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MINUTES OF ARCIC-II - PALAZZOLA - ROME
2 - 10 September 1987

9.15 a.h. 2nd Septewber

Frouw the chair, Bishop Mark Santer opened the session.

After practical arrangements had been discussed, the two
C?-ig8§gt§r1es reported on responses to the Final Report
0 -I. _

Fr. Kevin McDonald noted that the official response of the
oman Catholic Church would be prepared by the Secretariat
for Fromoting Christian Unity but with consultation with the

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.

Canon Hill drew the Commission's attention to the Emmaus
Report which had been prepared for the Lambeth Conference.

Fr. Yarnold hoped for a high level of response on the Roman
Catholic side.

Bishop Lessard asked about the relation of the Unity
Secretariat's response to the C.D.F.

Fr. licDonald thought there would be indpendent and joint
deliberations.

Sr. Boulding asked about the response of Episcopal Conferences.

Fr. McDonald was glad to say that most had been positive and
enthusiastic. At the same time, there were questions on all
three of the subjects treated by ARCIC-T.

Bishop Baycroft said it would be helpful to have some knowledge
of the Roman Catholic process similar to the Emmaus Report.
Could ARCIC have a summary of what the Conferences had said?

Bishop Cameron noted the different nature of Anglican responses.
Some provinces were able to spend much time and resources on a
responsec. liaking a second point, he felt an important rewaining
issue was the question of whether the threefold ministry of the
Church was accidental or embryonic. The principle also related

to priuwacy.

lHrs. Tanner asked if the Comuwission could be given the official
Roman Catholic response to BEM. This would be important for the
Commission's work on 'Marks of Koinonia'.

Prof. ¥right wanted to know whether the response would be the
olfficial ﬁoman Catholic response or just one response aumongst

others. He also asked whether information about the publication
of Anglican responses could be uwade available.

Fir. Charley asked what happened to criticisms of Eucharist and
Ministry. VYho was to deal with them?
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EiShQD sSanter. was clear that ARCIC-IT had a mandate for -
dealing with any remaining problems.

Sr. Boulding  felt any suspicion of secrecy on the Roman
Catholic side would ‘reinforce traditional Anglican suspicions
and undermine the worl of ‘ARCIC-I.

fr. chonald said they were not secret as they did not yet
exist.

]
Bishop Hal}ace questioned the final character of the ARCIC
_ docuwents il they' were approved. They would not be new creeds
yet ?hoy would be glosses on the faith.

Foe Ti}lard pressed for the publication of the responses of
all Episcepal Conferences.
L v

LCishop Santer noted a tendency in both Comuunions to demand a
tighter derree of agrecuent with outsiders than with those .
already in cowmunion.

F#.;thonaid then'outlined the detailed arrangments for the
visit of His Holiness, Pope John Paul II, to the Commission.

At Jjust after 1.30 p.w. His Holiness Fope John Paul II
arrived at Palazzola. He was greeted at the door of
the. church by Cardinal Willebrands and the Co-Chairmen
of ARCIC together with the Rector of the English College
and the Couwmission's Co-Secretaries. A short Ministry
of the Word followed, presided over by the Holy Father
and the Co-Chairmen. ©Psalm 121 (122) was recited,
after the Cowwmission sang John Henry Newman's hymn,
'Praise to the Holiest in the height'. The Readings
were frow St. Faul's letter to the Ephesians, Chapter
4 verses 1 - 8, 11 - 13 and Bede, Ecclesiastical History
of the English Church and I'eople, Book II, chapter 1.
The extract (rouw Bede was the story of Gregory seeing
the Angle slaves in Rome and deteruwining a mission to .
Lngland. Interccssions and prayers followed and at
the conclusion the Holy Father bestowed his blessing.
The Holy Tather then joined the Cowmission for lunch,
during which the Co-Chairwen addressed speeches of
welcowme to hiw and he spoke to the Commission and

cncouraged its work.

