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For those who were at the 10am Eucharist on Sunday, July 18 (Trinity VII), and who stayed for fellowship time 

afterwards, you may recall that I presented a very brief overview of that which had transpired at Synod, just the week 

before.  It was not intended to be an exhaustive presentation of our national church’s discussions concerning the 

Apostolic Constitution, rather just a five minute synopsis.  The full report has been available on the literature table 

since the following Sunday, and I do hope that you avail yourselves of a copy. 

Additionally, you will recall from the fellowship time a confrontation – always an unhappy occurrence among 

Christians – concerning the 39 Articles, and particularly Article 22 (BCP, page 707).  I suspect that, unless you were 

able to attend one of our Beta Course presentations on the 39 Articles in years gone by, most members of the parish 

have, honestly, only a passing understanding of them.  That they are of significant importance historically is 

undeniable.  Their purpose of achieving peace between the extremes of Calvinism and Puritanism on the one hand 

and Anglo-papalism on the other in the immediate post-Reformation period is a matter of record.  It is quite possible, 

God only knows, that their existence saved many more Anglicans than just King Charles and William Laud from 

being murdered by other Anglicans. 

That some of them cannot apply today is clear.  Article 21 requires that General Councils may not be gathered 

without the commandment and will of Princes.  Other Articles that mix together sacred with profane (e.g. Article 37) 

are also beyond their best before date in terms of any practical application. 

I hesitate to judge the motives of those who feel that the Articles are of primary importance as we look ahead to 

possible Church unity – whether with the 28 Catholic Churches worldwide (of whom the Roman Catholics are one), 

or one or more of the sadly fragmented Orthodox Churches.  However, two things come to mind.  First is the second 

paragraph of Article 19: Of the Church, which states, “As the Church of Jerusalem, Alexandria, and Antioch, have 

erred; so also the Church of Rome hath erred...”  Are we so very presumptuous today to suggest that our particular 

little vestige of Anglicanism to which we are holding by the thinnest of threads, is the only perfect Church in all of 

Christendom?  The Article seems to lean towards such spiritual imperialism. 

Secondly, when the world around us is going to “hell in a handbasket” in terms of morals and behaviour, we must 

surely ask ourselves, “When was the last time the issue of indulgences (the aforementioned contentious Article 22) a 

topic of any discussion, or in the news?”  Sadly, our BCP, including its very brief Catechism and The 39 Articles is of 

no use when it comes to the topics of the day on which our people can frankly be very foggy: abortion, euthanasia, 

fetal stem cell research.  How many of us are very clear on that which the Church teaches in that regard, and further 

are able to be good Christian apologists? 

The bulk of the inside of this issue is dedicated to a rather exhaustive letter that our Diocesan Bishop, Peter 

Wilkinson, prepared in response to queries about the history and current applicability of The 39 Articles.  I would ask 

all to read it thoroughly and prayerfully. 

Bp. Carl 
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FOR THE PERSECUTED CHURCH 

Life in Restricted Nations 

In order to make sufficient room in this issue for Bishop Wilkinson‟s comprehensive ruminations on The 39 Articles, we shall only 

briefly mention the countries in which persecution has been reported in the past month, and ask that you pray for your Christian 

brothers and sisters in those countries:  

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

India  

Iran 

It is further worth observing that, every week for the past month, there have been reports of violence and persecution in each of these 

countries.  As Archbishop Hepworth has mentioned to us, he travels to Pakistan in shirt and tie, as to dress in clericals or wear a 

cassock is a virtual instant death sentence.  Our small church there exists very tenuously indeed, and largely in hiding. 

And a reminder to pray for our troops as they place themselves daily in dangerous circumstances for the benefit of innocent civilians, 

especially in Afghanistan. 

 

NOTICES, NEWS & REMINDERS 

 Additional weekday services this month: Friday, August 6 is the Feast of The Transfiguration of our Lord; and Tuesday, 

August 24 is the Feast of St Bartholomew.  Please also note that this year the Feast of The Holy Name of Jesus falls on a 

Saturday (August 7); the Feast of the Falling Asleep (Dormition) of the Blessed Virgin Mary fall on a Sunday (August 15) as 

does the Feast of the Beheading of St John Baptist (August 29).   

