faithful have rejected them.
Do you say that their approval is required? Could you rebuild a
trust that is there no more? How can the orthodox people
compromise?

Clause 141 Why ask them to demonstrate that their proposal meets
the criteria of Scripture, tradition, and reason. Surely we all know
that homosexual practice is against Scripture. The framers of the
report do not seem to know this or they are also pro-homosexual. If
this Is so they are not in a position to act as mediators.

Clause 142 betrays the true colours of the framers of the report.
They are holding a brief for the Homosexuals and as a result
cannot play a mediating role.

Clause 143 quotes the Primates that we should respond with love
and understanding to the people of all sexual orientation. This does
not mean that we to accept homosexual practice as being OK. We
would like to state categorically that we do not condone
homosexual practice just as much as we do not condone theft,
adultery, murder etc., but we do respond to them with compassion
and minister to them in Calvary love.

Clause 144 is the closest in this report to censure of this
innovation, although in exceedingly mild language. Why call a
moratorium on rites if homosexual practice is not wrong. Not once
has this report said that it is wrong, so this reveals inconsistency.

Clause 145 seems to be a dissentient report, by saying that this call
to continuing study does not imply support of such proposals



Clause 146 Says that Christians of good will must engage with
each other on issues relating to human sexuality. The Bible and
Jesus specifically has given us ample teaching on sexuality. We
only need to grapple with sexual weaknesses and resist temptations
and seek advice and counsel when we have recurring problems
with our sexual urges and drives. We may even need transactual
analysis and psychotherapy, and inner healing. The report is only
worried about regard to the common life. In referring to the
Lambeth resolution the report does not emphasise the affirmation
of heterosexuality as the norm but repeatedly quotes the part about
listening to and engaging in dialogue with those who engage in
sexually active homosexual relationships. The report also attaches
other reports, which are leaning towards the defaulters. Therefore
the report is cast in the role of defending the defaulters. Will the
framers of the report take the same line regarding: prostitutes,
murderers, thieves and terrorists. Must such people also agitate and
parade and demand rights by organizing themselves into
movements like the Homosexuals and Lesbians. We like to
categorically state that we are for justice and human rights for all
persons and that we have always been compassionate and caring
pastorally to all human beings, as our Lord Jesus has commanded
us

There are no radically differing positions across the Anglican
world regarding homosexual practice. The preponderant majority
throughout the world is decidedly against this abominable practice.
The report asks us to re-assess this forbidden behaviour, because of
our concern for human rights. The Christian church has always
stood up for and worked for human rights. One of the latest
examples was the fight against aparthide. Our concern is not only
because of human rights but because of our belief in the image of
God in man and also because of our concern for their salvation,
and reconciliation with God and not least because we are to seek
and save the lost; but our care and compassion for them does not



justify their wrongdoing. There is no need to re-assess
homosexuality, it is clearly forbidden by God. We have only to
submit and call others to be subject to the Law of God. We cannot
alter or water down the Word of God. If there is any listening, it
should be to ex-homosexuals to learn from them their experience
of deliverance.

Clause 147 Referring to orthodox Anglicans, speaks of Christian
truth and values as they have understood them, implying that they
may be mistaken this raises serious questions on the impartiality of
the framers of the report.

Clause 149 The proper authorities referred to, here, are the very
defaulters. They have forfeited their leadership, and the faithful
have rejected them. How can you say that their approval is
required?

Clause 150 calls upon us to build trust. Can it be done without
compromise? There is no possibility to rebuild trust while they are
unrepentant. Those who have rejected their own heretical bishops
cannot exist under their leadership. So they need Anglican
Episcopal ministrations if they are to continue as Anglicans. The
alternative would be to leave the diocese or province and join
another church or start an altogether new one.

Clause 151. What is this reconciliation you are talking about
without repentance? How can there be any mutual agreement
between diametrically opposed parties? You are suggesting
Cinderella treatment for the orthodox Anglicans, and that on
condition of an agreed commitment to effect reconciliation. Are
you trying to drive us to submission to the homosexual culture?
This is the kind of treatment offered by racist majority groups to
their own minorities. It is an insult to offer them ministrations by
retired Bishops, when they are entitled to proper bishops and
priests.



