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RESTRICTED ARCIC 231

ANGLICAN/ROMAN CATHOLIG INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION
TWELFTH MEETING: VENICE, 26TH AUGUST - 4TH SEPTEMBER 1980

' MINUTES

Tuesday, 26th August: OPENING SESSION

Bishop Moorman asked whether the 'continuation' of Venice

. 24 would be published if completed, so that.'elucidations' could

take criticism into account.

Archbishop McAdoo did not want responses to re3ponsee;

Discussion followed on the decision in principle to rcceive
former Episcopalian clergy into the Roman Catholic Church in
the U.S.A.

Wednesday, 27th August: MORNING SESSION

Archbishop McAdoo invited Don Germano Pataro to read a letter
of greeting from the Patriarch of Venice. Jiscussion then began
on 211/Petrine Texts/3 from the Venice 1979 meeting. ~

Revd, Julian Charley was crltlcal of an aesumed analogy between
the role of Peter and the Bishop of Rome, .

Archbishop McAdoo did not accet such an'énalegy.

Blshop Butler asked whether it was normﬂtlve or historlcally
descriptive. o .

It was agreed to remove the idea of analogy from the beglnnlng

of the document. Discussion followed on where the. 'continuation'

was to come., Fr. H, Ryan and Fr, Yarnold wanted the text to be

'added to or to replace Venice 24 The Revd, J, Charlev, Archbishop

McAdoo and Prpfessor E.Fairweather preferred not. to tamper wlth
ext at all,
Blshop Vogel felt that the Matthew 18 18- comm1881on by Chrlst
as to the whole “Church was too w1de, 4

Bighop Butler and. &r,B, Ahern saw the text as referrlng to the
local church.

Revd. J. Charley considered the draft to be seriously lacking
in respect of any treatment of the questlon of transm1831on.

Bishop Butler did not see the fact that the Church was built

-on Peter,

Fr, Yarnold saw succession as the problem.

Fr, J, Tillard agreed but preferred to ‘speak of a continuity not
a true succe581on. : ,

It was agreed that Fr, G, Tavard and Blshop A Vogel
should redraft the document. , ‘

Fr. Ryan and Archbishop Arnott d4id not like the suggestlon that
all transmlss1on of apostollc . authority was in question.
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Fr, Tillard thought the problem was that Roman Catholic teaching _
had dealt with the petrine transmission separately from that of the
other apostles., The Matthew text had been dealt with in the light
of hlstorlcal development.

Dr. Gasgmann wondered what the fuss was about if those who did
not accept the 1nterpetat10n could accept the primacy as God's will.

Professor Chadwick thought that Canterbury 16 was relevant,
as there had been an agreement on transmission in the colleglallty
of the episcopate.

Fr Rxan enuaiied’succession to continuity in office,

Revd,J, Charley detected real disagreement in the-: 1nterpretatlon
of accepted facts,

Fr. B, Ahern thought Peter in the New Testament showed no great
ecumenlcal divergence.’ i&

: Archblshop Arnott dld not see the draft. answerlng Venlce 24a,

Revd,C,Hill asked for an indication that an acceptance of the
Primacy didégepend upon the Petrine Texts,

Archbishop McAdoo invited the Oomm1581on to con81der 211/Uus
Divinum/3 drafted at Venice 1979.

Fr, Ryan and Professor Fairweather were appointed drafters.

'ProfeSsor Root noted differing terminology for God's will.

Revd.J. Charley asked whether the term 'will of God' 1ndlcated

that somethlng was normatlve.

Fr, J Tlllard complalned of the lack of an ecclesial dlmen81on.

Fr Ryan wanted the ghift in ecclesial thought between Vatican I
and II to be made clearer.

Professor Chadwick saw the question of the authent1c1ty of
ecclesiality as bound up..with ' “Jure dlvino . :

Fr.Tillard wanted some expression of perfect' and 'imperfect'
communion. . _ u

Fr,Yarnold preferred 'divine law' to 'divine right'.

Bishop Butler thought Vatican II's subsistit in very important.

Fr Duprey said it was introduced to- indicate continuity with the
apostolic church, not exclu51vc identity.

Dr,Gassmann asked what was the condltlon of 6001631al recognition.

Wednesday 27th August: EVENING SESSION

Bishon Clark opened dlscu881on on 211[;nfa111b111ty/3 from
Venice 1979
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‘Bishon Knapp-Pisher and Revd.J,Charley did not think it reallly
answered the guestions.

_ Bishop Butler cons1dered the real difference to be whether there
could be any infallible definitions.

Professor Chadwick posed the auestion whether any deflnlng body
was, incapable of being erroneous, .

Profegssor Fairweather detected an inconsistency in the use of
'cherism', :

Revd,J.Charley did not think the rceference to Lambeth 1948 was
helpful as Scripture was only one criterion among others. He agreed
that a doctrine might not be high in the hierarchy of truths but it

could affect a doctrine which was so.

Bishop Butler decl-red that Papal Infsellibility was not important
but it was necessary.

Fr.Tillard agreed as some doctrines had a dogmatic importance
and others a prgamatic importance.

Fr.Ryan thought it important to affirm that there was an
infallible agency.

Bishop Vogel saw the cuestion as rel ting to the Spirit operating
in the Church.

Professor Chadwick thought that an a _priori infallibility had to
include the case of Pope Honorius. Consonance with Scripture and
Tradition added a lot of soda water to the scotch of a priori,

Rcvd J,Charley was disturbed by a Catho]lc tendency to keep a
"trxs' at all costs,.

Bighop Butler insisted that it was the 'intention' whidh mattere.
the form of words. being contingent. He added that the Church did not
only speak indicatively. ,

Bishop Clark was. certain some things were certain.

more
‘Professor Root thought there was/ eonverpger.ce than it seemed.