 

That which follows is, in the form of a letter, Bishop Wilkinson’s overview of The 39 Articles, both from the perspective of their 

original context, and their application today.  That they have become a bone of contention as we pursue unity with the wider Church 

is unfortunate, unhelpful, and truly quite unnecessary. 

Bp. Carl 

The XXXIX ARTICLES (+PW) 

Dear Philotheus 

As continuing Anglicans [called Anglican Catholics in Canada and Australia] we find ourselves in a new situation.  We now have The 

Affirmation of St Louis which is the basis of continuing Anglicanism, and is acknowledged as such in the Constitution of the ACCC 

and in the Traditional Anglican Communion Concordat, the latter stating that “We affirm as integral to the history and essential to the 

formation of this Communion all the doctrinal, moral and other theological principles set out in...The Affirmation of St. Louis.” [3.3].   

Section 1, Principles of Doctrine, was drafted among others by Dr Carmino J de Catanzaro before he was our first Bishop, as well as 

by Dr E. W. T. Dicken.  Part 2 of that Section reads as follows: In affirming these principles, we recognize that all Anglican 

statements of faith and liturgical formulae must be interpreted in accordance with them.  This makes some old theological battles 

outdated; e.g., the number of the Sacraments (seven), and of the Ecumenical Councils that we accept (seven) -- in all this we are at one 

with the Catholics and the Orthodox Churches.   

This is really nothing new, for, as Dr Francis J Hall writes, “the appeal to Catholic antiquity became the determinative formal principle 

of the Anglican reformation” (Dogmatic Theology, The Church and the Sacraments, vol. 8, p. 230).  That appeal to “Catholic 

antiquity” is now deeply embedded in both the Affirmation of St Louis, the TAC Concordat, and through them in our ACCC 

Constitution, by the use of the following quotation, “We acknowledge that rule of faith laid down by St. Vincent of Lerins: „Let us 

hold that which has been believed everywhere, always and by all, for that is truly and properly Catholic.‟”  

The XXXIX are not Articles of Faith like the Creeds, nor are they imposed on members of the Church as necessary terms of 

Communion.  In fact, in some parts of the world, they do not appear in the Book of Common Prayer at all, nor are the clergy required 

to assent to them; and nowhere, that I know of, has the assent of the laity ever been required.  “They are no more a final exposition of 

Anglican teaching than the Elizabethan Prayer Book was the last word in Anglican liturgy.” (K.N. Ross).  In Tract XC Newman wrote 

that “our Articles ... the offspring of an uncatholic age, are, through God's good providence, to say the least, not uncatholic, and may 

be subscribed to by those who aim at being catholic in heart and doctrine”.  That was a controversial statement in 1841, but as Fr Ross 

notes, it would not have been two centuries earlier, and would excite no comment to-day.  

John Keble, the archetypal Anglican priest, whose name rightly occurs in our Calendar on March 29 (BCP p.x), came to the same 

conclusion.  He wrote: “The Articles are to be subscribed to in the sense intended by those whose authority makes the subscription 

requisite.”  Noting that the same Convocation, in the same set of Canons which first required subscription to the Articles in 1571 

enjoined that preachers should only teach “that which is agreeable to the doctrine of the Old and New Testaments, and that which the 

Catholic Fathers and Ancient Bishops have collected out of the same doctrine”, Keble concludes that, “it seems no violent inference, 
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that the appointed measure of doctrine preached, was also intended to be the measure of doctrine delivered in the way of doubtful 

passages in formularies.”  He adds, “I understand by the Catholic sense, that sense which is most conformable to the ancient rule, 

Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus”(Keble,Catholic Subscription to the XXXIX Articles, pp. 13ff.  The Quod semper... is an 

abbreviated form of the original Latin of S. Vincent's statement quoted above). 