Clause 152 is irrational in asking orthodox Anglicans to co-exist
with the heretical bishops. If they are not deposed we will have to
dissociate from them. To say that delegated ministries by the
incoming bishops are reasonable is typical language of the
oppressors to their oppressed. Further, the proposal is to live with
the disease until you also get the disease then all would be sick and
there will be no conflict. But the sickness will destroy all in a short
time. The suggestion to live with retired bishops is step motherly
treatment. This is grossly insulting to the orthodox Anglicans, to
suggest a kind of slave class of existence with some worn out spare
parts. Why is the report so insistent that we stay alongside these
defaulters and live under them?

Clause 154. How can you speak of parallel jurisdiction when one
party has reneged? They must be deposed. The report keeps on
referring to the defaulting bishops as if they were authentic. They
should be declared null and void. They should be deposed as Pol
Pot, and others up to Saddam Hussein were. His own people
deposed the Philippines President, without firing a shot.

Clause 155. According to the report all those who intervened to
rescue, liberate, and give relief to oppressed people must apologise
to the oppressors they rejected and re-instate them. Why should the
orthodox Anglicans express their desire to remain in the Anglican
Communion as if they are the renegades? The report betrays its
partiality towards the defaulters. Not to go to the rescue of people
in distress is criminal, and in the spiritual sphere it is even more so.
To call a moratorium on Episcopal ministries is cruel and will
crush the faithful remnant. The network of Anglican dioceses and
parishes of America are the authentic Anglicans of America. They
are in the historic Church; they never left the Anglican Church.
What the report is asking is to leave them in the lurch or to desert
them in their time of need.



Clause 156. There is no dispute here, ECUSA and Canada have
offended God and broken away from the orthodox Faith. They
must repent and return to the fold. There can be no reconciliation
without repentance. The only alternative left is for all the believers
in U.S. and Canada to come out from among them, and join the
Network. If the orthodox Anglicans decide to co-habit with the
defaulters it would indeed be a new beginning, as the report says,
but it would not be the Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church, and
would not last two generations

Clause 157. We are not walking together already, we are now
parted. To live deeply in the love of Christ does not mean to live in
any kind of wishy-washy way but to bear the cross and humbly
follow after Him. We should be co-crucified with Christ as St. Paul
says in Gal.2: 20. Especially in the present context turning away
from them is not turning away from the cross, on the contrary we
are asked to turn away from sin and the world and even from our
family members to follow Jesus, by taking up the cross. (Math.16:
24. Lk. 14:26-27) It is because we are crucified with Christ that we
cannot be yoked together with the defaulters, We have to separate
from them and bear the loss in numbers, for the present. Not to do
so would be turning away from the cross and be a denial and
betrayal of the Lord. The report claims to work not for division but
for healing and restoration. It seems to us that the effort is to patch
up and cement over. Thus far, the Church that Jesus built has been
serving the world, even through persecution, rejection,
misunderstandings and severe restrictions. It was able to do so by
being faithful to His Word. The current issue is a dishonour to the
Lord and a cause of stumbling to the world. The Church of Jesus
Christ has served, and is serving the world, even in bonds. We can
only serve the world by being the true lights of the world.

We have to tell ECUSA and Canada, YE that do truly and
earnestly repent ye of your sins and are in love and charity with



you neighbours and intend to lead a new life, walking from
henceforth in His holy ways, draw near with faith...

The report is trying to overthrow the decisions of the Lambeth
conference and the Primates meeting. The report is not at all
conducive to keep the Anglican Church together. It will not
motivate the defaulter to repent and come back nor will it move the
orthodox groups to remain with the traditional Anglican Church.
We do not agree with the report. The report is partial towards the
defaulters. It does not help the cause of the unity of the Anglican
Church. You cannot have unity without Integrity, and Truth and
Justice. Our love for one another cannot supersede our love for the
Lord.

The Rev. Canon Dr. Lakshman Peiris.
Chairman - Anglican Evangelical Fellowship

Holy Trinity Church,
Colombo 6
Sri Lanka.



From: fortworthintegrity
Sent: 19 January 2005 16:29
Subject: A Call to Listen

A Call to Listen

Integrity Fort Worth is a concerned group of lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgendered Episcopal Christians and their friends and families.