Fr.Tillard said that 'infallibility' belonged to the office of
Leotl ale
declaring ce qu'est. It was always a judgement,

Revd.J.Charley insisted that 'infallibility' must be nresented
in a way which was acceptable to a united church,.

Fr ,Tillard wanted Papal Infalllblllty to be scen in the same
lizght as the infallibility of General Councils.

Bishop Butler related the function of 'infallibility' to that
of exclusion from the communlty - anathema sit. Anglicans too had

this ability.

© Professor Chadwick did not want to put Popes and Councils on
a par. .
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Bishop Vogel said the logical difficulty was that 'infallibility*}
was a potentiality only to be tested in actuality.

- Fr ,Duprey linked 'infallibility' to discernment in the Church.

Bishop Butler considered it closed the options of debate.

Professor Chadwick said Nicaea and Chalcedon began the debate!

It was decided that Fr,Tillard and Revd.J.Charley should re-draft
the document. . v -

Revd,C.Hill drew attention to, the Canadian Statement on
'Infallibiity' as found. in ARCIC 228,

Bishop Clark then asked for comment upon the Marian Supplement
to 211/Infallibility/2.

Fr.Ryan queried the Church 'before and after the incarnation'.

Fr,Yarnold did not want other ways of interpreting the Immaculatéﬁ\
Conception to be excluded,

Fr,Tavard 4id not waﬁt the question of Mary to be isolated from
the whole Patristic understanding.

S Professor Chadwick ihsisted that the problem was one of
defingbility,

Thursday, 28th Adugust: MORNING SESSION

Archbishop McAdoo opened discussion on 211/Jurisdictioné-from
Venice 1979.

Archbishop Arnott, Bishop Knapp-Fisher and Mgr, Purdy were
appointed drafters, -

Revd, C. Hill drew attention to Fr. Ryan's amendment (ARCIC 229)
and to related passages in the Burnham draft ‘'Elucidation'.

Dr. Gassmam thought -the draft was too idealistic and spoke too
much of power, :

Fr. Duprey disagreed‘®as exousia was a Gospel concept,

Fr. Ryan was unhappy at the treatment of metropolitans. They -
did not have an immediate jurisdiction, '

Bishop Moorman spoke of the right of conscience,

Fr, Tavard thoughttfear could not be allayed while jurisdiction
remained 'immediate' and'universal.

Fr. Duprey countered Fr, Ryan by peinting out that Eastern Catholic
metropolitans did exercise ordinary jurisdiction.

Fr. Ryan saw help in an appeal tn Christus Dominus of Vatican II
which showed derelopment from Vatican I . “




-5~

Bishop Butler fervently hoped there would not be too much
Canon Law. Authority in the Church must be Christ-like and was to 1

.contrasted with constraint,

Professor Chadwick feared_bureaucratic'interferenée and a power

which was without limit.

Professor Fairweather and Bishop Butler thought there could
ultimately be no legal safeguards - a supra legal approach was

necded.

Bishop Knapp-Fisher thought primatial ~uthority needed tc be
seen to be collegial. The Synod of Bishops had been disavpointing

in this respect.

Dr, Gassmann asked for a statement of the conditions of union.

Professor Scarisbrick detected a note of federalism in the
document. I1f there were to be reassurances, they must be mutual.
In the end trust rather than reassurance was callcd for. .

Fr. Ryan hoped for more explicit Angliean objections.

Fr. Duprey wanted to see an agreement at the level of faith
but its expression in different ways.

Fr, Tillard insisted that the'statement'of Zinelli at Vatican T
jndicated the dogmatic principle that the nrimacy was not for the
destruction of the local church. ‘

Mgr. Purdy explained that the draft had Dbeen inﬁended to state
doctrine. ' '

Professor Fairweather considered an Anglicanregative observatic
that acceptance of the primacy did not involve certain structures

to be imnortant.

Fr. Ryan asked for a schema which would a) explain papal
jurisdiction dogmatically; b) expound Anglican fears; ¢) postulate
a trajectory for the future.

Professor Chadwick saw universal communion as magnetically
attractive to Anglicans. A system of government was not so.

Archbishop McAdoo then asked the Commission to consider the
re-drafting of the material on the Petrine Texts (ARCIC 230/Petrine

Texts/1).

Dr. Gassmann posed the question whether there was 2 biblical .
foundation for the office of the bishop of Rome.

Revd.J. Charley complained that the problem of continuity and
succession nhad not been dcalt with. '

Bishop Clark ineisted that each Tocalchurch was in continuity
with the apostolic church.

Pr. Ahern found some passages minimalist.

¥



Fr. Tillard said that only sonme features of the Petrine \K\
ministry Were~transmissible There were some signs in the New Y
Testament of the ¢ contring of the Church in Rome. He cited EBeter N
in the New Testament. ,

Fr. Tavard thought it unwise to base agreemnent upon speculntion.

Revd.J.Charley repeated that transmission was the problem. The
draft did not answer Venice os6(a), He wanted it said the texts did
not form a major part of the argument for the Primacy.

Fr,Tavard saw two ways of handling the issue: 1) a treatment of
the texts themselves; 2) a critique of the claims made for the

texts.

Tr,Yarnold and Tr.Ahern asked for the statement of the
prominence of Peter t- come before its qualification,

Professor Chadwick considered the avoidance of the 'proof-text’
nethod of argumentimportant. Tt could be said that a Petrine office
existed. There was a Case for such an office today in a united y
Church. ™

\‘\

Thursday, 28th August: AFTERNCON

Bishop Clark continued the discussion on 230/Petrine Texts/1.
A number of drafting pointy were made and an jnconclusive discussion
followed on whether Peter's ministry was "obove'! that of the other
Apostles. Many meuwbers preferred 'is not of a different kind'.