Read, if you can, The Council of Trent and Anglican Formularies by H. Edward Symonds, CR, one of my tutors at the Theological 

College at Mirfield in West Yorkshire.  At the end of the Preface Dr Symonds notes that the Lambeth Conference Report of 1930 

contains a résumé of discussions between delegates of the Orthodox Churches of the East and a committee of Anglican Bishops 

appointed to confer with them.  The Conference accepts what the Bishops have said to the Orthodox delegates as “a sufficient account 

of the teaching and practice of the Church of England.”  It notes too the satisfaction of the Orthodox delegates with regard to the 

maintenance of the Apostolic Succession in the Anglican Church [Orthodox Churches believing quite rightly that the Apostolic Faith 

must accompany the Apostolic Succession have now rescinded this acceptance because of the Anglican attempt to ordain women].  

And, more to our purpose, they approve of the fact that the Anglican Bishops stated that the Doctrine of the Anglican Church is 

authoritatively expressed in the Book of Common Prayer, and that the meaning of the XXXIX Articles must be interpreted in 

accordance with the Book of Common Prayer. 

Further: a bit earlier, in 1912, Fr F. W. Puller of the Society of Saint John the Evangelist gave a course of four lectures at St 

Petersburg, Russia, in the official residence of the Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod to audiences consisting for the most part of 

members of the Orthodox Church of Russia.  These talks were published in the following year as The Continuity of the Church of 

England before and after its Reformation in the Sixteenth Century, With Some Account of its Present Condition.  Of the Articles, he 

writes: 

“The Church of England never calls them the Thirty-nine Articles of Faith;  they are always called the „Articles of Religion‟.  In their 

first form they were Forty-two in number, and the title prefixed to the first edition of them speaks of them as agreed upon „for the 

avoiding of controversy in opinions, and the establishment of a godly concord in certain matters of religion.‟  Some of those matters in 

religion are no doubt fundamental articles of faith, but others are pious opinions or inferior truths, and others again are practical truths 

which do not come within the category of points to be believed.  Another point to be noticed about the Articles is that from the time of 

their composition they were never meant to be regarded as forming a complete system of theology.  It was intended that they should 

deal with certain particular points which were actually in dispute during the reign of Edward VI. 

In saying all this, I am not putting forth a private opinion of my own.  I am expressing the view which is taken by all the great divines 

of the English Church, whether they belonged to one school of thought or to another.  As the point under discussion is important, I 

will quote two or three passages bearing on it from some of our most illustrious theologians.  Archbishop Laud of Canterbury, who 

died a martyr's death in 1645, in his Conference with Fisher the Jesuit, said:  

“The Church of England never declared that every one of her Articles are fundamental in the faith....Besides, the Church of England 

prescribes only to her own children, and by those Articles provides for her own peaceable consent in those doctrines of truth.”  

Archbishop Usher of Armagh, a most learned prelate, who died in 1656, says: “We do not suffer any man to reject the Thirty-nine 

Articles of the Church of England, yet neither do we look upon them as essentials of saving faith, or legacies of Christ and His 

Apostles; but in a mean as pious opinions, fitted for the preservation of peace and unity; neither do we oblige any man to believe them, 

but only not to contradict them.”  Bishop Pearson of Chester, who died in 1686, one of the most authoritative of all our divines, says: 

“The book of Articles is not, nor is pretended to be, a complete body of divinity, or a comprehension and explication of Christian 

doctrines necessary to be taught.”   

At the Conference of Bishops, held at Lambeth Palace under the presidency of Archbishop Benson of Canterbury in 1888, a 

Resolution was unanimously passed by the 145 Bishops who took part in the Conference which throws light on the position of the 

Thirty-nine Articles as a standard of faith and doctrine.  The Resolution is thus worded: “That, as regards newly-constituted Churches, 

especially in non-Christian lands, it should be a condition of the recognition of them as in complete intercommunion with us, and 

especially of their receiving from us Episcopal Succession, that we should first receive from them satisfactory evidence that they hold 

substantially the same doctrine as our own, and that their clergy subscribe the Articles in accordance with the express statements of 

our own standards of doctrine and worship; but that they should not necessarily be bound to accept in their entirety the thirty-nine 

Articles of Religion.” 

This Resolution shows very clearly that the Bishops of the Anglican Communion do not regard the acceptance of the Thirty-nine 

Articles of Religion in their entirety by newly-constituted Churches, as a sine qua non of their admitting those Churches to recognized 

and complete inter-communion with themselves.  It follows necessarily from such a view of the matter that the Anglican Episcopate 

holds that it would be wrong to regard all the propositions contained in the Articles as being articles of faith necessary to be believed.  