We call on the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Presiding Bishop of the
Episcopal Church of the USA, the Executive Council of the Episcopal
Church, the Bishop of Fort Worth, and the Executive Committee and the
Standing Committee of the Diocese of Fort Worth to actively listen to us
as we seek a safe haven from a world of prejudice and hatred.

Recent events have presented members of the Episcopal Church with a
unique opportunity to inspire the rest of the world. Mark 9:42 calls us to
love one another rather than to place a “stumbling block™ before any who
believe, so let us show the world that we truly do “respect the dignity of
every human being.”

No LGBT person wants her or his actions to cause anyone to stumble,
including those who condemn us. But our own experiences have taught us
that those who act and speak against homosexual persons, whether they be
bishops, clergy or laity, certainly can and do cause LGBT persons to
question the safety of the Church itself.

The Fort Worth Diocesan Convention called upon the Episcopal Church
“to implement and abide by all the recommendations of the Windsor
Report.” We all must be mindful of the Archbishop's words that "we can
never call on others to repent without ourselves acknowledging that we
too . . . are sinners in need of grace". We hope that by passing this
resolution our diocesan leadership feels called upon to honor those parts
within the Report pertaining to the diocese itself and its baptismal
covenant, which calls for all to “strive for justice and peace among all
people,” and to “respect the dignity of every human being” regardless of
whether all experience a harmony of opinion.

We appreciate the message from the recent meeting of the House of
Bishops in Salt Lake City, Utah, wherein they “rejected a moratorium on
the election and consecration of additional LGBT bishops and the
authorization of additional diocesan policies permitting same-sex
blessing” because this leaves the door open for active dialogue. The House
of Bishops further state that our Church is a church that “requires conciliar
involvement by all the baptized of our church, lay and ordained”. They



fully recognize that they cannot “preempt the canonical authority of the
General Convention of the Episcopal Church."

We remind the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Presiding Bishop and the
Executive Council of the Episcopal Church, the Bishop, the Executive
Committee and the Standing Committee of the Diocese of Fort Worth that
Lambeth 1998 “declared that violence in word or deed and prejudice
against homosexual people were unacceptable and sinful behaviour for
Christians.” The bishops' Salt Lake City statement reminds us that
Lambeth Conferences of 1978, 1988 and 1998 strongly recommended a
Communion-wide study and discernment process on matters of human
sexuality. It also pledged to actively listen to the stories of faithful LGBT
Christians and to engage in dialogue with us. Listening is the primary part
of any study and discernment process.

The faithful heterosexual and LGBT Christians, laity and clergy of
Integrity Fort Worth have stories to tell and we wish to be heard.

We call our diocese, the Episcopal Church and the Anglican Communion
as a whole to love us as our Lord and Savior does and with that love, to
listen to us as part of a "Communion-wide study and discernment process
on matters of human sexuality.”

Integrity/ Fort Worth

Barbi Click, President/Convener



Via Media USA affirms Eames Report Call for Reconciliation
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

From Via Media USA
(Pittsburgh, PA, October 18, 2004)

Contact: Dr. Christopher Wilkins, Facilitator, Via Media USA,
Voice: 412/831-1737 and 412/760-8817 (cell)

Contact: Leslie Poole, Public Relations Committee, Via Media USA,
Voice: 407/647-3492

The Windsor Report of the Lambeth Commission is a very complex and rich document, which requires and deserves
much prayerful study. We thank the Lambeth Commission members for their careful and lengthy work. We are
encouraged that the report's ultimate goals are to reach reconciliation within the Anglican Communion through
dialogue and to bring an end to the divisions that now plague both church and communion.

We are pleased that The Episcopal Church, along with the Anglican Church in Canada, is invited to participate in
serious theological reflection and discussion with the rest of the communion in order to share our understandings of
God’s call. Via Media USA is committed to fostering that dialogue, reaching out to all Episcopalians to encourage
mutual respect, with Christian charity and grace, in the process.

Via Media USA, an organization of 13 groups in 12 dioceses across the United States, has members with a wide
range of understandings of sexuality issues in the church. However, we stand firm in our goal of seeking unity
within The Episcopal Church and the Anglican Communion. We hope that the Windsor Report will serve as a means
by which we can resolve our differences while remaining united in the love of Christ and committed to care for each
other as sisters and brothers. It has indeed affirmed the 'via media’ tradition of the Anglican Communion. We
encourage everyone to

read the 93-page report, as well as our Presiding Bishop’s thoughtful initial reflections on it, prayerfully and
charitably. There is much wisdom here.