" Pp, Tillard pointed out that Peter was imnportant among the
Apostles, whereas Paul was important among the faithful of his

Churches.

It was decided that Fr.Tillard and Revd.d. Charley should join
Fr,Tavard and Bishop Vogel to re-draft the text.

Three sub-commissions proper wWere then formed to deal with Jus
Divinum, jurisdiction and Infallibility.
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Archbishop McAdoo opened discussion on ARCIC 230/Petrine Tpx s/5
Drafting points were raised in respect of references to " Cephas" ,the
Council of Jerusalem, and the 'apostolic foundation' of the Church.

Fr.Tillard thought the paper might suggest that for the New
Tegtament Peter had no importance at all.

Fr, Duprey insisted that there were differing rsther than
conflicting interpretations of the Petrine Texts in the Patristic
period,

Fr.Yarnold wondered whether justiehad been done to the colder
Roman Catholic traditi on of the 'succession' of Peter.

Fr,dhern thought the document was ambiguous in respect of
whether it was the Commission which was rejecting certain interpetati
or the Fathers,

Revd,J.Charley wanted to see the possibility of the rejection o
an interpetation of transmission with an acceptance of the nrimacy
cn other grounds, '

Professor Chadwick agreced. The use of the Petrine Texts was
periphal and subsequent, ‘

Bishop Butler offered "This interpetaticn of the New Testament
Gdata has been questioned and it has been argued that it arose from
an attempt to justify a development which had occurred even amnong
those who question this interpetation...."  This was accepted.

Professor Scrrigbrick pointed out a duplication of material
shout the applicability of all New Testament texts about Peter to
the Bishop of Rome,

Fr, Duprey was unclear as to the "many things™ which were sald
about Peter,

Professor Scarisbrick pointed out that if the analogy between
ter and the Bishop of Rome held good there nust be a sense in which
could be said of him that ''On this rock...."

P
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Fr. Ryan offered: "Tut although the sen’ence 'on this rock..."
is spoken to Peter, ’this does not i ply that bthe same words when
applied to the Bishop of Rome can be said of him with an identical
meaning”. This was accepted.

Revd,J.Charley preferred the original material (drafted by
himself and Fr.Tillard) on the transmissibility of the apostolic
college as a whole,

Arehbishor MclAdoo asked the Commission to look at the relevant
parts of that draft (2%0/Petrine Texts/2). It was agreed to substitu
t+his material but with Fr. Ryan's amended sentence,

Bishop Vogel and Fr.Y¥srnold could not follow the logic of the
£inal serntences. 1t wns decided to remove the sentence “Many thinge
said of Peter..." and the one following.

Professor Fairweather clarified the logic of the concluding
centence of the section by offering "The fact that Peter's rolc in
s totality cannot be transmitted, does not however exclude...

[
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Professor Scarisbrick, Fr.Duprey and Bishop Butler wanted a more
positive affirmation of the possibility of the transmission of some
features of the Petrine ministry.

Professor Chadwick regretted that the Primacy had been based
solely on Petrinity and the Roman See. The text did not yet indicate
how the Commission would like the Frimacy to be.

Fr.Ryan and Revd.J.Charley saw this as a final paragraph and
Professor Chadwick was asked to offer something to the drafters.

Fr.Tavard did not find the logic of such a paragraph apparent.

Pr,Yarnold returned to the question of the official Roman Catholic
view of succession. It was agreed to add "whose successor the Bishop
of Rome was claimed to be' to the final sentence of the first
paragraph on page 3.

Archbishop McAdoo asked for the final paragraph of the doai ment

to be brought back with the new material when this had been drafted. {y
He then opened the discussion on 230 Jus Divinum/1.
Revd.J.Charley asked for the present Roman Catholic position on
the churchly status of the Anglican Churches in the light of
Apostolicae Curac.,
Fr.Ryan held opinion tc be open - hence the dialogue.
Fr,Duprey saw the guestion as to whether acceptance of the
Primacy affected ecclesial status.
Bishop Butler believed Lumen Gentium tc be of fundamental
importance. dJus Divinum and ecclesiology were not connected.
Fr.Yarnold insisted that Roman Catholic Canon Law 3did not make
communion with Rome essential for sacramental validity.
Fr,Tavard thought the guestion was set in a (wrongly) Roman
Catholic way.,. : -/

Fr.Ryan explained that the draft limited itself to the
guestions posed in Venice 24(p).

S

Revd,.C.Hill reminded the Commission that the Wychcroft draft
Introduction had touched on ecclesiclogy. Dr.Gassmann had posed
two questions for when ARCIC examined this areft (217/A & B/3).
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Revd,C.Hill agreed. A positive conclusion depended on a
resolution of the ecclesiological problem,

Bisth Moorman wanted the deletion of the whole nﬁragranh

Professor Fairweather and Fr JLyan 1n31sted that something must
remain as it represented a common Judgment.

Archbishop Mchdoo was equally insistent that the weight the
two traditions gave to the primacy as God's design for the universal
koinonia was very different,

SUNDAY, 31st August. MORNING SESSION.

Archbishop McAdoo opened discussion on 230/Jurisdiction/l.

Bishop Knapp-Fisher explained that the sub~commission had included some Qﬁ
material from the Burnham Elucidation (226 Koinonia-iuthority/1) and Fr.Ryan's
draft (4rcic 229).

Dr,Gassmann found the initiql sentence too authoritarian.

Bishop Vogel though the second sentence should refer tn the Roman Catholic
position,-

Father Yarnold thought power of Jjurisdiction attached to an office.

Fr.Ryan said the first sentence was his, but it was a definition of
specifically Roman Catholic jurisdiction. ‘

Tather Duprey wanted a more theological definition. = He was also critical of
the criticism of the Curia. :

-FrsYarnold suggested "jurisdiction may be aeflned as the rlght to make or
impose u90131ons.u..." , .

