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ANGLICAN/ROtAAN C./'i.THOL!C OONS ULT/ 1.TION ON THE ORDINATION OF 1'10}00T 

• 
Versaj._lles: 27 th February - ,,3rd Maren. 1978 

a 

Monday, 27th Feprua~y: Opening Session 

Mgr, Purdy took the chair. There ~,as initial diseussion on 
the mandate of the Consultation, S~e di~~rgence between the 
Declaration on the Ordination of Women ·and the Qanterbury 
Statement of ARCIC. 

Miss Christian Howard asked conce rni ng the degree of 
e a 

agreement necessary for sacrPmental communion and how far there 
could be a Roman Catholic pluralism. 

Fr. Duprey drev, a distinction betv,een the content of faith, 
doctrine and theology • . 

Bishop Cameron returned to the Terms of Reference of the 
Consultation a.nd aaked ,,vhat ,~,ere the criteria ·for reconciliation. 

<• 

Fr. Du12re;( noted the ne 1.v factor in Anglican/Roman c~tholic 
Dialogue. 

Mgr. PurdY noted the Anglican insistence at the Chichester 
meeting or ARCIC that the Ordination of Women did not imply 
departure from the Agreed Statement on the Ministry. 

Bishop Cameron stressed the divergence bet-veen the picture . -of ministry presented in the Declaration and the Canterbury 
State ;.11ent. 

Tuesda~, 28th February: Morning Sessjon 

Fr. John Hotchkin took the chair. 

Miss Howard presented her paper and drew particular 
attention to the move ri1ent of Angl ican thought betv!een the 
Lamb eth Conf'erences or 1948 and 1968. There had since been 
an assumption in the Angl ican Communion that there ha d been a 
sufficient debate on the q_uestion. No,vhe re ,,,as the ordination 
of v1omen felt t o be totally impossible. The a_uestion '.•,a s asked 
as t o '.vhether the plurality ,vithin the Angl_ican Communion 1.~,as 
also possible betv•een Communions. 

Revd.Chri st0pher Hill spoke of the background ~aper 
presented to the Central African Episcopal Synod oy Bishop 
lvfabula . Al though agains t the ordination of ,vomen, the Bishop 
a l)peared to believe it possible . The 8:/nod subs eq_uently a sked 
the Church of Canada not to take a ction until after the La mbe th 
Conference, but it ,1ras a gr eed not to bre ak communion. This ,•1as 
endorsed by the Provincial Synod. 

Professor Fashole-Luke noted the importance of the Angl ican 
Consultative Counc i l for Afr i can Churche s . The interna tional 
dimension of Anglicanism ,vas especi ally important in count. ri e s 
where poli t ical pres surffiaros e. 

Professor Griff~ss note d tha t s ome in the USA did not 
believe the ordination of women ~ossi bl e , but nevertheless 
remained in communion. The re were larger issues behind the 
schism , e . g. a cons erva tive poli t ical movement. 

Miss Ho,.1,ard noted t h a t in S,:veden al so there ,vere those 
who took an absolute view but remaine d in t he Chur ch. 
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Fr . Eric Doyle wanted cla rifica tion of the word p lural i sm. 

Bi shop Camer on agreed a nd asked when plural i sm b ecame 
indifferentism . 

' 
Miss Ho\vard v,onr1 ered 1vhy the issue had b e come s o urgen t nov, . 

In a n s yre r Pro fesso r Griffiss a f firme d a degr ee of cul t\1ral 
ore Rsure, but thought more significant a movement within the 
chris tian communi t y . The conv i ction of '.'romen ,Nas not deci s ive 
but thei r p r essure ~,;:is a past oral factor . He noted ordinRnds 
of both sex es ,vere equally inarticula t e now, a nd tha t the 
q uest ion of women ' s ri ghts ha.d dimin ish e d as a f a ctor i n the USli.. 

Bishop Valentine put the o_uestio n i nto context . There ,Nas 
the t r emendous rapidi ty of ch0nge in the tv,entieth century . 
There ,·,a s also the current r e - examinat ion of the christian 
ministry ordained a nd l ay . S0 me Canadian b ishop s felt the 
i ssue ,,as no t as impo r t ant as the lat t e r . He also felt that 
the ARCIC document on the Minis try seemed t o b e unkno1.vn t o the 
Congregation f ar the Do ctrine of the Faith . 

~ ishop Camer on noted that the ordination o f wome n had only 
co me o n to the Austr al ian agenda because of the ACC. He thou~ht 
the issue r aised q_uest ions of autho r ity and God ' s pur,)o s e in 
the Church . 

Fr. Doyle noted a c ontra d i ct ion b e t 1•1een r e cent Ro man 
Ca tholic teaching on the r ol e of wonen , e . g. Gaudium et Spes 
and the p r e sent De claration. I t ~npeare d tha t the doc t rine of 
the mini $try ,11a s not susceptible t o de velopment. He also not e d 
the novelty of the presentation of the min istry i n persona Christi . 
He nske d \Vha t one said to a girl ,·, i th a claimed vocfl t ion . 

Professo r Fasho l e - Luke thought t he original Hong K,,, ng c1 ct ion 
t o b e the pra ctical solution t o a pastoral pr oblem . He noted 
the ACC claim tha t Ang lican pluralism might be a gift to the 
universal Church (Trinidad) . 

Professo r Grif fi ss a r gue d tha t definition v,a s sub sec,uent 
t o past oral deve lopment . 

Fr . Conga r noted Cy pria n ' s d ictum licct dive r s um sentire 
salvo jure communionis . (Ma lines Convc r sn t ions) . 