Via Media USA also hopes that, in the wake of this report, efforts by extremists to foster schism and exacerbate
tensions within The Episcopal Church will cease, as requested by the Commission. Rather than offering a

new theology, the covenant proposed in the report reinforces the traditional Anglican essentials as found in the
Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral, and proposes a decision-making process and relationship to move us forward. As
part of our baptismal covenant, we Episcopalians promise to seek and serve Christ in all persons, loving our
neighbors as ourselves. May this report and our responses to it lead us into a deeper renewal of this promise, seeking
common ground and strengthening the ties that bind us, joyfully and as one, in Christ.



InclusiveChurch welcomes the spirit of diversity and reconciliation
in the Windsor Report 2004.

ECUSA

We are pleased that the Commission has not recommended the suspension or expulsion of
the Episcopal Church USA from the Anglican Communion, or called for Bishop Gene Robinson
to resign.

We note that the report does not ask for repentance from the Episcopal Church, and we
welcome the desire for reconciliation contained within it.

We believe that gay and lesbian people offer a great insight into the mercy and love of God
and their contribution is to be cherished in the church.

GEOGRAPHICAL INTEGRITY

We welcome the strong statement that Bishops should not offer ministry outside their own
diocese or province unless invited.

We celebrate the diversity of the Communion. We regret that the present situation is
interpreted as an illness by the report. On this day on which we celebrate St Luke the
Physician we are reminded that the Gospel is about making people whole. Health is not
encouraged by closing down discussion and diversity. It is through struggle that we discover
who we are.

It has to be recognised that the discussion on issues which divide us, including the
consecration of women as bishops and homosexuality must continue. Therefore we celebrate
the ongoing process of listening and discernment that Christians are called to in the Report.

CONCLUSION

The Archbishop of Nigeria Peter Akinola has said two people cannot walk together unless
they are in agreement. Inclusive Church disagrees fundamentally. We are totally committed
to celebrating and maintaining the Anglican tradition of inclusion and diversity, which is the
gift of grace of the church.

For further information contact:

Rev. Giles Goddard on 07762 373 674 or at giles@inclusivechurch.net;

Rev. Matthew Woodward on 07971 573 734 or at info@inclusivechurch.net ;
Rev. Philip Chester on 07958 290 838 or at office@stmw.org;

Rev. Elizabeth Macfarlane on 07773 364 659 or at ecmac@fish.co.uk

Ends



From:

Progressive Episcopalians of Pittsburgh
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Contact:

Lionel Deimel, President

Progressive Episcopalians of Pittsburgh
Voice: (412) 343-5337

Fax: (412) 343-6816

Web: http://progressiveepiscopalians.org

PEP Applauds Anglican Report But Sees Hard Work Ahead for Communion

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania — October 18, 2004 — Progressive Episcopalians of Pittsburgh (PEP) expresses its
gratitude to the members of the Lambeth Commission on Communion for its 93-page “Windsor Report,” which was
released publicly in London earlier today. The report, commissioned nearly a year ago by the Archbishop of
Canterbury, the Most Rev. Rowan Williams, was the product of a group headed by the Archbishop of Armagh and
Primate of All Ireland, the Most Rev. Robin Eames.

Consistent with the Commission’s mandate, the report avoids substantive discussion of homosexuality, while
addressing issues of fellowship among the 38 provinces of our Anglican Communion.

The report notably explores the deepest philosophical and political issues among a community of diverse churches
that are autonomous, yet interconnected and accountable to one another. The Commission did what many considered
impossible, finding common ground among the churches whose roots reach back to the Church of England, and
imagining structures and procedures to assure that those churches maintain real unity without undue coercion. This
offers hope to a Community that seemed in danger of fracturing.

The Windsor Report calls all of us into dialogue, inviting the Episcopal Church and the Anglican Church of Canada
to participate in serious theological discussion with the rest of the Communion, sharing their understanding of God’s
will that led them to take the actions that led to last year’s emergency meeting of the Primates. American bishops are
invited to apologize, not so much for their beliefs or actions growing out of those beliefs, but for their failure
adequately to consult with other provinces.