Fr.Ryan hoped it couldbe made clear that the Commls sion was speaking of
ecclesiastical jurisdiction. Then he offered ".....the auvthority (potestas)
necessary for the fulfilment of an office".

Fr.duprey asked for an exﬁlanation of ‘ordihary',"universal' and 'immediate’.
He agreed to re~draft the second sentence. '

- Discussion followed on the critical reference to the Curia.  Mgr.Purdy
thought the main problem was the lack of understanding of cultural diversity.
/nother was that matters of little importance appeared to have: the weight of
the Pope behind them, In the end it was deleted. There was also drafting
discussion over the last clause and it was adapted to read "legitimate freedom
of conscience, thought and action".

In para.2, Fr.Ryan could not accept that a metropolitan had jurisdiction.
There was really only one Metropolitan-in the R.C. Church, the Bishop of Rome.

Fr,Duprey thoughtit was only necessary to say that a Metropolitan's
jurisdiction was different in nature from a bishop in his diocese., He regretted
the R.C. destruction of intermediate jurisdiction. w

Fr.Tillard thought theological and juridical levels were being confused.
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After discussion Fr,Ryan offered "the jurisdiction -of .some

metropolitans....". It was also decided to remove the final part

of the sentence altogether.

Fr.Dupre Ehen offered his draft for the second sentence of

_paragraph 1: "In consequence the jurisdiction of the Bishop of

. . " . .
Rome as universal primate is called -"ordinary bﬁcause"}tkls. .
inherent to his-office; it is called "universal' and "immediate

" because it must.enable him directly to serve the unity and harmony

of the koinonia as a whole and in each of its parts!,
Drafting points-were then made on paragraph 3.

Fr . Tavard wes unclear as to the meaning of "must be seen to

A 0 Hic. - e e
exercise". After discussion it was agreed by the sub-commission that
this was a drafting error. »

.Fr._Rxanvpreferred to see metropolitan for primate.

Bishop Vogel was not happy as the ECUSA did not have such an
epiecopal office. .

Sunday, 3lst August: AFTERNOON SESSION

Biéhop Clark invited continued discussion of 230/Jurisdiction/1.

In para.3’ Professor Fairweather and Bishop Vogel successfully proposed the
deletion of the reference to Metropolitan authority.

‘ In para.4. Bishop Vogel asked for the deletion of"persoﬁal' in the first
sentence. Father Duprey agreed and proposed its gubstitution by 'own'. This
was accepted. : - '

Rev.J.Charley proposed the second sentence bg split into two. Lfter some
discussion about the new third sentence a proposal from frchbishop McAdoo was
accepted: "T"he diocesan bishop is helped to make this universal dimension a
reality by the universal jurisdiction of the universal primate'.

Fr.Yarnold and Rev.J.Charley thought the final sentence too compressed and
Fr,Duprey queried 'eucharistic communion’, Bishop Butler successfully proposed
'Since the Church is the'commuanion in charity of all the local churches....!

In para.5. Fr.Ryan hoped for the omission of the sentences defining
timmediate jurisdiction'. Bishep Knapp Fisher agreed.

On the contrary Mgr.Purdy strongly urged the reference to the possibility of
appeal from a diocesan bishop be retained.

Fr.Ryan pointed out that this was not & consequence of the Pope's 'immediate'
jurisdiction but his ‘universal’.

Rev.J.Charley suggested 'Since this jurisdiction is 'universal' it affords
a right of appeal....' This was accepted.

There followed much discussion on whether it was necessary to make
reference to Vatican I.
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Bishop Butler insisted that the right of appeal was very early. Canon Law
was only a sophistication and truth could not be dérived from it.

Fr.Tillard heartily agreed.
Fr.@x too thought it best to describe the reality in theologlcal terms.
Bishop Butler asked if Fr,Pillard's paper Vatican II et L'Apres-Concile:

BEspoirs et Craintes (nuCIC 232) could be taken account of, particularly the
para on 'nleéena potestas! (9.9)

Bishop Clark requested the drafters to take account of this,

Professor Chadwick hoped there would also be some reference to the differences
between inglicans and Roman Catholics regarding conciliarity. Anglicans had more
than purely consultative:ceonciliarity as had the Early Churckh. ’

frchbishop McAdoo hoped this might be put in para 7. Prcfessor Chadwick
was asked to draft something,

There was some discussicn on the final sentence of para 6, It was-thought
by many to he unclear. Fr.Yarnold thought the first draft clearer (ARCIC 211/
Jurisdiction/2). The drafters were asked to consider its restoration.

Drafting points on para.7 were raised. ‘Tt was decided fnglicans did need
'agsurance’', Matters in the earller draft (211/Jurisdiction/2) were referrea
to by Fr.Yarnold.

fxrchbishop Mcidoo accepted thelr suppression on the. understanding that they
would be referred to in the 'Blucidation',

Rev.J.Charley wantsd assurance that there would be no ‘'imposition'-on
/inglicans as well as nc 'suppression!. - :

Professor Chadwick offered 'Or the imrosition of traditions which are wholly
alien to it!'. ' L

Fr.Ryan, Fr.Duprey and Rev,C.Hill found the oblique reference to the Unidt
Churches an unhappy one. It was deleted. : Y

Bishor Butler suggested the ,final sentence should be.more modest and read:
e recall tho words of Fope Paul VIeowas' -




13-

Monday, 1st September. MORNING SESSION

Archbishop McAdoo opened..discussion on 230/Infallibility/1.

Fr.Yarnold explained that the sub-commission had felt that the Duprey/Root
draft on the Marian Dosmas had best be in the Flucidaticns.

