‘The St Andrews Draft is the latest revision of An Anglican Covenant as proposed by the
Windsor Report. It replaces, and significantly modifies the previous draft known as the Nassau
Draft. The Theological Resource Group at GAFCON reviewed this latest draft and its
suitability as an instrument to deal with the divisions within the Communion and the issues
which had generated them.’

A RESPONSE of the GAFCON Theological Resource Team to the St Andrews Dr aft Text of
An Anglican Covenant

I ntroduction

Theideaof aCovenant asaway out of thedifficultiesin which theAnglican Communionfinds
itself has been proposed in several quarters. The St Andrews Draft Text of An Anglican
Covenant isone such attempt. The GAFCON Theol ogical Resource Team reviewed the St
Andrews Draft Text during pre-conference preparationsin Jerusalem on 20" and 21% June
2008.

An Anglican Covenant wasintended asaresponseto acrisisin the Anglican Communion
which has been accurately described as* arending of the Communion at the deepest level’.
Determined departuresfrom theteaching of Scripture on human sexuality by The Episcopal
Church and the Anglican Church of Canadaare theimmediate cause thissituation. There
appears no prospect of repentance from thisrepudiation of biblical authority on the part of
either of these bodies (or from those el sawherewho havefollowed their lead in endorsing
behaviour which Scripture explicitly forbids). Underlying these actionsisalong history of
marginaising, avoiding and at |ast rej ecting the plain teaching of the Bible. In other words, the
issuewhich we should expect this covenant to addressisone of apostasy.

Many attempts have been made to addressthe breach of rel ationships caused by the setting
asideof biblical teaching by some provinces, dioceses, and individua bishops, beginning at
KualaLumpurin 1997, at the Lambeth Conferencein 1998, and culminating recently, after
cons gtent effortsin theintervening years, inthe Primates Meetingin Dar es Salaamin 2007.

Sadly thisnew draft of An Anglican Covenant isboth serioudy limited and severdly flawed.
Whether or not thetool of covenantistheright way to gpproach thecrisiswithinthe Communion,
thisdocument isdefective and itsdefects cannot be corrected by piecemed amendment because
they arefundamental. The St. Andrews Draft istheologically incoherent and its proposals
unworkable. It has no prospect of successsinceit failsto addressthe problemswhich have
created the crisisand the new realitieswhich have ensued.

Thisdocument fallsin effect into two parts. Sections 1 and 2 mention some mattersof faith, but
section 3isinfact thecritical section of the document, because thisintroducesthe thought of
Churchesasbeing * autonomous-in-communion’. It ison thisconcept thet the proposed resolution
of Communion disputesrests.

Our responsewill confineitsalf to seven areasof theological concern and will briefly mention
two other significant issuesinitsconcluson.



Serious Theological Flaws

1. Afailureto address theissue

Any covenant document hasto recognisefully themischief it seeksto address. Thisdocument
makesno mention of the crisswhich hasgenerated thecall for such aremedy, whichisacriss
of obedienceto Scripture. Further, it fail sto recognise that in theeyesof many the*instruments
of Communion’ (3.1.4) arethemselvespart of the problem. Thismeansthat tryingto usesuch
falledinstrumentsasarbitersof afuture solutionisproblematicintheextreme. Put bluntly, this
covenant will not allow thereal issuesto be addressed.

2. An illegitimate notion of autonomy

Theunderstanding of theindividua Churchesof the Communion throughout thisdocument is
fatally ambiguous. Thelanguage of autonomy incommunionisintroducedin 3.1.2., but there
has been no justification produced for thisconcept in the preceding sections. More serioudy
thislanguageisunqualified and so fail sto distinguish between matterson which Scriptureis
slent (and wherethere may belegitimateliberty and indeed diversity) and matterson which
Scripture has spoken definitively (and whereautonomy isthereforeaeuphemismfor sin). Our
obedienceto Scriptureand our respong bility to each other must significantly qualify al talk of
‘autonomy’ with referenceto any congregation, diocese, provinceor, indeed, the Communion
itsdf.