We are particularly gratified that the plan for Designated Episcopal Pastoral Oversight developed by the House of
Bishops of the Episcopal Church is favorably commended to distressed Episcopal congregations.

The commission also called on bishops who have crossed diocesan and provincial boundaries without permission or
who have anathematized dioceses, bishops, or entire provinces to refrain from such actions and to apologize. The
report, quite rightly, PEP believes, insists that members of the Communion listen to and respect one another.

To define better the nature of the Anglican Communion, the Windsor Report suggests adoption of a “covenant”
among the provinces built on the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral, a shared theological understanding articulated 120
years ago. Although PEP sees possible dangers and likely years of difficult work ahead in implementing such an
idea, we believe it deserves careful consideration.

It is our hope that the leaders of the Anglican Communion, including the bishops of the Episcopal Church, will see
today’s report as providing a means to go forward that will allow us to return our common focus to the cause of the
Gospel. We trust that our church leadership will take the report to heart. We know that the House of Bishops has
committed to prayerful consideration of all the report’s recommendations, including those that critical of the
Episcopal Church.

“Today, I am proud to call myself an Anglican and embarrassed that | had doubted that even the best minds of the
Communion could not see a way out of the mess we seem to have gotten ourselves into,” said Lionel Deimel,
President of PEP.

“While it may appear frustrating that the Commission has called for moratoriums on certain actions while we
discuss, we will only move forward towards a better understanding of God’s will for the role for the Anglican
Communion and Episcopal Church if we get about the business of dialogue. Progressive Episcopalians of Pittsburgh



stands ready to help facilitate such dialogue in the coming months and years,” said Joan Gundersen, Vice President
of Policy and Planning of PEP.

Echoing the request of the Archbishop of Canterbury, PEP urges all Anglicans to study the Windsor Report and to
pray about and reflect on its proposals, seeking God’s guidance for the Communion.

Contact:

Lionel Deimel, President

Progressive Episcopalians of Pittsburgh
Voice: (412) 343-5337

Fax: (412) 343-6816

E-mail: lionel@deimel.org

Web: http://progressiveepiscopalians.org

Additional Web references:

The Episcopal Church: http://episcopalchurch.org

Windsor Report: http://windsor2004.anglicancommunion.org

Progressive Episcopalians of Pittsburgh is an organization of clergy and laypeople committed to unity and diversity
of the Episcopal Church, USA, and of the Episcopal Diocese of Pittsburgh.



Statement to the Church
on the Lambeth Commission Report on Communion
from the Canadian Essentials Federation and Network

The Canadian Essentials movement, whose vision is “to be the theological and spiritual
rallying point for historic, Christian orthodoxy in the Anglican Church of Canada”, commends
the Lambeth Commission for the work and dedication they have put into their difficult task.

Commendations: We are grateful for the helpful explanation of the particular nature of
the Anglican Communion (paras 45-51) and the affirmation of the supremacy of Scripture and its
relationship to authority in the Church (paras 53-62). We are most pleased with the clarification
of the concept of regional autonomy as interdependence (paras 72-86) in the context of the
world-wide communion; this serves as a helpful correction to isolationist statements made at our
recent General Synod. We are happy that the report upholds continuing conformity with the
catholic and apostolic teaching on sexuality affirmed at the 1998 Lambeth Conference (paras
142, 143). We concur in their analysis that Bishop Michael Ingham and the Diocese of New
Westminster, in ignoring the four instruments of Anglican unity, have constituted “a denial of the
bonds of communion” and breached “the proper constraints of the bonds of affection.” (paras 33,
35, 141, 143, 144).

Calls to action: We would agree with the Commission’s following calls for action in our
Canadian context:

e The call for a moratorium on consecration to the episcopate of any person
“who is living in a same gender union” and blessings of committed same-sex unions, and
the need for action on the part of the wider Canadian Anglican Church to ensure this
(paras 134, 144).

e The call to Bishop Ingham and the Diocese of New Westminster to apologize
by expressing regret and recognition that their actions have broken the bonds of
communion and affection (para 144).

e Pending such apology, the call on those who have participated in the
sanctioning and blessing of same-sex unions to withdraw from “representative functions
in the Anglican Communion”, which we would extend to apply to the councils of the
Canadian Church (para 144).