Fr./hern was uneasy at the Church 'wandering away from the truth' in para.l.

Rev.J.Charley thought this of some importance.

Bisho» Knapp—~Fisher proposed 'even if errors invade the Church'., This was

accepted. o -

Fr.Tavard queried 'ultimately' - was the Church only brought back to the
truth at the eschaton? )

After lengthy debate fT.Yarnold and Dr.Gassmann proposed the deletion of the
sentence. Bishop Knapp~Fisher proposed the addition of 'true understanding of
the Cospel' to the following seutence. These were accepted.

(‘2

Fr.shern wondered whether a contrast was’ intended between the 'faith of the
community' and the 'mind of the Church' in the penultimate sentence.

Professor Root suggested Moctrinal decisions....'. Bishop Knapp—Fiaher
proposed 'the communities faith' and the Rev.J.Charley asked for 'as grounded in
the Holy Scriptures....'. These met the problem.

Drafting points were made on para.d. .

Bishop Vogel agked for ‘could' rather than tyould! in para.3. He also
preferred to think of the Primate ‘'‘exposing' rather than,:_'correcting'e

Professcr Scarisbrick strongly preferred twould!'.

Fr.Yarncld end Bishop Clark successfully proposed 'would.be intended as'.

@?‘ Bishop Butler was perplexed as to what tthe genuineness of what it teaches'
meant.

Fr.Tillard, Re¥.J.Charley and Profésgsor Root thought a sentence had been
omitted from the draft: 'If such definitions are said to be protected from error,
the emphasis is on their truth, as guaranteed by continuity with the faith, rather
than the authority of their authors.' :

Professor Chadwick rather thought authority had a good deal to do with
reception. He reminded the Commission of the Burnham draft material on the
reception of councils. (226/Authoriteroinopia/l)

-

Professor Scarisbrick insisted that authority was of major importance.

Bishop Butler agreed. It was the condition for recanizing the truth.

Pr.Tillard disagreed. The Roman Catholic Church suffered from a kind of
< nominalism. :

Bishop Vogel said truth was a criterion not an authority.
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Archbishop McAdoo and Professor Chadwick felt re-drafting was called for.

Fr.Ryan was unhappy at an appeal tec the common mind of the Church when there
was no common mind, 4

Bishop Knapp-Fisher thought that in paras 3, 4 and 5 there was no distinction
between judgements and statements.

There was lengthy discussion on their distinction.

Rev.J.Charley saw the Commission diverging on whether it was s?eaking of
the basic principles om which certain kinds of pronouncements function or the
way in which the Church reacted to them,

Fr.Tillard insisted that para 3 only dealt with authoritative pronouncements.
Fr.Ryan f;it the para could be read to be gpeaking of infallible statements.

Professor Chadwick askéd for a re-drdft aftef,disoussion of paras 4 and 5. €§

In para'4 there was some unease at the word of God as 'substantially
distorted'.

Bishop Butler offered 'that its teaching will fatally misrepresent that
Aruth'. . . '

Monday, lst September. AFTERNCON SESSION

Bishop Clark invited Giscussion on the re -~drafted section of the
Jurisdiction text (1.9.80. 9. a.m.) so that the drafters could complete it.

Fr, Ryan wanted it said that the Synod of bishops was not‘és fully
representative as it could be, . e

Fr Duprey pointed out that it was classical theology that only representative
bishops could not make binding decisions.

- W
Fr, Tavard and Fr. Tillard objected to the Primate being outside the college
of bishops. Fr. Tillard offered: "in correlation with the gpiscopal college"
Bishop Knapp~Fisher suggested that’ some of the material might better occur in the
Elucidations. This was accepted.
Bishop Clark then asked the Commission to return to 'Infallibility'. He
-invited discussion on 4b - a proposed re~drafting (1.9.80: 1.50 pem.)
Fr, Yarnold liked Bishop Knapp-Fisher's re-draft but preferred the original
first sentence. It was agreed to retain it.
Fr, Duprey preferred the whole original sub-paragraph.
Fr. Yarnold asked for the deletion of the reference to unusugl primates and
general councils as it anticipated the argument of the document.
Fr. Ryan and Bishop Butler found the second sentence very conditional. :
ot

fi number of theological and drafting points were made before it was decided to

‘retain the original text, but with some reference to the inadequacy of words at the
end of para 4.
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Fr. Tillard also proposed a substitution et this point  'Infallibility is the
guarantee of the trith of the judgement expressed in the proposition or definition',

Archbishop Mchdoo asked for "By which it meant that infallibility...."

Professor Chadwick was unclear as to whether the Tillard amendment was another
way of talikking about the guarantee or a separate entity.

Fr..Tillard clarified his offering aé "infallibility of the universal primate
or General Council is the guarantee..co."

Bishop Vogel felt this soundec. like a definition.

Pr. Tillard again clarified "..... by which it implied that...."
on

There then followed a long discussion/the exact phraseology of a proposed
addition on the inadguacy of language. after accepting amendments from Bishop
Clark and Bishop Knapp-Fisher the Rev. J. Charley eventually successfully
proposed nz1though the language in which these defintions or decisions are expresse’
is never wholly adequate this does not invalidate the confidence that the truth
it embodies is preserved from e rror." :

A4 sharp disagreemeht arose between Bishop Butler and Fr. Yarnold on the
relation between infallibility and language. In the end Rev. J.Charley proposed
"Tnfallibility is not directly concerned with language but with a judgement™.

Drafting points were made on para.>.

Fr., Tillard initiated a discussion on the sense in which a missionary was
infellible in declaring 'Jesus is Lord'. -

Fr, Duprey felt tinvalid' was the wrong word in relation to the Primate and
Councils. Mgr. Purdy offered ,,... would not be achieved...."