5 Delile Bishop Cormwac Murphy-0'Connor opcned the
afternoon cession.

Canon l{ill raised the question of a single press release on
The Lope's visit and the current work of ARCIC which wight have

appended the:texts of the threc speeches.

Irof. Pobee hoped that the release would be composite.




Bishop lurphy-0'Connor then asked the Comwission to report

on reactions to Salvation and the Church. In his experience
they had been very positive but there was the issue of Indulpgences.

Fi, licDonald reported that SPUC had commended an article by
'T'. Valentini. This had been enthusiastic. The Final Report
was coherent with Trent, if passive on the Church.

Canon Hill drew attention to the criticisms of Dr. Alister McGrath.

Bishop Cameron noted the Agreed Statewent was being studied

in the Diocese of Sydney and within the Evengelical Fellowship
of the Anglican Communion. With hindsight, the document would
have been stronger if it had stressed more the common background.
In the 16th century there was a consensus on the Person of
Christ - the Augustinian doctrine of Man togetler with the
Calcedonian doctrine of Christ. He did not wish to elevate a

particular doctrine of justification as that by vhich the
Church stood or fell.

-

Sr. Bouldinp felt that work on Indulgences would have to keep
an eye on Catholic anxieties. There was much ignorance of
what Trent actually said.

lir. Charley <caid there had been a very warm welcome for the
doctrinal section though more criticism of the historical
Intreduction and the section on the Church. The Commission
needed to be careful about last minute alterations. There had
been some criticism of matters not raised, especially Indulgences.
Dr. McGrath and Bishop Fitzallison of the United States had both
.raised the question of the formal cause of Jjustification.

lirs. Tanncr wondercd whether the Conmission hpd paid enough
attention to contemporary 01d@ Testament scholarship.

Fr. Tillard pointed out the interesting fact that Evangelicals
had most disliked the parts Roman Catholics had aduired, i.c.

the section on the Church. Ferhaps the Commission should uwake
wore usc of baclkground papers by scholars outside the Commission.

Prof. I'obee thought the Couwwission needed greater clarity about
The tarpet rroup of its docuuments.

Canon Hill thoupht that many who criticised the section on the
Church had not disarreed with what was said. But they were
suspicious of its cryptic nature and had some anxieties that
the Cowwiscion was slipping in something by slight of hand.

T'rof. Chadwick had the suspicion that Dr. llcGrath thought
the Church wac accidental and had no relevance to salvation.

tir. Charley felt the Commigsion needed to explain why it had
dealt with the Church. There was a suspicion that it intruded
between belicvers and salvation.

Bishop Wallace hoped clucidations would not be taken up too
quickly.
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Irof. Lrirnt apreed there had been very little dissatisfaction
In the U.S.A. 5; hoped the Commission would learn from the
publication of the Llandaff Statement. In particular, there

@might be need for biblical studies on koinonia hzstorical
.and theolopgical studies of the 16th cepfury context, and the
Congission uwight also wish to use outside consultants.

-~ L

Irgf. O'Donovan asked whether there had been any liberal
Anglican conument.

Lishop Vorel urged a stronger emphasis on pneumatological
christology.

Sr. Boulding regarded elucidations as inviting others to
.01n the ARCIC process.

Dr. Gasswann 1nformed the Coumission of the German publication
of the test in conjunction with other statements on justifi-

cation.

frof'. Chadwick (replying to Prof. O'Donovan) reminded the
Commission that John Wesley had once been criticised for
preaching on justification. He had been told "0Old sermons,

Sir, old seruons".

Frof. O'Donovan was then invited to report on a weeting of
lloral Theologians - (Prof. O'Donovan, Fr.. Brendan Soane,

Fr. Kevin licDonald and kev. David Brown
He would be able to offer a paper for the Commission's consi-

derotion. It wvould look at the question of moral issues from
the point of view of koinonia. They have asked whence the
view that Anglicans and Rowan Catholics are disagreed about

woral issues and for how long.

“ - .

I'r. Teter Dawian asked whether the proup had treated specific

questlons.
I'rof. O'Donovan spoke of a drag-net which had pulled in some .P
cxawples.

vas extremely anxious about the over-loading of
"he Coumission must have a clear idea of
were not in the mandate.