However, we disagree with the Commission’s seeming equation of the caring actions of
bishops who have intervened to provide temporary pastoral oversight for those who have
remained faithful to orthodox teaching and practice with the disruptive actions of those who have
broken the unity these bishops are seeking to re-establish (para 155).

We call for prayer for guidance for the Primates and wider Anglican Communion, as well
as for our own Canadian Bishops, as they receive this report and take action. We note well the
warning in the final paragraph of the report (para 157) that there is a real danger we will not
choose to walk together. We pray that by God’s grace, we may be able to “maintain the unity of
the Spirit in the bond of peace” and hold together the truth and love which we have in Christ.



An Open Letter to the Archbishop of Canterbury from the Lesbian
and Gay Christian Movement - December 2004

Your Advent letter to the Primates of the Anglican Communion is indeed accurate when it
says that many homosexuals feel there is no good news for them in the Church. As an
organisation devoted to bringing Christ to the homosexual community the Lesbian and Gay
Christian Movement can testify to the profound rejection Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and
Transgendered people continue to experience within the Church.

You are also right to draw attention to the violent and sometimes deadly consequences to
homosexual people of Church leaders calling us, for example: “animals”; “lower than dogs”
and “subhuman” or suggest that we are mentally defective.

We have not heard, so far, any hint of an apology for our hurt feelings, yet alone any sense of
repentance for the torture, suicide and murder that are the consequences of these
dehumanising words. But it is not only words that kill, silence can be equally as deadly.
Where is the voice of the Archbishop of the West Indies, Most Revd Drexel Gomes when
many songs within the popular culture of his Province call for the murder of homosexuals?

Indeed, where are the words of apology and signs of repentance from the whole Church for
the bonfires, fed by Christian zeal, which consumed our living bodies for so many centuries?
Perhaps Church leaders who quote part of Leviticus 20:13 in their attack on homosexual
people still believe in the justice of the punishment called for there: “They shall be put to
death.”.

The diminishing of homosexual people and denial of their human rights is not something
practised by others; your own Church in Britain worked hard to see homosexual people
denied the equal protection of the law very recently. The Church’s intervention was successful
and now faith communities may uniquely deny us equal treatment in employment. You must
see that such actions too give oxygen to the hate- filled minds of those who would hurt and kill
us.

Homosexual people continue to be deeply offended by the actions of many parts of the
Communion where our existence is not even acknowledged, where our voices are strangled
before we can be heard or seen as part of the family of God brought into being by the Word. It
was once the same here, we were forced by law and social convention into invisibility, we
ache for the suffering of our brothers and sisters in the world who are still silent and unseen,
and even worse, forced by convention to condemn and persecute their own.

This is a burden often too heavy for them to bear, and we know well the reproaches they
suffer. We wonder if the present atmosphere of fierce rejection will ever pass so they may
learn to speak with confidence, or if they will, even then, find a Church willing to listen.

The rape and murder of Fannyann Eddy, founder of the Sierra Leone Lesbian and Gay
Association and a leshian rights activist across Africa, in Sierra Leone on 29 September 2004
, reminds us of the consequences when different faith communities often compete with each
other in their open hatred of homosexual people as a sign of their “political correctness”. We
also want to avoid the development of competing branches of Christianity based on who
“hates fags” most.

You are right to point out that even in countries where there are no legal penalties against
homosexuality the problems can be immense, as in the Brazilian province of Bahia where
over a three year period some 200 people were murdered in homophobic assassinations.

You appeal for careful consideration and thoughtful prayer in this present crisis which the
Windsor Report seeks to address. But why are we here?

For thirty years American Anglicans have made clear their intentions. Lambeth Conferences
in 1978, 1988 and 1998 called for dialogue and the willingness to listen to lesbian and gay
Christians. It is because of the failure of the Communion to enter into any serious and



meaningful discussions that we have arrived at this potential parting of the ways. You have
become party to this profoundly flawed process, devised in particular by your predecessor,
and the other Primates who have failed the Communion and brought us, thereby, to this
perilous place.