The i ssue ~•as not only o ne o f dis c ipline fo r the Roman Catholic 
a nd Or·thodox Churche s . The r e ~•,er e three a spects : 1 . The idea o f 
t r adit i on o nd the i dentity of the Chur ch i ndicated a ' typos' f o r 
the ministry. 2. Th e concept o f the mini s try 1~.1as seen in the 
mystery of Christ h imself; it \'las not merel;\' a n eccle s i ;:,stica l 
organiza t ion . The idea of ' r epr esentat i on ' 1·1?s f ound in the 
Roman De cla r a tion . 3 . Anth r opol ogy \'.,as i mport~nt ; in the Bible 
the r ol e of man and v.,ornan ,n,as ba s ic . The Chu1' ch neede d t o 
c on sider thi s rnore in the ,,,hole c0ntext of the ministr y . Women 
di d much rnore t 0d.ay than the a nc ient de aC <)nesses . 1:/or,cn s hould 
play a larger t eaching a nd _pro~hetic r ole , and in the counci ls 
of the Church . 'Vhy v1:, s the is sue so urgen t no1t.1? Tl1e Ro rnan 
Ca thclic Church h ~d 1n~d e unilateral decis i ons ( I mm~ cul8 te 
Conc ention , Vc1 tican I ") Assumpt ion) . No,,, the re s hould be a 
r econ s i derati on of the deci sion o n Angl ican Ord8rs (1 896 ) . Th e 
Ane;l ican Communi"n should be r e cognise d ns a r eal church 1.vith 
a n apostolic fai th and mini str y , in suite of comprehensive ncsR. 
The i:i uest ion of the ordinc1 tion of ,··omen ,,,as not a clear 0110 , but 
thC:re "'RS no evidence th~t a male pr ies thood 111,.1 s de jure di v ino . 
An Ecume nical Council 1vF.J.s neede d . 
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ti1gr.a Purd.y introduce d his pape r . He s t r essed t h e dispar ity 
b e tr·een the str uctures of the Ang l ican Communion and that of the 
Roman Cath ol i c Chur ch . He preferre d the at t itu de of the Dublin 
lieet ing of the 1~cc thn t in the end the Churches of t h e Anglican 

13 

Communion should nake up their ovm mind,to Metr opolitan 
Antony BJoom s sugg0stion tha t the Anglica n Churche s mu s t do 
, .. ,h-=- t ,·,as right . He drev: attent i on t o the p hrase i n the Archbishop 
of Cante r bur y ' s se cordletter to Pope P a u l Vl ;1 /1 . .- d i v e r si t y of 
l egitimate traditions ". 

Fr . CongRr i nsi sted that uni ty n eeded d iver sity . 

P.fgr . Pu.ray continue d b y spe a k ing of t he Deel ~r ation in t e r ms 
of the stylus curia . I t "'as the 10,,rest r ank o f do cume nt . Th e 
Commentary, he s t ressed , was n o t official . He also str essed 
tl1e odd ~•ay i n ~hich deductions h a d been made from the Declar ati on ' a 
refl e c t i on t hRt cla ssical theo logy hardly treated the issue . 
He a greed v:ri th others that v o ca t ion 'va s r elevant . I t had a 
r i ght t o be tested . ..l\.ttention ,,:as dra,·.'n to t he e c umen ical 
discussion o~ the ques t ion in the USA (US ARC) . On the manner 
of' the Ho ly Sp i rit ' s oper at i o n in changing situation s hf' dre,v 
s pe c ial attention t o the e a r l ie r sectiol'6 of t h e Veni ce Agreed 
State lile nt . 

Fr , Hotchkin dre,•1 attention t oKB r l Rahner ' s find i ng the 
State -:--1ent an authent ic declaration of the Roman magister iwn j 
b ut c on testing that the con c l u sions can b e dra~n from the 
arguments . The de c ision neverthel es s stood fi r m. 

Fr . Conga r note d the d i s nar ity of the arguments used in 
the Decl., r a t ion . Tradition "TR S tl1e conclusive A.rgumen t 9 ye t 
e ven this 11/as strang e b e cause of its negative na tur e 

Fr . Doyle not e d thc1. t Epi-phnntu s ~·ras fa c ing a d iffer ent 
question. He n o t ed that on the two previous occasion s when • 
the Holy Office ha d ~rgued a c r--.se in this c entury (1927 and 
1948) it h a d b e en expli c itly state d that this did not e 11d study 
and d iscussion . 

Revd . C. Hill noted the dis t inction dra1.'rn in the Dccl -.r :-i. t ion 
itself and in the Commentary bet,veen the disciplin2ry decision 
and the r eas ons f o r it . 

Professo r Griffi ss f el t that the Ministry and Authority 
documents of ARCIC 11ad cove r e d ne1,v ground but t he 11'1a giste riUI:1 
r aised p r oblems f o r Angl ica ns just as Ang l ica n exper imenta tion 
raised r,r oblems f o r Roman C2. tho l i cs . 

Bishpp Cameron and Professo r Fashole- Luke thought the 
document \"Iould be r egarde d as h s ving said the l as t \~1ord by the 
Roman Catholic bishops in their countries . .' • 

Fr . Dupre~ did no t think the Dc cl 2. r r-i t ion me rely signified 
a disciplinRr y deci s i on . The Roman Church deemed the ordi natioon 
o f 1.•1omen inadr.i r.;'.:'11'1 e not mer ely f o r se con dar y o r cultural 
r eas ,:-. ns . It 1.va s more t hat the Roman Ca tholic Ch urch did not 
f e el it c ould take the ri sk of po ssibly go ing aga i nst the will 
of Christ. Oth~r s felt t h 2 t it ,·,a s imuossible and yet others 
again that pasto r a l reRsons prevente d it. The r e ,·,a s there fo r e 
a quasi unanimity . 

Bi shop Q8.meron cornmenc'l.ed the Venice St r.i t ement paras . 1 -7 
and 1 5 . Some expPrimcnts were iJ.legitimate, e . g . lay p res idency . 
In .\us t r al ia there \"as not only t he 0uestion of the Ge neral Synod 
but a l so the Canon La\v Commi ,sion and t h e c onstitution of the Church . 
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Tuesday. 28th Februc1.ry : Evening Session 

Bishop Valentine t ook the chai r . 

Fr . Hotchkin introduced hie paper drR,ving particular 
attention t o the .ARC Consul t a tion on the Ordination of Women . 
He noted tha t not all bishops in the Uni ted States regar ded the 
question as finally settled. Legitimate diver sity v,as a u r oblem , 
as also the divergent discipline over marr iage . -

Bishop Cameron added celibacy t o that context. 

Fr . Doyle aske d who bel ieved it ,·,as not possible to ordain 
women : J e sus, theologians, or the Church? The De clnr ation was 
inopportune and d ioceses and pari shes should s t ill be consulted . 
He agr eed that a t the pastoral level the question was pr obably 
uremature fo r Roman Ca tholics . • 
~ 

Fr . Hot chkin not ed that ,vo1nen ext raordl nary ministers of the 
Eucha.ri st did much more than ancient deaconesses . 

Fr . Congar eaid tha t the De clara t ion had indic~ted signs or 
the Church ' s t eaching. 