Taken as a whole, they are Articles of peace and godly concord rather than Articles of faith, and it is that light that they have always 

been regarded.....they are all in harmony with the teachings of Holy Scripture and of Holy Tradition and also with the dogmatic 

decrees of the accepted Ecumenical Councils.  I believe myself that most of our Articles would be accepted at once by the learned 

theologians of the Holy Church of Russia and of the other Orthodox Eastern Churches.  In regard to some very few they might wish 

for explanations before they could express their complete approval of them.  But the Articles ought not to be regarded as an obstacle to 

intercommunion, unless Eastern theologians are prepared to maintain that any of them are irreconcilable with the faith once for all 

delivered to the Saints” [pages 46-51]. 
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Finally, you asked about Article XXII.  It was composed, says Dr Kidd, in 1552-3, and was unchanged except for the substitution in 

1563 of „the Romish doctrine‟ for „the doctrine of the school authors.‟  The effect of this change, he says, was to direct condemnation 

against the type of practice and teaching current within recent memory rather than against the system of the Schoolmen whose day 

was past.  The party with which this teaching was current was known as the „Romanensian‟ or „Romish‟ party, a name given to the 

extreme Mediaevalists, and not descriptive of the Roman Church as a whole.  Consequently it must not be assumed that the tenets here 

condemned are identical with the official teaching of the Roman Catholic Church.  In fact the Article could not have been aimed, 

either in its original form, or in its amended form, at official Roman teaching, because that teaching was not laid down till the last 

session of the Council of Trent on 4 December 1563.  That teaching is extremely brief, stating no more, really, than that there is a 

Purgatory, and that the souls there are aided by the prayers of the faithful and the offering of the Eucharistic Sacrifice.  Therefore, the 

Article does not condemn all doctrines of Purgatory: see, for example, Letters to Malcolm, by C. S. Lewis, for a defence of a better 

doctrine; as well as John Henry Newman's Dream of Gerontius.  The recent Catechism of the Catholic Church sums up the matter 

thus, quoting Pope Paul VI: “We believe in the communion of all the faithful in Christ, those who are pilgrims on earth, the dead who 

are being purified, and the blessed in Heaven, all forming one Church; and we believe that in this communion, the merciful love of 

God and His saints is always [attentive] to our prayers”.  

My sermon on the Communion of Saints, which I believe you have, examines the places the BCP Canada (1962), where prayer for the 

faithful departed, their purgation, growth, and God‟s continuing work in them is spelled out.  At every Mass, the celebrant prays, with 

the blessed Sacrament of Christ‟s Body and Blood on the corporal before him, that “we and all Thy whole Church may obtain 

remission of our sins, and all other benefits of His Passion”.  The „whole Church‟ includes the faithful departed.  When I celebrate 

Mass I pause after the word „Church‟ to remember my own departed parents, friends, relations and benefactors.  

If it matters a Judge of the Arches Court of Canterbury, 19 November 1838, decided that prayers for the dead were lawful in the 

Church of England. But a lot of water has flowed down the Thames and the Tiber since then.  

Article XXII also mentions the Invocation of Saints.  In this regard one might say that there is „invocation‟ and there is „invocation‟!  

Dr Darwell Stone in “The Invocation of the Saints” states: “the Church of England left open the lawfulness and expediency of that 

limited form of invocation which asks the saints for the help of their prayers....The condemnation of the „Romish doctrine‟ provided 

against any recourse to the saints which infringed upon the prerogatives of Almighty God; in the allowance of invocation in its present 

ordinary sense...care was taken not to condemn a custom which had the support of the teaching and practice of great Fathers of the 

East and of the West.  The abuse was strongly condemned; the use was left open” [pp. 44f. ].  

Bishop Forbes (aided in his work by Dr Pusey) writes: “Prayer to the saints in heaven is explained again and again, to be the same in 

kind as the prayers to the saints on earth” [p. 50]. 