Fr. Yarnold
the Agenda.. C
priorities.  [oral issues

C=non 1111 pointed out that the mandate included "all that
continues to divide us".

"ichop Bayéroft told the Coumission of a Canadian ARC
Tocolution that Anglicans and Roman Catholics should not work
on new woral questions separately.

was sympathetic with Fr. Yarnold. He asked for

Prof. Wright 15ke
Could the Commission

suFpestions of practical next steps.
propose . such?

Bishop Vogpel warned of people who raised moral issues as an
excuse for lnactivity. lle thought that the formation of the @
_oral conscience pave a theological entry to the subject

(ARCIC-I).
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Cr. Doulding; believed that authority issues were fundamental.

Irof. O'Donovan hoped the Commission would not try to resolve

all the woral issues held to divide Anglicans and Roman Catholics.
At the same time he did not want the subject simply reduced to
ccclesiolory. There was a painful divide in the U.K. between
Inglican and Rowan Catholics over artificial fertilization.

Irof. Chadwick hoped the Comuission would encourage its
moralists. It did not have to do everything at oncé.

Bicshop Bayecroft underlined the urgency of -moral issues. But
vhat Anglicans and Roman Catholics actually did and believed
were wuuch the sawme, at least in Canada.

Ir. Yarnold again expressed his anxiety about the backlog of

work., Perhaps a group could put out a paper in their own name
on behalf of ARCIC.

Fr. Feter Damian said that uorality was an aspect of dogmatic
theology and what had kept the Churches apart was dogmatic.

Fr. Tillard agreed with Bishbpraycroft; In' Canada,, at the
Tevel of praxis, Anglicans and Roman Catholics were agreed. He
also agreed with Bishop Vogel. The Commission should try to

discover the roots of ethical judgment. This was the obedience
of the baptised. , S s R

8.1 Peli.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor invited discussion on Growth in Comuwunion
(ARCIC-II 67 (8755, and described its origins. 'The Commission
had received Fr; Tillard's paper on koinohia at Llandaff and the
Steering Couuittee had asked itself how all the questions on the
ARCIC Agenda could be handled. It had felt that they were not best
dealt with separately but in relation to Growth in Communion.

ARCIC 67, at Storrington, was a revision of ARCIC 66 which had

been drafted at Maryvale in the U.K. .

Bishop .wrphy-0'Connor outlined the contents. He went on to
say that its status was imprecise. Other subjects had been
Church dividing but koinonia was presuwably not so. The paper
was taking stock of The present situation. It asked what

communion Anglicans and Roman Catholics already shared and what
wvere the obstacles Y0 fuller communion.

Bishop Santer also spoke about the paper. The theme of
comuunion underlined earlier Anglican-Roman Catholic agreement.
It was also found in the 2nd Vatican Council, the recent Synod
of Bishops, and was prominent in the statements of Lambeth
Conferences (compare Emmaus Report). He did not believe that
issues like the ordination of women could be tackled head on.
There was also the need to educate constituencies in the
e¢ssential marks of communion. It was a tentative

docuuent and different parts of it had different characters.
The theological puts were in cection I and section II. The
docuuient then applied this to the Anglican and Roman Catholic
situation. The Comwission first had to agree on the nature

of the problews before their solution was attempted. It was
necessary to agree on what the real questions were.
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. He saw it as a ~
Canon Hill also commented on the document.
theolopical fraaework ,and perspective for the future agenda
of the Commission.

lirq Charley wanted to stress that unity was fundamental to
' This was a new insight for many. Furthermore,
unity by stages had been advocated from the beginning. The
draft set  unity by stages in a proper theological context.

2 : ¥ ‘t"‘ : ! . ‘ . -
Prof. Fobee thought that the  seuwi technical use of koinonia
would lead the Comwission into trouble witp New Tesfamenf_
. ,experts.  There vwas a slip-shod use of Scripture; Koinonia
i~ penerally weant 'participation' rather than 'community’.