There 'Vas discussion bet,.•,een Professor Fa shol e-Luke and 
Professor Griffi ss on the coming issue of homosexual ity i n the 
Episcopal Church . 

Revd. C. Hill noted the diver gent Angl i can solutions t o 
the relationship beti>reen Churches orda ining ,vomen and Cl1urches 
not . Some allo\ved 'NO men priests to celebrate, though they did .. 
not ordain women themselves . 

Pr ofessor Griffi s s a dded th~.t this ,,.,a s no t only b et, .. een 
church Province s b u t also even ~•i thin s ome dio ceses in the USA. 

\II/ o Ille n 
Fr . Doyle pointed out the difficulties '"hen/bi shops \11ere 

orda i ned . 
Pness or Griffi ss pr oposed that as the three ARCIC documents 

had gone behind both traditions, so this Consulta t ion might try 
to point out the underlying theological i ssues . He s uggested 
tha t unity 1.11a s sought for ratl1e r than achieved. Fo r Roman 
Catholics t r aditional ly it had been g iven. But ther e \1/as an 
escha talogical dimension : the Chur ch ~,as in pilc rimage . A 
theological viev, ··•as needed to allo\', a ,vai ting to see the outcome 
and i n the meantime some form of communion . 

Bishop Camer on p roposed the Consul tat i on should l ook a t 
the aim of Roman Cathol ic/Ang l ican d ialogue, then the atti tude 
of the Churche" to the ordination of \vomen and the con sel"1]ences 
of Ar,gl ican ordination of ·.vomen to the original aim . 

Fr . Congar thought that the aim of dialogue ,·,as more than 
a hope f or unity, ra.ther it ,·,a s organic unity . 

Professor Griffi s s disliked the cr,ncept of organic unity 
as suggesting a merger of bureaucracies . 

Fr. Duprey noted prev ious confusion over the ,,,ord organic . 
It should indicate a dynamic gr owing quality r ather than 
organisational identity . 

Prof essor Griff i ss noted a t r a di tional .Anglican acceptance 
of divers ity of structures in the Caroline r e cognition of the 
Reformed ministry in Europe . 
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l\1gr . Purd,y savr p r obl ems b ecau Pe mini Rterial structures 
t ouched the heart of t11ings . 

Revd. C. Hill noted the current Uni ted Kingdom preferenee 
for t h e phr~.se "visi ble unity" Vl'hich indicate<:1 '.:l sa c7:amental 
real ity. · He agreed i:,i th Mgr , :Pur<;ly that c onfidence in the 
ministry wa s vi tal . 

Fr. Doyl e noted that the High Priest l y p r ayer for unity 
i,:ias b efo re ecclesiastical di vi s i on. I t . 'Mas an escha t alogi cal 
gift of Gra ce both giv e n and t o be a t tained . 

Professo r Fashole-Luke stressed the unity and dive rsity of 
the Angl ican Con11nunion. 

Mgr_. Purd.v felt the auestion ,.·,as ho\v d.e cisive t his ne\v 
f a c tor 1•1a s in the dialogue. 

Fr . Duprey sa1r1 f'ull communion in faj_th and sacramental 
life as the manda te of Angl ican/Roman Catholic dialogue (Pope 
Paul VI/Archb ishop of Cant e rbury 1966). 1fuile there ,~,a s unanimity 
amongs t Roman Ca tholic bishop s, it 1•1a s not de jure divine tha t 
vrornen could not b e ordained. 

Revd.C.Hill dre,v attention t o the Ang licanfeel ing tha t 
Chur ches ordaining v1omen did so in gooc. fai th as t rue Chur che s . 
There '.1,as a mutual Angl i can trust ':'Thicl1 \•.ras important . 

Bi shop Valentine felt this ,·,as the case in Canada . 

Fr. Duprey did no t feel good fa i th '"as enough . 

Revd .C . Hill a gr e ed tha t good f aith could be mistaken . He 
r eferred h o':•ever to J\.rchbishop Scott ' s co1n1nent thRt in the 
Ea rly Church councils me t to judge the appropria t eness of 
l ocal initia tive rather than initiate a ct ion themselves . 

Pro ~essor Griffiss felt the dime nsion of ·trust t o be v ery 
important. 

in 
Bishop Valentine sa''' questions of authority 

many other issues . 
i n this as 

Fr . Do;yl e 1,vonde r e d rrhe the r even tl1ou gh Rome mi ght proceed 
in a safe ,vay, it could still r e cog nis e Ang l i can initiative 
becau8e the Decla r a t ion " a s not infa llible . 

Mgr . Purgy also fel t that inter-Ang l ica n t rust ,vas very 
signif icant, though not ing t hat fo r the Roman Ca tholi c Church 
the local-provincial ch u rch '''as not enou gh . 

Fr. Doyl e sa.v.1 ne,v s ou r ces for the discovery of do c t rina l 
d evelopment in e cumenical di s cussion. 

Prof ~sor Fashole - Luke felt t h e r e cogni tion of ministrie s 
'.vas b 2 si c . 

Fr. Ho tchkin sav, 
in the magis t e rium. 
c ould go back . 

trust on the Roman Cath olic s ide as 1•1ell 
He doubte d ,·,h e th0. r the Ang lican Co mmunion 

Pro f essor Griffiss Paid the ordina tion of w ~men mi ght 
not 1•,o r k . 

Bishou Valentine felt it might still b e r i ght for i ts 
time . 
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Fr . Doyle reaffirmed that the ministry could be re- defined . 
He also dre•.v attention to Phoebe in Romans XVI . Vl/hotever 
Timothy vras, she ,.,as . He no ted that doctrines had been re-defined. 

Bishop Cameron sa'I:, less difficulty in dogma.tic diversity and 
had no problems ,.,ith Roman Catholics holdingihe. could no t, e.g . 
the l1.ssumption . doctrines 

Mgr . Purd.y noted Cardinal 'vVillebrands ' vie,v that Anglicans 
could not be expected to hold doctrines the histor y of ,•,hich 
they h8d not gone through . 

Fr . Congar dre,11 attention to the importance of intention. 

Fr . Duprey sa\v it as important to trust the intention of 
others . 

Fr . _Congf-1.~ P.OSed the ouestion as to hov1 far the facts of 
the incarnation were normative . 