An important discussion arose on the questiocn of the reception of infallible
feclarations. . :

Fr. Ahern  and Professor Searisbrick and Fr. Tavard wanted the opening of the
sub-para to reai: nSince what has been declared....". :

Bishop Butler agreed. ‘Vatican II had been very clear that what was
infalTibly declared would be infallibly receivel. Reception was therefore a
critenanfogérecognition of infallible judgements. ‘

v e

Fr.Yarnold thought the whole section might be sent back .to the drafters.

Re;:E.Charley agreed as more needed to be said. There was parallel material
on conciliar reception in the Burnham draft. )

-
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Tuesday. 2nd September: MORNING SESSION

Archbishop McAdoo invited Professor Chadwick to introduce
a revision of paras, 6-7 of 230/Infallibility/1 (2.9.80: 9. a.m.).
This was read before detailed discussion of para, 6., Drafting
points were made, .

Archbishop Arnott was unhappy with the sentence on being out
of communion with Rome, IR

The Revd.J.Charley successfully proposed a clarifying
addition: "...since they believe they have adequately been maintained .
in the truth during this time without acceptance of the Roman N
Primacy..."

Important amendments were made to the sentences on infallible
decisions.,

Dr.Gassmann and Bishop Butler substituted "without the
explicity previous consent" for "indenendently".

™,

Professor Chadwick proposed the deletion of the second part
of the prior sentence and its substitution by: "....the conciliar
‘process (of which the universal primate is a part) rather than with
the universal primate or any one man, apart from the conciliar
nrocess,"

Bishon Clark amended this to "..strictly conciliar process".

Bishoo Vogel noted that it was the non-infallible pronouncements
which were the problem!

Bishop Knapp-Fisher proposed the following sentence began
"Thus Anglicans even when they are aware of the very pigorous
conditions imposed on its exercise...."

| Fr,.Tillard 4id not. feel that Roman Catholics held the .Marian
Dogmas to be "essential to faith". He preferred "linked to the
essential faith",

Archbishop MchAdoo asked if Roman Catholics had to believe them.

After some discussion ag to the'statuszof the Dogmas Fr, . -
Ryan offered "the Immaculate Conception and Assumption as * binding
on believers". This was accepted.

Bishop Butler asked for a reference to Mary as Theotdkds.

Discussion followed and eventually the Revd,C.Hill successfully
proposed "Mother of God Incarnate'. o .

After further drafting noints there was discussion on the
Chadwick addition tc para. 6.

Revd.J,Charley said it was not easy to see what the new
sentence meant without the R-ot/Duprey draft as it was tooshort,

Fr.Tillard wanted "underlying doctrines", -

Professor Fairwcather remarked that the Pope in defining dogmas
vositively for Roman Catholics 4id not define negatively for
Anglicans,
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Bishop Vorel asked for "dnglicans do not feel bound by their
faithe, .o : '

Professor Chadwick asked f-r the drafting of a footnote on the
1iunes of the Duprey/Root draft. This was accepted.

In turning to para. 7 the Commission accepted Professor Root's
suggeéstion and turned to the Chadwick re-draft first.

Fr.Tillard felt the logic of the draft was disrupted in the
Chadwiok version. It was originally a consensus paragraph.

Revd.J.Charley ~aw the matefial in the re-draft as going in
para, 6. This was agreed. :

Professor Fairweather though the Chadwick statement of
Anglican difficulties morenuanced,

Fr,Yarnold saw para. 7 beginning with the existing sub-psra,
"Neverthelss we believe..." :

" Drafting points were then made on the Chadwick draft.
After some discussion on the mistaken and correct decisions

of the Roman See in the Patristic and nodern periods, Professor
Fairweather successfully nroposed a 're-drafted amendment of Fr,

Tavard. T1{ recognises that despite mistakes in the long course
of the Church's history, the occupants of the See of Rome have
often - protccted the Church. ’

Bishop Butier, Fr.Tavard and Bishop Vogel reaqucsted the deletion
of the chuse '"quite apart from any independent criterion of dogmatic
truth". This was accepted.

Bishop Butler objected to “gift of illumination".

gested "gift of divine assistance".

Bishop Clark sug

Bishop Butler did not want "inherent in the Pope's office".

Fr,Tillard proposed "necessarily attached to the office of the
Bishop of Rome". :

Bishop Clark thought "irrespective of their recention by the
faithful" too strong. '

Professor Scarisbrick prososed "can be regarded as secure and
autheritiative before their recention by the faithful".

Professor Chadwick now considered that his Anglican denial had
died the death of a thousand guaiifications. He wondered what the
the nature of his a priori now vas.

Bishop Vogel wanted the sentence to remain. Infallibility
resulted in only a formally significant statement. Anglicans
wanted empirical justification.

Fr ,Tavard also wanted it kept. It indicated the weakness of the

pm BN B~

doctrine.
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SEPTEMBER 2nd Afternoon session

3iﬁhgp”cggahL discerned that the Commission preferred the
Chadwick re—drgft of 230 / Infallibility para 7. But that it
should he put in para 6. He asked what new elements it contained,

Professor Chadwick thought his first sentence added something
new. However the gorning's discussion had made the gap very narrow,
Mha@ now was the difference on infallibility with the ‘orning's
modifications.

Bishop Clark asked Bishop Knapp-Fisher and Fr, Yarnold to
re-draft the material into para.6 The second half of the Chadwick
re~draft should still go in pars 7.

" Fr, Yarnold and Fr Ahern: found the openi : 2
2 > pening sentence of the
material weak: "NevertheleSS..eo.. v ¢ ° ° para |

- Fr, Duprey still felt this was better as an Anglican statement
r2the?_than a common one, Roman Catholices were already bound to
cognise the bishop of Rome, not just in a united Church. ‘ &

Profgssor Pairweather called attention to the need to re-draft
the material so that it did not suggest that a universal primate ebuld
only speak with authority afier unity took vplace . :

Professor Chadwick to~k this and offered-'in 'a united Church
it would be recognised that....."