WK . 4 2a Lisa ge 'waeal s A

~.. Fre Sogne remembered: that the Commission was not entirely
agreed that an approach through koinonia was the only possible
way forward. He also noted that full organic unity had been
stressed wore. strongly in the earlier draft.

.. . Bishop Cameropn underlined Frof. Pobee's anxieties about the .
""uﬁé'ég the word 'koinonia'. The rehearsal of salvation history
negded wore attention. He was cautious about making koinonia

. bear tqo much.

Bishop Baycroft urged the Commission to be clear what were the
real dividing issues. He did not want the Commission to work
for several years and then be told there were further questions.
Any practical steps should be revealed as soon as possible. He
did not feel the Comission could abandon koinonia but perhaps
the Comuission should not be so exclusive in its use.

2 Yarn61d<pleéded for something practical at the end of the
1088 meetinpr. It was essentially to clarify the status of the
draft;if it was to be &N apgreed statement it could take 20 years!

Bishop Wallace was afraid of a purely theoretical framework.
Tould sowefhing grow out of the work on salvation - Arising out
of the concept of communiony; %he Commission could at least ’.
present an ideal of authorié;.

Frof. Vripht endorsed the reservations of Prof. Pobee,
Fr. Yarnold and Fr. Soane.

Fr. Thornhill also felt the Churches should not lose the
opportunities offered by the acceptance of ARCIC-I.

Dr. Gassmann speculated on whether the draft was really a
final framevork for all the work of ARCIC. Perhaps part of
the Coumission could work on specific projects.

Bishop lLessard was positive about the methodology outlined
in the draft but had some hesitations about meking communion
so all embracing.
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I'r, FPeter Dawian believed the Coumission must have the right
theological backing for'any practicalwsteps. The Council of
Florence had not produced lasting results.

Arbp. Butelezi hoped that’justice and peace issues could
arise from a discussion of k01nonla.

1
Bishop Vogel defended the triniterian base 6f koinonia in
the Capodocian Fathers. For the Capadocian Fathers it
explicitly did not mean part1c1patlon'-

Fr. Tillard passionately defended koinonia. -All recent
scholarship indicated that it meant more than participation.
He cited Rayuond Brown and C.H. Dodd as well as the Fathers

In the ¥W.C.C. it was also the notion whlch held: the,theolog1ca1
work together.

Fr. Adappur drew the distinction between organic unity and

practical steps. He hoped the Commission would draw up the
latter. But there was no universal meaning. for koinonia.

llrs. Tanner was insistent on & right relation between
communion of the Church and the wider human community. There
was also the relatinn of the Son to the Father as developed
in the New Testament.

- —— —

or. Boulding was aware of cllentelle who did not have koinonia
as thelr perspective.

Bicshop lMark defended the use of communion but its wmeaning
could not be simply deduced from .texts a, b and ¢. Behind
it lay personal relationships in community.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor reminded the Commission-that there was

spiritual growth in communion all the time. The Commission's
task was to explicate this growth.
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9:15
LS T

Bp. Canter invited members to go into four groups to discuss the
folluwing questicns:

I« How do we react to the proposal that the next piece of work should
be an eccleslological study
4) as a background and framework to particular issues,

b) to get & clearer perception of the goals we envisage for

Christian unity.

2. Would the publication of an agreed statement on these lines be
helptul?

J. It we do this, should the treatment of particular issues, e.g.
ordination/ practical steps be included (n the ecclesiological

paper or publi: ed separately?

. In the light of the discussion what shape should our work now
take on?

The groups were as follows:

Group A: Croup B:

Bishop Wallace (chairman) %ishop Cameron (chairman)
Bishop Santer Bishop Murphy-0'Connor
Fr. Duprey Protessor O'Donovan
Professor Wright tr. Adappur

Archbishop Butelezi Fr. Yarnold

Bishop Baycrott Bishop Gitaril

Rev. Jultan Charley Mrs Tanner

Group € Group D

Bishop Lessard (chairman) Fr. Thornhill (chairman)
Professor Chadwick Frofessor Davis
Professor Pobee Bishop Vogel

Fr. Scane Fr. Akpunonu

Sister Boulding Fr. Tillard

Canon Hill Dr. Cassmann

Fr. McDonald



wednesday, 3rd September 1L15 a.m.