Revd . C. Hill felt that the ARCIC Agr eernent on the ~.1inistry 
and intention should be examined t ogethe r in relation to the 
ques t ion of the ordination of ':romen. 

Fr . Doyle f elt that the evidence of protes t ant women 's 
ministries could not be ignored, a celebration i n such a c8se 
\Vould not be a vacuous act. Could it be said to be invalid? 

Fr. Congar did not think that validity \'!RS the right concept . 

Fr. Duprey insisted that the ordination of' Y1omen v1as a 
matter v,hich '.'18.s a fact in the life of the Church and impinged 
more directly on the Church than doctrine and an explanation 
of intention. 

Bi shop Cameron said that for h im t h e q,uestion of receiving 
communion frcm a \~ro men pri est ,vas ,:,hether it v,ould be a 
disobedient act . 

Prof'esso r Griffiss cited Quick on the success or failure 
01' the ecumenical move:aent being on tl1e degree to which all 
Chri Pt i an bodies recognised their e~ charistic acts to be 
deficient in separation . 

Fr , Hotchkin agreed there ··,as a deficit. The separated 
churches could not give the sign to the ,r.,orld Chri st intended , 
but the deficiency ·,s!as on our side . 

Fr. Duurey agreed that Ro1nan Catholic terms such as perfect 
c ~mmunion could be mi sleading . 

~ ,.". Doyle f;a id that the Roman tradition r1as that unity 
and communion could never be actually broken but he did not 
accept this . 

Professor Griffiss felt th:::it baptismal unity ,·,as 
funda ·-,ental . 

Fr. Hotchkin said that even the sign value of baptism 
could be defective . 

Professo r Grif fiss repeated th0t the ruestion of ~oaen ' s 
ordination raised l arger ouestions . It v1as not simply could a 
Roman Catholic receive the sacraments from an Angl ican ~,omen 
priest. Could a Roman Catholic r 0 ceive from a Reformed pastori 
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Rev d .C . Hill noted tha t the Agreed Statement on the 1~inistry 
had seen eu iscope as funda mental t o the christian ministry . 
This h a d some r e l evance t o dialogue ,,,i th non- epi s copal churches . 
11oreover the anci ent deac oness shared in epi scope and there v,as 
the Roman Ca thol i c trctdi tion thc1 t Holy Order ,,,as in the s ingular . 
The fact of the deaconess and ~h e silence in the De claration 
o n this issue 11ras r elev a nt to the deba t e . 
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Wednesday, 1 s t Ma rch: Morni ng Se §sion 

Fr . Hotchkin t ook the chair . 

l.1gr , Purdy r ead rut a draft outline h e had prepared and shared 
with the Co- Chairmen and other Secretary. 

Profe~sor Griffiss r eacted str ongly to t h e out line . It 
put him on the defensive . There was too much weight on the 
De cla r a tion, which had no authority for Angl ican s . He did not 
wish t o h av e to justify the posi tion of his Church and f elt 
that it \'la s fo r Roman Ca tholics to get round that parti cular 
r oad block . 

Fr , Hotchkin saw a roa d block in Anglican de cisions as 
,.-.,ell . 

Professor Fashol e -Luke repeated tha t there '.'Vere t ensions 
Tiithin Anglicanism but Churches rema ined in .c9mmunion. 

Professor Gri f fiss thought tha t the ,uhol·e of the .firs t 
section -ivas really dealing s imply vJi th the \;a a isterium. The 
p r ob lem was not an Anglican one . 

Mgr . Pur_dy r e joine d that the probl em spoke n of \Va s t ha t 
outl i ned in the mandate of the Consultation, not t he De cl~ration. 

Fr . Doyl e aclded that the Declar a tion 111as novr the formal 
Roman c~tholic position. 

Professo r Griff i ss accepted Mgr . Purdy's point, but still 
felt that the uurpose of the Consultation was not to examine the 

~ -
legitima cy of the ordination of ,vomen . There ,,,as general 
agreement . 

Professo r Fashole -Luke r ecalling the manQate of the 
Consul tat i on h oped that a ,,,ay could b e found to go for,vard 
,vi thout repeating the dis cussion of the last t~,o days . 

Fr . Duprey sympathised ~ith Professor Griffiss but 
affirmed that the Roman Catholic position .1.:vas unlikely to 
chan ge as it h ad b ehind it the near unanimity of the Roman 
Catholic bishops . Did the two positions p?'Eel ude communion? 

Miss Hov,ard asked if the situation had changed by the 
valid ordina t ion of v,omen uriests in the Anglica n Com;nunion. 
The second factor Ytas the De cla r ation itself . She ''ta s not 
h appy th~t the issue should be left til l an ecumenical council 
met . 

Bishop Camer on felt there we:•e scriptural pr ob lems as 1.vell 
as the p r oblem of tradition, but 

11gr . Purdy pointed out tha t h is dra.ft merely r efl e cte d the 
previou s day ' s discussion . 

Bishop Camer on felt it ,•1ise to go back to the manda t e . He 
also felt tha t refer ence to the ARCIC Statement on the Ministry 
would b e impor tant . 

Fr . Doyle saw the question as going b a ck t o the pr obl em of 
the r e cognition of the ministry . . . 

Fr . Duprey noted that the Canterbury Statement hRd not dealt 
with the capax of the ministry, the radical capacity r equired 
for the ministry of the prie s thood. At the Ch ichester mee ting 
of ARCIC it h a d been clear that Anglicans did not see t he 
ordination of women as a departure from the Canterbury State ment . 
The Venice Statement had built up a certain notion of tradi t ion: 
history could be seen as guided by the Holy Spirit in the Church ' s 
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s earch to unders tand the Word of God . 

Profe8sor Fashol e - Luke echoed Bishop Valentin e ' s ~lea for a 
radical examiw t ion of the mini stry . 

Miss Howard under stood this as asking how the to t a l concept 
of min istr y v,as changed b y t he o r dinat ion of women . 

Professor Fashol e - Luke emphasi sed t h e contextual 
theology . The Church ,va s i n car nate and so in cer tain 
ordination of vrornen was possible \Vhile no t i n other s . 
Fr . Congar ' s state ::ent that unity reg_uired diversity . 
\ 11he re trust 1'1as also r eq_u.ired . 

nature of 
pl aces the 

He noted 
This ,vas 

Re vd . C, Hill t hought that a do cument migh t begin by re<Qsr1i sing 
t 1?10 f acts . The first was no t only that the ordination of ,vomen 
h a d actually taken place but also that no church in t he Anglican 
Communion had yet declared the ordination of ,~omen t o b e 
imDossible . The second fact ..,,as the offici al Roman Catholic 
position. 