Like many Anglicans we have welcomed the facilitative developments arising from our
Covenants with our ecumenical partners; we rejoice in the diversity and inclusiveness that
these have embraced. Among the Porvoo Churches there are those who see no problem with
homosexuality and who are at a loss to understand our current crisis, while some Old Catholic
dioceses have authorised liturgies for same-sex blessings.

But the process which has thrown up the idea for a Covenant between Anglican Churches
might well appear anything other than facilitative or embracing of difference to many
Provinces, and particularly to lesbian and gay Anglicans.

There is reasonable concern that the call for such a Covenant at this time has elements of
duress and coercion that do not speak of the “appropriate commitments which we can freely
and honestly make with one another”.

Twenty years ago when your former Province of Wales was considering the moves of some
Provinces towards the ordination of women, it sought the advice and aid of the Instruments of
Unity. It received a ‘chilly response’ to its suggestions that such changes should be achieved
by Communion-wide consensus. We have seen the ordination of women, changes in
marriage discipline and changes in the liturgy; all decided within the competency of the local
Church without any call for a limit to “autonomy” or threat as to how these might fail in
“honouring the gift” of the many links, both formal and informal, that unite us.

It seems to many that the present threat of schism is much to do with what has gone before,
and that the Church has decided to “delay justice” for its Lesbian and Gay members in order
to preserve a Church that is already straining over the diversity that has developed hitherto.

There is a clear implication that we are being asked to “wait a while” as the Anglican Church
settles to these earlier changes, with the promise of justice in the future.

There are many amongst us who, in the short or medium term, would gladly relinquish such
fripperies as the wearing of a mitre if freedom from tyranny for the majority of LGBT people in
our world were the prize, or even for the promise of making that struggle for justice a top
priority for the Anglican Communion. But others see justice delayed as no justice at all, and
are not convinced that the Communion has any real or lasting concern for the plight of its
lesbian and gay members beyond your tenure of office.

Yet while we do not wish to see the sacrifice of the inclusiveness of those Provinces which
have embraced fully their baptised lesbian and gay members, and opened all the doors of
God’s service to them, neither do we wish to be separated from the Provinces where our
brothers and sisters in Christ are still forced to silence and deception for survival.

We too find ourselves between a rock and a hard place.

You say that “staying together as a Communion is bound to be costly for us all” and we see
that it has already been costly to you in terms of your conscience and integrity. Your change
of heart over the ordination of Jeffrey John to the episcopate must have come at enormous
personal pain, as well as the loss of goodwill and support of many who initially welcomed your
arrival at Canterbury.

Unity alone would not be a price many LGBT Anglicans would be willing to pay for retreating
back into their silent ghetto, no matter how temporary we felt that might be. We have already
paid a costly price over the centuries in our service of the Lord, and we are not convinced that
the present cost would be born evenly. We look with sadness at the refusal of some
Christians to remove their so called ‘missionary presence’ from an illegal intrusion into other
legitimately constituted Dioceses, and maintain their unfettered demonising homophobic
stance.



Lesbian and Gay Christians feel a deep sense of repentance, not for what has happened to
Gene Robinson in New Hampshire, but for their silent and sometimes active complicity in the
past and continuing persecution of their kind by the Church. We will not be party to any plan
that denies or delays unduly our full inclusion in Christ’s Church. Do not ask us, too much
blood has been spilled already.

Yours sincerely,

Richard Kirker (Revd)
General Secretary



Statement from the Evangelical Alliance on the
Windsor Report

By Rev Dr David Hilborn
Head of Theology

18 October 2004

The Evangelical Alliance supports the Windsor Report's censure of ECUSA and the Anglican Church of
Canada. The actions of ECUSA in approving the consecration of Gene Robinson as Bishop of New
Hampshire were not only deeply divisive but in divergence from Anglican doctrine and biblical teaching.
The report is therefore right to call on ECUSA to apologise for its actions, and right to link such an
apology to ECUSA’S continuing participation in the councils of the Anglican Communion.

Similarly, the actions of New Westminster Diocese in approving liturgies for same sex blessings,
and the action of the Anglican Church in Canada in allowing them to proceed, have caused great damage
to the Anglican Communion. The report properly asks those responsible to express regret for pursuing
this course.