Bishop Santer in the chair. The groups reported.

Bishop Wallace reported from Group A:

1. The Group was unanimous in supporting the d951rab21;§¥
of the ecclesiological study. But it called for the treatm o8,
simultaneously cof some particular issues (e.g., mutual recognf
of ministries, a practical step in dealing with the problem o
mixed marriages, moral questions) by smaller groups of the
Commission members: but with the publication of_any prepared
statement only if approved by the whole Commission.

2. This group was in favour of publication; but called
for the preparation of preliminary drafts (cf B.E.M. document)
which could be published in some manner for criticism and
review.

3. Some 'particular' issues are so closely linked to the
ecclesiological study of communion that we feel they should be
included in the Statements, e.g. the richness and the limits
of diversity within unity; the use of Authority, its style or
praxis - in reference to Authority in general (not in reference
to Papacy in particular).

We feel that other particular issues should not be treated
extensively; but the ground should be laid, the links built in,
for the future treatment of the particular questions within the
framework of Communion.

We believe the document should be such that - if accepted
by both Churches- it will commit both of them to work on
the solution of remaining obstacles to unity - as well as
providing a theological foundation for doing so.

Bishop Cameron reported from Group B:

The questions were not considered in detai but rather there
was a general discussion on the topics thought to be implicit in
the questiors as a whole.

There was not decisive unanimity in regard to the general
proposal, some feeling for a general ecclesiological paper
providing a general framework of reference, while other members
gave preference to papers suggesting action on specific issues,*
e.g. mixed marriages. It was generally agreed that these two
tasks might possibly be taken together as attempted in '"Growth in
Communion - Unity in Diversity".

Lastly it was felt that there would be some advantage in
the preparation and issuing of 'semi-official" preliminary
statements on some of the issues mentioned above. Responses
to these statements could assist in the preparation of a formal
"Agreed Statement' and ease the necessities of later Elucidations.

‘\
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Bishop Lessard reported from Group C:

I 1. Helpful first step
. Recognises existing communion

. Provides framework for other issues, including moral issues.
4.

Necessity to '"define" goal: clearer perception of goal =
clearer perception of path. .

! 1

theoretical/deductive

#
’ inductive = looking at reality

non

5. A lot has alrcady been done in previous statements/

documentation
IT = arguments pro/con '
= play by ear - decide along the way ° ' A3
= "might be published" 4 .
IIT 1. Certainly should be noted (e.g. as per '"last page' - page
15 of "Growth in Communion') ! -
2. Possible to treat adequately in this study? = too~loqg'
= too late - five years "
3. Distinguish kinds of issues = not all of the same qpalx;y
4.

Farm out to sub-commissionsof ARCIC - <f experts/ ey
specialists, e.g. sub-group on moral issues. i

IV Name sub-groups 1. Overall framework paper

2. Particular issues - four perhaps - - Bz, i

including practical steps (to be tied  ip,
with general ecclesiological paper)

Fr. Thornhill reported from Group D .

=3

1. Not a new theme - gather and builds on ARCIC-I and ”Salvatlonf_
and the Church".

Concrete issues concomitant (not incompatible)
related to deepenlng

""Steps'" and "Goals'" separate?

2. Different nature and authority of document needs clarlfmcatlon.
which node17° gr 3
¥
BEM Consensus . i & =
Convergence can be articulating existing g 35
changed in light of agreement .

wider wisdom

Form to be determined as our work proceeds. ' =12
3. What is '"'treatment"?

A commitment to deal with these issues should be made clear” e.g
this is context in which we will treat.

Setting out a configuration of the questlon in terms of
ecclesiological statement

i

B #2055 X

Important to identify issues, their relationship, and their weight

4. Methodology - Group work/ loss of time in large committee
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Sr. Cecily We're neither writing a purgly ;heoretical \
nor purely 'guess-work' paper. It's something in between.