Rev, C,Hill hoped the first sentence or the original text would
be modified in view of the significant convergence on the role of

reception,

Bishon EKnapp-Fisher agreed and wanted its substitution by the
final Chadwick scntence, - :

Dochr Gassmenn pointed out the possible logic the para. could
follow. It could begin by a negative and then build up to a more
positive assessment or vice-versa.

Fr, Tillard proposed another introduction: "We believe that
even if the infallibility of the Bishop of Rome is not entirely
resolved it can no longer constitute an obstacle between us, and that
living together it could be’resolved..

Professor Chadwick hoped the cormission would move from an
acceptance of a primacy to difficultics with the term infallibility.

Archbishop Mcidoo wanted the content of the original first
sentence to come in somewhere.

¥y . Duprey _and Bishow Knapp-Fisher thought that all the
Anglican diffigulties should come into para. 6 .

Professor Chadwick hoped that the two penultimate sentences of
ig dratt would stand as there neecded to be some statement Qf what

the differcnces now wore,

Bishon Butler honed there would be a reference to the changed ,
framework of the debste in the light of Vaticen 1I. Neither Church .-
had yet assimilated its fruits,
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3i°hon Clark called for discussion on the Chadwick re-draft
to begin "Nonetheless...."

Iz _Duprey objected to the phrase "even above a general council
of highops'., It was deletod He-also disliked "unique incrrancy"
A . .
ﬂLu mou d have preferred 'such a unique role to the Bighop of Rome"

¥roféssor Chadwick offered "unique protection from error"

Peofessor Scarisbrick asked the Anglicans whether bishops and
S/00Ln were always and everywhere diminished hecause of the Bshop

e ) - N
O Home,

2rofessor Chadwick said not. He then said that the Commission
was tolking of "difficulties" not "differences" as he could accept
that too,

A7, Kyan objected to the term Cathedrs Petri, The concept
vehind this had been rejected in a radical way by Vatican I.

i, Tillard asked whether the real problom was the diminished
status of bishops or that everything came froia one man .
. \ . ‘.
Pev, C,Hill thought that the status of synods needed clarifica=
tipn, 'he nroblem was thuttho conciliar process became only
CGRSHWLdLl,r

Fr, Yillard said the real problem was authoritative statements

Professor Fairweather agreed. Infallibility gave an 'aura' to
211 pronouncemecnts,

fr, Miilsrd offer@d the ascription of infallibility to certain
,wdrvmf1t% of the B;anp of Rome is felt to have lead to an
xaggerated authority in all his statements. "
AMter discussion it was generally felt this was an important

point and that the drafters should put it in.

Ln, Cassmann noted that something similar was elaborated in the
U.S. Catholic/Lutheran agreement,

Bighop Vogel hoped four points would be made in conclusion
7)) the apcpptuhcp of a universal nprimacy with an effective teaching
oflTice 5
2) the ("lecuthGS Anglicans had with the ternm 'infallibility';
3) the declaration that those difficulties were no longer ob%bacles;
4) the need fow the assimilaticm of Vatican II.

Fr, Duprecy hOpcd for the inclusion of a sentence to the effect that
cven if the issue of infallibility was nof completely resclved there
was no obstacle now to a common life,

Dishiop Clark wondered about the text of para.8

Cm——l

"r. Tillard insisted that since that para had been written
there nad b en a resl advance

)

©

B Professor Chadwick also thought the two 31dcs were now very close,

Precigion was now needed, a reference to Vatican II, and the fact that
cheracteristics of cach side were often presented,

. ‘ . - e e g
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Rev, d. Chérlgz,thought a final conclusion to all four documen ‘g
could not be composed but the whole text could be seen.. This was

the general feeling.

LYo k-p;%ce . R
Dlscu881on7on‘t-e possibility of a further meeting to

comnlete the four terts and in particular the infallibility draft.
December 15th - 19th in Liverpool was canvassed.

Professor Fairweather, Bishop Vogel, Fr. Ahern and Dr. Gassman coulf
not manage this. It was aifficult for Fr. DBuprey.

3rd September Morning session

Archbishop Mcpdoo asked Bishop Vogel to read 230/Petrine Texts/4.
Discussion followed paragraph by paragraph.
In paragraph 4 ReV. J. Chaxley did not think Peter helping the other
‘ apostles "to be what they are all called to be" at all clear.

e

After some attempis at re-drafting the following emendation by Professor
Chadwick was accepted" Peter also serves the Church by helping it to preserve
Cits unity (e.g. Acts 1l:4 ff), even if in the same matter in his weakness..c.."

In para.6 there'was debate about the 1egitimization‘0f a development
myhich had already occurred". But it was eventually decided to keep to the text.

Fr. Yarnold wondered what exactly ngpecified" referred to in the last
para.

Bishop Vogel replied that it meant as in the document.

Archbishop McAdoo invited Professor Fairweather to read 230/Jus Divinom/2.

Pr. Gassmann liked the introduction which linked it with Venice 24, He
. hoped similar introductions would be composed for the other three texts.

Fr. Tillard was unhappy at the use of nguccessor -of Peter" in para. 2 . ..
Vatican I had said "unde quicumque in hac cathedra Petro succedit". (Caput II). LW

The emphasis was on succeeding in Peter's cathedra.

Professor Fairweather and Fr.Yarnold pointed out that the Canon had
gaid that Peter thabeat pbrpetucs successones ',

Fr.Bzan'acceptably proposel ®the primacy of the }Successor in the chair
of Peter' whom the Councileeess

In para.’ Rev.J.Charlgy}enquired whether 'Church of God' and 'a Church'
were intended to by synonymousS.