We also welcome proposals to establish a Council of Advice to the Archbishop of Canterbury, to
deal more effectively with matters of doctrine and discipline at a global level. We trust that this will be put
in place sooner rather than later, so that future threats to the integrity of the Communion and to the wider
Church can be met in an orderly way.

While accepting that the report's terms of reference were confined largely to ecclesiastical and
structural matters arising from the current crisis over homosexuality, we hope that further work in this area
will address the more fundamental issues which are at stake — particularly with respect to biblical
authority, doctrinal orthodoxy, holiness, sin and repentance. The Windsor Report touches on these
concerns, but does not pay them the attention which they will need in future.

We broadly welcome the report's call for a ‘moratorium’ on the consecration of practising gay
bishops and same sex blessings. We understand that for the forseeable future this will safeguard the
Communion against further unilateral threats to its integrity such as have arisen in the USA and Canada.
However, we note that Resolution 1:10 of the Lambeth Conference (1998) declared homosexual practice
to be 'incompatible with Scripture', and would underline that the Bible's prohibition of such practice is
neither provisional, nor dependent on ecclesiastical consensus.

We acknowledge the concerns expressed by the report about the ‘unofficial' provision of
alternative oversight to parishes who dissent from their bishop on the matter of homosexual practice. We
appreciate that most such oversight has been offered to evangelical parishes by evangelical bishops from
elsewhere. We recognise that this can increase pressure on the structural unity of the Communion, and
understand the report's call for further efforts to be made in reconciling parishes with their territorial
bishops in this matter. Even so, parishes are ultimately accountable to God and to the revelation of God's
Word in Scripture, and must obey these first if they genuinely believe that their bishop is in error. In such
circumstances, we trust that the proposed Council of Advice will look favourably upon the provision of
alternative oversight.

We believe that the Windsor Report offers constructive guidance on the immediate crisis facing
the Anglican Communion, and we hope that it leads to further positive work on the deeper theological and
ethical principles which bear on this crisis.



Thursday, January 13, 2005

An Epiphany message from the Presiding Bishop of ECUSA
ENS 011305-2

Dear brothers and sisters:

| am writing in the season of Epiphany during which we contemplate the revelation of God'’s glory
in the face of Jesus Christ who assumed our humanity in its fullness. Every human face,
therefore, bears the stamp of Jesus and is deeply valued in God’s sight.

| am exceedingly mindful of this as our global community continues to deal with the aftermath of
the earthquake and tsunamis of December 26 that affected 11 countries in South Asia.
Individuals and nations have rallied in support, giving witness to generosity and a deep sense of
interconnectedness and solidarity. Episcopal Relief and Development reports to me an
outpouring of care and compassion, and as of this date has received more than two million
dollars, with additional gifts continuing to come in every day.

As we reckon with this devastation, we need to keep in mind that disease, poverty, hunger and
civil strife are constant realities in our world. For example, we know that 165,000 people, mostly
children, die every month from malaria, 240,000 from AIDS and 140,000 from diarrhea.
Practically all of these deaths are preventable. It is my hope and prayer that the tragedy of the
tsunamis will open our eyes and our hearts to what occurs day by day on a less dramatic but far
greater scale.

We live with delusions of safety and permanence. Then suddenly a natural disaster of
overwhelming proportions, such as the tsunamis and the hurricanes that wrecked havoc on our
own shores last year, brings into sharp relief the uncertain nature of our mortal life. In the face of
tragedy, as fragile humans of uncertain future, we are driven to ask the question: where is God in
all of this?

We ask this question in all manner of circumstances. Where is God in the death of a child?
Where is God in the auto accident on a snowy night? Where is God as we experience someone
we love slipping irrevocably into the haze of Alzheimer’s disease? Where is God when wars tear
apart nations and consume our resources and energies?

Where is God in all of this? Ours is a God who is no stranger to suffering, a God who is revealed
through the mystery of the Cross, a God who shares our burdens and companions us in suffering.

At the same time, God’s presence is made known through us as we are in active solidarity with
those who suffer. Our care and our concern is a manifestation of God’s own care and concern. In
us and through us Christ continues his work of reconciling and healing. It is therefore an act of
faithlessness to stand passively asking where God is in a