Bishop Murphy-0'€onnor We need guidance on how groups
might work on the issues now facing us.

Fr. Yarnold Could we consider working very fast. cf.

ARCIC-T's method. Could we not try to get something out on
this issue by next summer and then look at the''next stage

in our relations.

Bishop Lessard: Agreed.

Bishop Santer attempml to summarise the emerging consensus:

- a general acceptance of the profitability of preparing
and publishing a paper on the Church, to give a theological
basis

- need to circulate drafts before committing ourselves ‘
to a final text.

- desire to work in small groups
- to give topics to different groups

Professor O'Donovan Publication on some issues should
happen soon.

Revd.J.Charley against idea of separate group on practical
steps, it should be in context of ecclesiology.

Canon Hill the section on "our existing communion' of the
new project is precisely the context in which '"steps'" would
be dealt with.

Bishop Vogel agreed with Julian but said we need sub-groups
on specific issues relating them to the ecclesiology. ®

Fr. Yarnold enlarged on what he meant bg "practical steps"
in reTations between the Churches on basis o responses to
ARCIC-I: Either

1. implementing some Malta Report provisions i

2. new stage inaugurated by change of Canon Law, e.g. on
mixed marriages

Bishop Baycroft Canadian discussion of the mixed marriage
issue has rooted this in the theology of koinonia; it would not
be a purely symbolic gesure. e

Bishop Santer asked for advice as to how we should
practically go forward.

Bishop Gitari We should go back to four groups and work

on -
- authority #

- morals
- ecclesiologg
- practical steps
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Mrs. Tanner Don't we need a list of issues on which we have
agreed to work.

Bishop Baycroft: We need a group

1. to look at how to build on the paper we have;
2. to look at how we are to work on practical steps
3. to look at what the major issues are.

Bishop Lessard Assuming that the General Map is acceptable,
we address:

1. What is best approach to ecclesiological study;
2. What other issues should be addressed: ) y
3. Do we want small group discussion on 'practical steps'.

Canon Hill We referred in our group to issues set out at
Storrington, cf. p.15 of the paper we have. That could be a
useful guideline.

Bishop Santer: Some issues, like authority etc. fit more
readily into the ecclesiological perspective than others.

Professor 0'Donovan The "steps'" group is sui generis. We
need a letter that can be sent to our authorities about practical
steps after we have heard responses to ARCIC-I from our
communions. We don't need a theological study of koinonia to
underpin a change in discipline on mixed marriages.

Revd.J.Charley We need to show that the degree of communion
between us is strong and is a basis for real possibilities. Not
against Prof. O'Donovan's suggestion.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor: Do we need to go back into groups
to do more work on the schema?

Professor Wright referred to conclusion of ARCIC-I's request
that a new "relationship' be established on the basis of the
Final Report. Could this be something more than just an
adjustment of our arrangements on mixed marriages.

Dr. Gassmann: We need a methodology, but that method always
develops as we deal with any specific issues. Especially we need
group to look at how specific issues fit into the whole
ecclesiological perspective.

.

Professor Davis drew attention to phrase 'new relationship"
on p.l15 of "Growth in Communion". Could we not have a holistic
approach, seeing the specific issue to be dealt with in total
context of developing relationships between our Communions.
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« Bighep iurphy-0'Connor (in the chair) invited people to go

Into groups to discuss the following points and to produce
a typed page of response to it.

e Wrat is the btest approach to the ecclesiological study;
what particular issues should be addressed within it?

2. What other 'issues should we deal with and how do they
relate to the ecclesiological framework?

3. , Do we need a separate study on immediate "practical

steps" and what is the relation of the study to the
ecclesiological framework?
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Friday, 4th September, 9.15 a.m.

Bishop Mark Santer invited members to review the schemas

gresenteq by the four group chairmen. He proposed that the
aux chairmen should conflate the four schemas. This procedure
Was accepted. General comment was then invited.