Fr , Doyle then sa·,, l)oth Churches as in t h e mi dst of a 
development o f doctrine . 

f.1iss Hoi,rard cautioned the group on the simpl e equation 
of the structures of the two Churches and she drew attention to 
the tentative way in which Angl icarsrcache d de cision s . Ther e 
were gr owing signs of a ch~r a cteristic Anglican position . On 
1?1hethf'r the Anglican Communion could r everse its decision sh e 
found Archbishop Scott ' s comments helpful . Anglicans submitt ed 
the ir decision t o the e xperi ence of the Church , though exper inent 
was the 'Nr ong 1,11o rd . 

Bishop Valentine intervened on the Canadian situation. The r e 
had been a formal Episcopal Consulta tion in which it ,vas sta ted 
f r om the Roti1an Ca tholic side that there ,·,as no theologi cal 
obj e ction and that if the Canadian Church proceeded this would 
not halt dialogue . A maj r,ri ty of Roman Ca tholic bishops s t ill 
f e lt that in sp ite of the Declaration the Roman C~tholic Church 
would f ollow su it i n the fo r eseeable future , though l ocal a ction 
would be denendent unon a univ e rsal decision . 

Pro f essor Fashol c - Luke thought th.qt :'no theological objecti on s " 
i,vas not enough . Positive r c as0ns were required . He again 
str essed the cultural context t o decisions . 

Bishop Valentine recalled the Canadian General Synod decision 
at Quebec . There hBd b een massive exchange with the Roman 
Catholic community including episcopal concel ebra t ion (1975) . 
At the 1977 Synod a bishop- observe r had openly received Co mmunion . 
He asked what this out•vard sign indicated . 

Revd . c. Hill aske d whethe r it 1nas time to think of drafting • 
. --:a-

Fr . Hotchkin thought that t h e Group 1~i ght then give 
instruct ions t o a drafting team . 

Miss Hov,ard asked •vhe the r the Roman Catholic Chur ch ,•,as 
committe d to the r adical non-capacity of a \Voman t o be ordained. 

Fr . Conga r ,.,as not sure of t he character of the decision 
tha t had been made . It ,;-,as based on Canon Ln\v and a certa in 
t radition . It 1•1as very important to keep a distance b etr•een 
the Roman state P1ent and the concept of de ,ju.re diving . The Church 
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hnd not decid~d definitively but it was bound ror the preae~t . 
Orthodox relotione w~re important but unlike the Orthodox the 
Roman Catholic Church had not euggeeted that the Anglican 
Communion had lost 1te apaetol1c eucceee1on. 

141~s Hs2"'~ft1 ask<·d whether the Orthodox t'el t that Anglican 
act 1onad rn ically · • 1 t 1ated the apoetol1c a1n1etey . 

Pr , ;Quprex spoke ot hie enooura~ement ot the Orthodox to 
cont inue in dialogue ~1th Anglicans {Istanbul) . The Orthodox 
felt that the Anglican Com.mun ton hAd lost 1te epec1t1c1ty ooapare4 
1th t he Protestant Church~e . They were over eXJ)4!'otant ot La•beth 

' 78 . 
Pr I Conga£ ag-reed that trad1 tion meant fflOVeaent. but nnne­

the- leee It could not be broken. Only an eouaen1cal council 
could deter mine ~hether the matter was or divine tradition. 

i'r , DoYle ~eked who constituted an ecuaenical council . 

fi • Collf'{ replied 1n terms ot all 8hurchcs w1th sn apoatol1c 
trad1t on o all Churchee Md n nen~~ or the Church an 
ea era ·iientol . 

M1ee Ho~ar~ had eomc probleme here . The 8cand1nav1an 
Luthernne "'"re rt1th~r different trom the Bapt.1ate . She did not 
•1ant "' line drawn immedintely below the Anal tcan CollllUnion. 

Prof(;s11or Or1ff100 not~d th.et tho ecclee1ology ot 11any 
Protcstnnt churchee ~fte moving in a eacrar~ntel dirrctton. 
He drt!w a d1et1nct1on bet-,een the ap0etolic ■inietry and tt ■ 
perticulnr three-rold cxpreee1on. He wondere4 ~tint dtvereity 
could be a 1 lo~ed , and ogaln etreeeed that the non-cp1acopt.ll 
ministerial tr&di t1on , 1ae relevant to the Oonaul tet1on. 

PT . Collftlt Rgrecd but c~naidered the rcce1•ed rora the onl.7 
cortain •ay storioally . 

Prg ~~ §ft0[ Or1f!1QG thought truit it ~~e the cl~nreet ~nd 
most obvious but did oot wieh to be exclue1•~ . 

RevO,C, Hill rem1nc1~<1 the Oroup of' the ARCIC 8t-.trnent on 
M1n1fltry which had eeen e21acgpe -.e e.,ntral r11th, r th.en l t• 
historical rxpree81on . 

Bishop Vo~t1n~ felt thAt 8 trRdlt10n Which •• lockrd ln 
the p~ei came coAoo hr.reay . Hr. felt &o■e Orthodos ~Pre 
almost in thiA category. He "ondered •Mt crnlnMt1on llh~uld 
be given to the dtv~rRence or Romsn pr ct1ce'8.g . &uch~rietlc 
ahar1ng)rrom the rulirJW or the ~ag1~ter1ua . Oould th1R bo 
relev'lnt t ,.., the ordination of' ""•ID~n. 