Finally, I should say a word about Article XXVIII which deals with the Eucharist -- namely (as the Catechism teaches on p. 551) that 

it has an outward and visible sign (bread and wine), an inward part or thing signified (the Body and Blood of Christ which are verily 

and indeed taken and received by the communicant), and the inward and spiritual grace (the strengthening and refreshing of our souls 

and bodies unto eternal life by the Body and Blood of Christ).  And the Article states that Transubstantiation “overthroweth the nature 

of a Sacrament”.  

My old professor, when I was at theological college in England, Dr Edward Symonds CR (mentioned above, and whose speciality was 

the Council of Trent and Anglican formularies, D.D. Oxon.) taught us that the chief objection to Transubstantiation in Art XXVIII is 

actually not stated in para. 2, but is implied in para. 3, „the Body of Christ is given, taken, and eaten in the Supper ONLY after an 

heavenly or spiritual manner‟.  The author of these words was Bp Guest of Rochester, who explained in a letter to Lord Cecil that “this 

word ONLY did not exclude the presence of Christ‟s body from the Sacrament, but only the grossness and sensibleness in the 

receiving thereof.”  So Bp Guest meant that there IS indeed a real giving and receiving of the Body of Christ “after an heavenly and 

spiritual manner” as opposed to one that is “gross and sensible” -- cannibalistic.   

Dr Symonds contends that the fact that this follows immediately on the paragraph dealing with Transubstantiation shows that it is 

meant as a corrective to the doctrine of Transubstantiation there controverted, and that this corrective can only apply to the assertion of 

the manner of the gift, not to that of its reality (as Bp Guest stated he certainly believed).  Consequently the doctrine of 

Transubstantiation here impugned (because it “overthroweth the nature of a sacrament”) must be one that asserts a “corporal, carnal, 

or natural” manner, and does not touch any form of the doctrine of Transubstantiation which insists on a supernatural and 

superphysical manner of the Presence and the gift, using the categories of substance and accidents, which is in fact what the Roman 

Catholic Church teaches.  

Dr Symonds wrote: “To the minds of most Englishmen, „substance‟ means material or physical substance, and „Transubstantiation‟ 

means the conversion of the physical properties of bread and wine into the material substance of our Lord‟s Body and Blood, a 

doctrine which any Catholic theologian would reject with horror.‟”  This is not to say that a carnal view wasn‟t prevalent then or 

indeed now.  Maybe it was, but it isn‟t anymore.  Dr Symonds point was that subscription to Art. XXVIII is compatible with an 

acceptance of Transubstantiation in any form which, on the one hand, denies a carnal presence, and, on the other, allows full reality to 

the species after the Consecration, a fact that the Roman Catechism of the Council of Trent plainly does teach -- stating that it is still 

bread and wine which can sustain physical life.   
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The BCP 1962 Catechism teaches that “the inward part”, or “thing signified” is nothing less than “the Body and Blood of Christ, 

which are verily (truly) and indeed (in fact) taken (into the hand or mouth) and received by the faithful.”  “The means (as it states in 

Art. XXVIII) whereby the Body of Christ is received and eaten in the Supper is faith”.  The Canadian BCP version of the Black 

Rubric (p.92) was rewritten in 1962 to incorporate Bp Guest‟s words “only after an heavenly and spiritual manner”.  Faith is the hand 

we put out to receive the Gifts, it does not create the Gifts.  A better word than “spiritual” would be “sacramental”, for it is with the 

blessed Sacrament that we are dealing.  

My point is that understood correctly, and in the interests of fairness to separated brethren, the RC Church does not teach cannibalism, 

even if some may perhaps misunderstand the doctrine and espouse a physical, gross and sensible view.  On the other hand, I have met 

some who think that we Anglicans teach just that because we kneel down before the altar and say the Prayer of Humble Access („eat 

the Flesh...and drink the Blood‟) which one person told me was “gross” (not knowing the history of the word in the controversy)!  

There are many Anglicans who reject any objective Presence as taught in the Catechism and the prayers of the Eucharist, but who 

unthinkingly repeat words which plainly imply such!  And there are some prominent Anglican Evangelicals who deny Baptismal 

Regeneration even though when they baptize using the BCP they have to read the first prayer after the child has been baptized which 

begins, “Seeing now...that this child is regenerate and grafted into the body of Christ‟s Church....”!  It is a strange world.    

With all good wishes, 

+ Peter Donald Wilkinson, OSG 

 