As this was difficult for the Roman Catholic members te say with exactitude
it was decided not to press for Clarification.”

Discussion moved to the date of the interim meeting of the full Commission.
Proposals for a February meeting were rejected. - At the Tecember meeting
(15 to 19th: Liverpool) the Infallibility document would be completed and
attention given to the -Burnham Elucidations. " Tt was thought that the
ecclesiological Introduction would take much of the time of the next meeting -
proper (Windsor 25th August to 3rd September, 1981). '

At the conclﬁsion of 230/Jus Divinum/2 Fr.Ryan amended the first sentence of
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the first alternative ending "In the past noman Catholic teaching that the
Bishop of Rome:is universal primate by divine right or law has beers ..o

It was decided to end the text with the first alternative but to keep the
second for use in discussion on a general conclusion. o

Archbishoﬁ MbAdOo invited BiSﬁop Knapp—Fishermxo‘feadJZ}O/Jurisdiction/Q.

Lifter cérafting discussion on the first three sentences of para 2, the third
gentence was amended by Bishovanapp;Fisher‘to read:. "The jurisdictions
aesociated with different levels of episcope (i.es-of primates, metropolitans
and dioccsan bishops) are not in a}l respects similar in kind."

3rd September. AFTERNOON SESSION

Bishop Clark invited Fr.Yarnold to read 230/Infallibility/2.

Drafting points were made.

Fr.Duprey asked whether the last séntence of paréEB neaded some
expansion. -

Rev.J.Charley felt the a rgument was circular in any case.

Bishcp Butlex proposed that 'certainty' should be Sﬁbsfituted by
tguidance’., . This was accepted. T ,

In the last sentence of para.4 Professor Chadwick wahted the addition
of "...a universal primate, verified in the experience of.the Church, by
WhiCh itn ) " . tt

Bishop Butler opposed this as it evacuaiéﬁlthe'eoncept of infallibility
of meaning. o T -
Rev. J.Chariey thought this illustrated the crucial aifference between

the two traditions. Roman Catholics had an immediate guarantee of the
truth. - Anglicans had to wait for reception. reme e e

Bishop Butler said that Newman had waitec to see whether,the definitions

of Vatican I had been received.
(]

Peressor Chadwick thought this fact was support for his amendment .

‘Rev.J.Charley thought otherwise.  With the amendment it would -read
asc the verification of a judgement as true, rather than the verification that
it was an infallible statement as in the original text... The amendment was
not accepted.
In pars 5 Professor Scarisbrick thought it best not to tie the footnote
on Pagtor leternus too closely to the Callican articles 0f-1682, The
gentence was d2leted. S

Rev., C.Hill asked forlthe‘inclgsion of more material in the sub-para
on the Marian Dogmas from the original Root /Duprey draft. The drafiers
were asked to do this. o e

In para 6. it was agreed 4o add Professor Chadwick's amendment to
the end of the first sub-para "It is ndt‘characteristic of inglicans to think
religious certainty enhanced by a. doctrine of papal infallibility". '

|7 wmvvs presented. o
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After considerable discussicn on the existing two final sentences of this
sub-para they were deleted.

Professor Chadwiék pointed out that the first implied that with texplicit
prioxr consent'! the Pope could indeed make infallible judgements. The substance
of the sentences was found earlier in the gub-para in any case.

Professor Fairweather amended "person and Qork of Christ" to "the histoxry
of salvation™. This was more appropriate for the Marian Dogmas.

Professox Chadwick also successfully proposed an additional sentences
"fhey are confident that she was- prepared by divine grac2 to be the Mother of
our Redeemer and that her glory-in~heaveﬁ'iS‘prbportionate to the honour God
gave her on earth". :

In para T. Fr.Tillard was unclear as to the meaning of "R.C. freedoms.ss"”
Rev.C.Hill wanted an indication of convérgeﬁce on both sides.. Anglicans
wanted unity and universal communion and therefore a ministry of unity for

the universal churche.

Fr.Tavard proposéd "R,Cs acknowledge...." and suggested théi the
sentence be reversed with the preceeding one. These were accepted.

Professor Chadwick thought the conclusion of 230/Petrine-Texts/5 relevant.

Fr. Tillard noted that Canadian /nglicans had felt the need foi an office
od guidance in doctrine and faith. e

Fr. Duprey was unhappy at the sentence "We believesses" If this was SO

then there was no difference. o )

Professgor Chadwick thought this ought to be the first sentence.

* Professor Fairweather pointed out that the text inplied that only when
the churches were united could the Pope speak infallibly. Was this what
Roman Catholics wanted to say. S

Rev. J. Charley was not at all happy at the para. There was still real
disagreement. : . :

Fr; Tillard said the point of disagreement was that infallbility was stricth;}

1linked to the office of the Bishop of Rome. It was agreed that a certain

'infallibility'was given to «the one who presides.

. Rev. C.Hill reminded the commission that this para. was a first draft.
Tt was the work for Liverpool in TDecember. . "

Bishop Clark put'it'to the commission that paras. 1 - 6,ﬁere clear.
This was agreed. R

Professor Chadwick said that reception was atill on the table. The
question wgs what a difference of this:mégnituﬁe‘had on whether a step forward
coulé be taken. The problem had been reduced to size;jzhnglicans‘wanted
universal communion but were not attracted by centralized;gqvgrpment.

Bighop Butler thought the problem of reception wasvbéund'to come up in
the RC7 Orthodox dialogues ' L

It Was'agreéd that. Fr. Yarnold and Bishop Knapp-Eisher should prepare a

————

draft conclusion‘fof‘Liverpdbl in DecembeT.

Rev. J. Charley would also write gomething to jndicate his general
unease at the overall position.