fr, ~V euggeet~d the tollowtn,t b~ginnln«■ r0r • 
docwnr.nt: eubat11nt1al llllljt>rity in eAch .\ngl icen church 
aooepta that it le ooee1blc to ordJtin ~"111tr.n t.0 t.h nrtr ■ UV>od 
and aome churchee hAve alr~a~ proceeded o .uch ordination . 
JCo Anglican church hae attinutiv 17 Atete'1 th.At euch 11n 
ordin...tlon 1e llll>O••ible but An~e churchf-s h..tve not y~t c~natder~4 
the question . The Ro11an CAtMlic Church bel levee t.hAt sh~ hll ■ 
not the right to ch.ft..nge 11n unbroken tr dltlon thr~ughout t.he 
h1■t ·'lJ7 ot the Church uni vt-raal 1 n the flt 11n.d n t.ho et , 
bcc•uac it 1a considered to on nt'o ()od ' • plan r~r hle 
Ohurch . In front or th~ two poe1t1one thr o~at1nn 1• l• it t 
all poaa1bl~ ror our two church~e o re~•tablltm t"ull c.,o-,mlon 
bet..,oen the• &nd 1 r ■o how .11e t"ul l co-,1Tl1,,n pre-su,:,p,ec th,. 
•utual reool(nl t lon or 11lnl ■ triea . In othPr .-ordo can the 1,:,a,tn 
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c~tholic Church who judge s it i mpossible f or theological m~ tivntion 
to ordain ,ivomen , r e cognise the l egi tima l y of such an ordination 
f or Anglicans? How con she think that such an ordinat i on could 
be impossible for h er and possible for the Anglican Communion . " 

Fr . Doyle nsked for four points t o be taken into consideration: 
1 . That the re be an expression of mutual r e spect for the faith 
of each Church; ~ . That t r adition is a living reality and that 
there is a development of do , trine; 3. That the question b e seen 
in a wider c ontext; 4 . Tha t there are certain f acts t o be 
r e cognised a nd t o be discovered . 

Miss Hov,ard noted tha t ther e was a predispos ition not to 
brealc an exi s ting communion . To enter communion ,.-,as another 
problem . 

Bishop Cameron \7ondere d ho\¥ a final negative decision 
could b e g iven in the Roman Catholic Church • 

. 
Fr . Hotchlcin asked ¥1hether an e cumenical counc i l ,•,ould be 

needed t o exclude ordination of v1ome n de, jure di vino . 

Fr . Duprey thought even this might p e difficult . 

Bishop Val entine reporte d that a number of Canadian bi shops 
,·,ante d to go ahead but 1:'rere not sure be; ~ause the majority of 
Ro man Cs tholic bishops were a ga inst . 

Fr . Duprey sav, the rel evance of jure communionis r:ts one 
local church could not decide ,v i thout the oth er s ,; 

Professor Griffi s s aske d of the influence of the numbe r of 
Roman Catholic theologians in f avour . 

Fr . Congar thought academic influence t o b e little . 

Professor Griffiss said th~t many po s itions thought to b e 
2. ca de rr1ic before Vatican II \vere no,·, pastoral practice . 

Fr . Congar agreed and said there had b een a deep under ground 
movement . 

Revd . C. Hill said this ·.va.s precisely the case in the Angl ican 
Communion i n the last 30 year s , espe cially vii th r e spect t o the 
order of deaconess e s . 

~ i ss Howard a gr eed and uointed 0ut that dcaconEsses didall 
but pres ide and absolve . 

Fr . Congar tl1ought that this is the \vay the gue st ion might 
ma ture for the Church in Fra nce . 

Bishop Camer on said thRt V8tican II had b een accepted i n 
A11st r alia no t on its mcri ts but on the dictum of Rome . 

Professor Fashole -Luke insi s t ed tha t some p r ov i nce s had not 
ye t m nsidere d the or d i na tion of ~,omen and he noted the 
a mbiguity of the Church of Engl a nd l egal ba r on r.o men pri est s . 

~,1gr . Purdy said the Ca thol i c po r, i t ion ,va s that th~ ord i natiion 
of women could no t b e seen t o b e re concilabl e t o the v,111 of 
Christ, but it \'/a s imposs ible to s ay that it v,as ab solutely out 
of the question . It was l ogically possible t o t ake a step 
further in saying tha t the Hol y Sp i rit mi ght revE:al a 1

•
1ay of 

modifying bo th positions . He wonder ed i f t his would b e t actically 
po s sible . 
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lAiss Hor,ard said that eve n churches ,vhi ch ~rda"'n ed ,vomen 
priests ,.,,ould still hope to be guide d by t he Holy Sp irit . Time 
would tell. ~ ~rhpas thi s ,,.,as a kind of Angl ica n quid pro oup . 

Professor Griffiss then pro~osed t wo separate groups t o 
cl2rify internal Anglica n and Ro ma n Ca tholic o r oblems . 

Revd. C, Hill p r opo sed rathe r tha t there should be tv,o dr2ft ers 
t o produce chapter h ead i ngs . This wa s a ccepted . 

There ,.1as then some discussion on the nature of the document , 
It would be submitted to the SPCU and the ACC and perh~ps 
e v entua lly to the churches . It was finally agreed after lunch1h8t 
Bishop Vul entin e a nd Fr . Duprey should b e the joint drafters , 

Wednesday, 1st ?:18.rch : Evening Ses§ ion 

Fr. Hotchkin v,as in the chair . 

Bishop Val ent i n e presented the draft A/RCC0\\7 8A ,vhi ch he 
and Fr . Dupr ey had prepar e d. It posed the ~uestion f a c ing t h e 
c hurche s and pointe d t o the ,vay for\vard, though not offering 
a p r e ci~e solution. 

Fr . Doyle ,-,as unhappy at the phra se "Even if remote " . 

lAiss Ho,vard ,van ted an expansion of the l a st two pa r agr aphs ,. 
She ',vas a lso unhappy at "universal in the Ea st and the 1.'lest" . She 
did not understand the l as t sentence of paragraph 3. 

Bishop Came r on wanted to see a s tatement of the i mmediate 
a nd ultimate Angl ica n/Roman Ca tholic goal . 

Professor Griffis s also ,.vantc d to s<:f'; s ome thing on the 
meaning of unity. He h ope d tha t s omething c oul d be said t o 
give gr o und for memb e rs of his church \Vho ,vere unhappy a t the 
ordina ti on of women . 

Bi shop Valentine alluded t o the danger of a s t r onger 
res~onse from Rome . 

Fr . Dupre ~ confirme d thi s . 

Fr . Doyle thought that if the re \Vas to be expansion, there 
mig~t be mo r e on the Declar a t ion . 

t1i ss Hov,ard 11,Rs ,.vorri e d that t h e draf't coul d be read as 
if the only hope 1.vere if' Rome ordaine d \'!Omen or Anglicans gave 
up the prRc t ice . Ho\•1 far could there be a relationship ,•, i th a 
church \Vi th a d i ffe r ing p r a ctice. She a l so v,ranted to kno•.v 
the e nd t o ,vhi ch the dialogue 1·1as :'"loving , not a unia t status . 
But could there b e comrnunio in sacris a s a stag e . Woulc t he 
ordina tion of women prevent t hi s? 