3. No biblical theology

Theentiredocument, and particularly the statement concerning ‘ theinheritance of faith’ in
paragraph 1, isdetached from the Scriptural narrative of salvation and redemptionfromsin,
which Churchesin the Communion have seenrealised. Theprincipa concernsof Scriptureare
ignored asthe document concentrates on matters which are dependent and consequential
uponthose concerns. Theunity of Chrigtiansflowsout of theredeeming work of Christandthe
incorporative ministry of the Spirit. Any attempt to generate or sustain such unity onour own
termsand by our owninstitutional effortswithout referenceto thisprior and determinative
redlity must bejudged sub-biblical.

4. A faulty anthropology

An Anglican Covenant isprimarily concerned with the doctrine of the church. However, any
doctrine of the church presupposes adoctrine of humanity. Theanthropology implicitinthis
document failsto capturetheredlity of any Christian’slifein thisworld asthisisexplained by
Scripture. Christiansarethosewho areredeemed by Christ but who remain sinful until God's
purposes are brought to their compl etion when Christ returns. Thistwofold reality hasvery
significantimplicationsfor thelife of the church. Theredlity of temptation and sin, areality
experienced by all no matter what their officein the church, needsto betaken serioudly.

5. An absent eschatology

This document fails to adopt an appropriately biblical eschatological perspective. Its
preoccupation withinstitutional processesisat the expense of aproper senseof our corporate
andindividua accountability to God ontheLast Day for proper custodianship of thedeposit of
Faith. Thereisnoreferenceto sin, judgement, ‘ the coming wrath’ or to God’s provision of a
remedy inthe crossof Christ and theforgiveness of sinswhich attendsfaith and repentance.



6. Neglect of obedience

Throughout thisdocument an attenuated view of biblical authority ispresented. A critica ement
of the Christian response to God and hisWordismissing. The Churchiscalled not merely to
treat God’'sWord respectfully (1.2.4.), but to obey it. The absence of thelanguage of obedience
to theWord of God throughout the document isone of itsmost seriousflaws.

7. An isolated and vacuous appeal to unity

Throughout An Anglican Covenant, biblica vauesarenot treated in their mutua relationship.
In particular thebiblicd injunctionsto unity arein effect disconnected fromtheequaly serious
injunctionsof Scriptureto preservethetruth givento us. Paragraph 3.2 ded samost exclusively
with perceived threatsto the unity of the Communion rather than moral and doctrinal error,
onceaganignoring that our current disunity istheresult of departuresfromthetruthtaughtin
Scripturein both of theseareas.

Conclusion

Giventheprofound and fatd difficultiesidentifiedin thedraft covenant, thelegd framework of
theappendix will likewise be open to overwhel ming objection. The proposed legd framework
inany event exhibitsthe sameflawsasthe parent document, notably intheway unity isabstracted
from biblical faithfulnessand no account istaken of the possibility that theinstruments of
Communion themselves might be the focus of objection. Two other objections must be
mentioned. Firgt, the document describesfour instrumentsof Communion, whichit proposes
will provide solutionsto disputes. It faill sto recognise the disproportionate influence of the
Archbishop of Canterbury, who invitesto the Lambeth Conference, chairstheACC and calls
the Primates’ Meeting. The problem of thisundueinfluenceiscompounded by thelack of
forma accountability on the part of the Archbishop and the prominence the document envisages
for thisPrimateisfrankly coloniaist. Secondly, the prominence given to the Joint Standing
Committee of the ACC and Primatesrai ses problemsinincreasing further the ability of the
Archbishop of Canterbury and theACC to exercisedisoroportionateinfluenceover the Primates,
thereby tending in effect to sllence dissentient primatia voices.

Inthelight of these considerationswefind oursel ves unableto endorsethe St Andrews Draft of
An Anglican Covenant.