Fr. Duprey said the ordina tion of women would be a n obst?.cle 
t o the mutual recognition of minis t ries . 

}.1gr . Purdy \'ias unhappy at the l ast s e ntence of pa r agraph 3 . 
Bishop Camer o n agr e ed . 

Profes sor Fashol e -Luke r eDeat e d tha t though thc:r e \'Jas no 
u nanimity in the Angl ican Communi on , this did not d e s t r oy 
communion. 

}liiss Ho1."ard hop e d for a little s pe ct1l a tio n a t the e nd of' 
the document . I t 111as t o o easy t o say tha t the churche s must go 
on doing things t oge ther . 
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Fr. Duprey thought that even if a solution could not be found 
immediately, nevertheless the road to reconciliation was not 
blocked. 

Bishop Valentine noted mutual commitment to new forms of 
n1inistry. 

There fol lowed discussion on the second and third paragraphs 
of A/RCCOW8A. There was some lack of balance noted by Fr.Doyle 
and Profes sor Griffiss. Mgr. Purdy thought the phraseology 
sybiline. 

Bishop Cameron hoped there was no suggestion that the Church 
had lacked the fulness of priesthood for twenty centuries. 

Professor Fashole-Luke saw contextualisation as the problem. 
The I-Joly Spiri t might be leading some churches not to the 
ordination of women in some areas. 

Mi ss Howard also saw the prompting of the Spirit as 
indicat ing some plurality of practice. 

Pro:fessor Griffiss asked for the inclusion of a paragrap11 
011 Anglica n difficulties with the official Roman Catholi c stance . 

pisl1op Valentine agreed c'\nd wanted something on the existing 
Angli can diversity. 

Fr. Vuprey did not dispute the importance of diversity but 
querierl whether one church could ask another to go agairist the 
will of Christ as that church saw it. 

Mgr. Purdy asked how absolute that conviction was. 

:t-Jiss 1-Ioward asked ,vl1ether Anglicans and Roman Catholi cs could 
respect each other 's differing ways of handling the question. 

Fr. Doyle noted tl1at Roman Catholics have the same problem, 
for some Roman Catholic women wanted to be ordained. 

Professor Fashole-Luke saw Anglican diversity as a witness. 

l<'r. Dugrey saw this b~t thought that the tension witl1in a 
conununion,t'o be distinguished from that o:f establisl1ing Anglican/ 
Roman Catl1olic communion. If Roman Catl1olics recognised the 
Anglican ordination of' wo men, they tl1ey must tl1ems elves be ope11 to 
the ordination of women. 

Fr. l{otchkin asked whether any church had said the ordination 
of women was impossible. 

Miss Howard noted that some churches had declined to act a s 
it was not urgent. 

Professor Fashole-Luke said tl1at some Anglicans saw no 
theological impoRsibility but did see a cultural in1possibility. 
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Professor Griffias insisted on the importance of some 
discussion of the meaning of unity in diversity, otherwise there 
was little point in their meeting. 

Mgr. Purdy said there was some significance in certain things 
being said together. 

Revd. C.Hill noted that the document would be important 
because of its origin. There was a difference between a private 
theological paper and a joint public document. 

Fr. Hotchkin agreed. 

Mgr. Purdy felt that "authenticity" in paragraph 4 could be 
misunderstood. It suggested an absolute. 

Revd.C.Hill asked for an expanded draft and it was agreed that 
Professor Griffiss and Bishop Cameron should do this,assisted by 
other members of the Consultation. 

Thursday, 2nd March: Morning Session 

Bisl1op Valentine being in the chair,discussion opened on 
A/RCCOW8B, A/RCCOW8C, and A/RCCOW8D. 

Re v d . C.Hill began by pointing out where the "scissors and 
paste" work had been done. A/RCCOW8B was a11 expansion and 
redraft e d version of' A. A/HCCOW8C was a rew·ritten version by 
Professor Fashole-Luke. A/RCCOW8D was a preamble by Miss Howard. 

Fr.Doyle and Bishop Cameron preferred 8B to BC. 

Miss Howa rd liked the emphasis on man and creation i n BC a nd 
also the stress on the importance of Clll ture. 

Bishop Valentine agreed but said that cultural and sociological 
considerations were distinct from theological ones. 

Professo r Fashole-Luke saw tradition and culture on the s ame 
level. 

Bishop Valentine tl1ougl1t the cultural and sociologic al f a ctors 
might be added to the 8B draft. lie saw the point that African 
theology understood culture in a more absolute sense. 

Fr. Dupre y 
and Tradition. 
Tradition. 

and Fr.Doyle saw a distinction between t ra dition 
The Roman Declaration saw the matter as of 

Profe ssor Griffiss noted that paragraph 2 etc. ought t o f ollow 
the opening paragraph of page 2, and it was agreed that this order 
made sense. Paragraphs were numbered accadingly. 

Fr. Hotchki11 hoped the draft paragraph 3 -w·ould not read as 
if Roman Catholics were deliberating on the future of the Anglican 
Communion. 
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Professor Griffiss f e lt it showed a recognition that some 
Anglican s accepted the official Roman Catholic position. 

.)..-

Fr. Duprey wondered whether paragraph JC was required . 

Revd.C.Hill thought the reference to diversity relevant, but 
thought JD could be omitted. 

• 

Miss Howard added that a belief in the legitimacy of diversity 
was important. 

Professor Griffiss saw a balance in paragraph 3 as against 
parag1·aph 2. 

Fr. Duprey insisted that paragraph 2 was not say ing that the 
Homan Catholic Church could not accept women priests. It was 
saying that it could not accept a different ministerial standard 
becaus e of its ecclesial respect for the Anglican Commun ion. 

Fr. Doyle asked for some redrafting of this paragraph. 

Mgr. Purdy insisted that there was no one Roman Catholic 
position as suggested in JD. 

It was a greed that Fr.Duprey and Professor Griffiss should 
redraft. 

Fr. Doyle a lso felt paragraph 4 might be redrafted for the sake 
of clarity. 

Mgr. Purdy stressed the necessity for expressing the reciprocal 
loyalty and trust involved in dialogue. 

Fr. Duprey saw a pneumatological 
the last sentence of paragraph 4. 

and Christological stess 

Fr.Hotchkin and Miss Howard appreciated its dialec tical form . 

Bishop Cameron approved of the reference to ARCIC and the 
statement of the two possible errors. 

Fr.Hotcl1kin proposed the addition of "Because of their mutual 
esteem .••... ". 

Fr . Duprey asked for the final sentence of paragraph 5 to be 
expressed negatively. Drafting points from other members were 
accepted. 
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Thursday, 2nd March: Ever1 ing SesR ion 

Bi ,qh op Valentine wa~ i11 tl1e cl1air, nnd introduced A/RCCOW8E 
(tJ1e re-drafted parc\S. 2 and J of' tl,e re -11u mbererl A/RCCownn) f\S 

prepared by Fr . Doyle and Professor Griffiss. Drafting amendments 
were accepted. 

Dishon VAle11tine then asked for cornment upon pAragrapll 6 
of A,IRCCOW B . Bishop Valentine suggested tl'ie Addition of: "How 
this is to be achieved i11 fi<lelity to ottr traditior1 is one of tl1e 
challenges whic h face the Church i11 our time." 

Fr. Duprey wondered wl1ether this Wc\S tl1e point to mrlke speci:fic 
references. 

Fr. •1otchkin and Professor Griffiss suggested tl1at there should 
be some reference to fAithfulness. 

Mgr. Purdy tl1ought there should be reference to areas not imrnedi­
iltely· thouglt of wl1ich were tei..ghtenerl by the pre sent debat e. He offered 
to draft something to this effect. 

Bishop Valentine then moved the discussion to paragraph 7. 

Fr. Hotchkin thought the style exhortatory: he questioned 1-vl1ere 
it added to the argument. 

Bishop Cameron also asked what it added. 

Miss Iloward wondered wliether 7 and 8 were now necessary. 

Bishop Valentine also tl1ought the rnaterial was found elsewhere. 

Revd.C.Hill thougl1t the idea of an exchange of ecclesial gifts 
important . 

Profes sor Griffiss insisted that the question of the kind of 
unity sough t was of fundamental import~nce. 

Fr.Hotchkin thought the paragraphs (7 and 8) were too 
eschatalogicnl and Fr. Duprey thought they could be misleAdin g . 

Bishop Valentine then asked for a re-consideration of ~aragraph 
1 in the light of Miss Howard's draft A/RCCOW8D. 

Then follo wed some discuss ion as to whether specific Anglican 
cl1urches (Asian or African) should b e mention ed ; it WAS decided not 
to do this. There fo llowed a discussion on the reference to "traditicnn 
found in A/RCCOW8A paragraph 1. 

Fr. Duprey noted that this was in fact a quot e from the 
Declaration Inter insig11iores, but that " a tradition" l1~d becon1e 
"the tradition". 

Bishop Cntne ron was unhappy h·ith "A tradition" ns this could be 
misunderstood. Was a cultural t , rdition being referred to or 
Apostol ic Tradition? 
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Revd.C.Hill proposed that quotation marks should be inserted 
f'J~om "unbroken" to "We st" • 

Professor Fashole-Luke i11sisted on the parity of African 
Tradition And Apostolic Traditio11 for Africans. 

Professor Griff'iss saw this point b11t wonderP.d l1ow it coulci 
be included in the document. 

There followed a more general discussion on the question of 
tradition and ct1ltl.1re and an addition by Bishop Val entine was 
finally accepted: ''and the growing c11aracteristic contributio11 of 
the Third World to tl1eology" for paragraph 6. 

Discussion was then res,1med on paragraphs 7 And 8. 

Professor Griffiss suggested redrafting but Fr. Duprey and 
Fr. Doyle were still unhappy with the general content. 

Professor Griffis a insisted that unity was a pilgrin1age. l(P 

was very unhappy with the co11cept of organic unity. 

Mi ss Howard thought this was another issue. 

Mgr. Purdy wa11ted the document to end on a note of confide11ce. 
This required something crisp. 

Iievd. C. Hill noted that there was sorne refere11ce to u11 i ty 
tl1e final parag1~c\pl1 ( 9). 

Bi~l10J) Cc-11ne 1 .. on fe].t tl1e last ~ente11ce of 7 was import~11t. 

Fr. Dupr·ey tl1ought 7 f\nd f3 sl1ould be omi tt ec. 

. 
in 

Pro:fessor Fashole-Lt1ke felt tl1e n1e11tio11 of ,nutual t1~uRt sl1ot1.ld 
11ot b e le.ft out. 

He vd • C . Hi 11 s ug ~ e .st e o A redrafting of par a gr n p 11 9 to i 11 c l, t de 
t l1e gi ve11ess of' unity. 

Fr. Duprey Rnd Bisl1op Cameron di<1 not tl1ink the scoJ1P. of thP 
clncument was to speAk ahot1t the nature of' unity, importn11t t}1ot1gl1 
this was. 

Aft er redrnfting hAd be e n completed Bi~hop Vale11 ti11 e OJ)er1~<\ 
discussio11 on A/RCCOW8F. 

Tlevd.C.liill n -,ted the n.urneration of the JJRr·agraJJl1 s WA5 diC.ff>rP.11 

to that of' A/l{CCOW8B due to A new initinl paragrAJlll Rlld vnr .. i' ott...1:: otl1e1 .. 
cl1Rnges. 

A :ft e 1- 11 r o f' P. s s or Gr i :f f i s s l 1 n d re c o r <.I e cl 11 i s c 0 n t i r1 t1 e rl 
di s a t i s f' a c t ion at the o rn i s s i o 11 of' t 11 e e s c } ant a log i c r-l l cl i r11 ~ 11 s if> 11 0 f 
ttnity "ll<I afte1- dra:fting J)Oi1,ts l1f-'<i been acce11t ed (ir1cl,1di11 g 1no1' f' 

subatf'nt i.al chAJl~Ps to parngrflJ1i1 8) A/1tCCO\o/0F WAS ACCf.'f)te•l ns ... ~llE> 

a gr e e d t ext , wit 11 t l 1 e re q tt e s t that t 11 e R e c re t a r i e ~ pro du c t~ f' f 1 r1 n 1 
version for publication. 
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All agre e d that the aim was t11e joint publication of the 
docu1nent, Fr.Duprey noting there migl1t be Vatican difficulti es to 
be overcome. Till then the document would be confidential. 
There would b e no press release, but members of the Consultat i on 
could speak abo,1t it con:fidentially "off the record". 