Bishop Cameron was encouraged by the high degree of consensus.

Sister Boulding had reservations about the proposal for
two separate documents.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor 1liked the outline of the third
group.

Bishop Baycroft did not want the Plenary to accept one
schema rather than another, but he asked for a synthesis.

Professor O0'Donovan noted that Groups 1, 2 and 3 seemed to
be recommending a multiple document approach. Only Group 4
recommended a single document. This was the question before the
Commission.

Fr. Tillard clarified the intention of Group 4. They did
not want a single document, but a coherent ecclesiology which
showed where particular issues would be dealt with.

Dr. Gassmann wanted more than just a sentence on particular
issues. Methodologically this would imply the commencement of
work on particular issues in the immediate future.

Fr. McDonald spoke of the image of a canvas. Group 4 had
intended a painting on which the configuration of the issues could

be seen.

Fr. Tillard noted that Groups 1 and 4 were very similar.

Professor 0O'Donovan proposed that the Commission should
now work in groups.

Bishop Cameron asked for this to be based after the
conflation of the schemata.

Bishop Mark Santer detected a favourable response to group
work by the Commission.

The group chairmen then departed.

Mr. Charley asked about the nature of groups.

Bishop Cormac hoped for discussion of this when there was
a unified schema.

Professor O'Donovan and Sister Boulding asked for some
discussion on the membership of groups.

Dr. Gassmann asked whether there should be one group on
ecclesiology or two.

Bishop Cormac thought two, but Fr. Yarnold disagreed, as the
work on Ministry was very heavy.
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Bishop Baycroft argued for a higher degree of trust to :
ETOUpB. Q\‘

Professor O'Donovan agreed, but future working groups would
need to keep the Commission well informed while the rest of the
Comnission ne2ded to be alert.

Mr. Charley stressed the short-term goal of discovering
where particular long-term issues fitted in to the ecclesiological
framework.

Professor Wright thought that the present session's working
groups might be different from on-going groups. Some overlap
was also desirable.

Mrs. Tanner was convinced that all the groups would need a
thorough immersing in the ecclesiological framework if specific
1ssues were to be properly located.

Bishop Baycroft put a question mark against the term
" T T TV . N =N
speclalist groups™. He pleaded for groups comprising more than
specialists.

Professor Wrighthoped for agreement on the ongoing groups
before the end of the present session.

’ Fr. McDonala delineated the first task of specialist groups
as owning the ecclesiological framework.

Or. Gassmann warned the Commission that it should discuss
the scope, content and focus of particular groups at this
meeting.

Frofessor Davis saw the Commission as fellows well met
standing outside an empty building. What were the Commission
going inside to do? A document on ecclesiology which would
svate a shared ecclesiology, one we seek, or both?

Sister Boulding wondered whether the ecclesiology group
should have one person from each of the particular issues groups.

Fr. Tillard spoke of liturgical reform in the Roman Catholic
church. Everybody in tnat Commission discussed the Eucharist,
but smaller groups were responsible for lesser matters, e.g
readings. All should be involved in the ecclesiology.

Fr. Yarnold reminded the Commission that the task was not
just ecclesiology, but growth in communion. He feared there
were two rival versions of the end product .

Mrs. Tanner was also confused. Some people spoke about an
internal position paper, others an agreed statement, others again

a convergence paper.

Bishop Vogel found the discussion reminiscent of teaching
days:  students talking about a paper but not writing it.
ARCIC-II was in the unique position of setting a basic agenda
in which even the work of ARCIC-I would find its context. ~
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Professor Wright prophesied that the;Commissign., wpuld

entangle itself in a long discussicn of the composite sghema.
He hoped &

o » on the contrary, the Commission would start work on
at the group chairmen proposed.

AU N T
54 o3 Loan

X i i) |
: Bishop Mark Santer thought that manypepple.felt, .that some
1Ssues would not be clearer until the EGommission started writing.

' ‘e 7 vl ~uf. 1 1
11'45 i sl g, . TrLt o1 onlw
. l'tey oot |
. Bishop Lessard introduced his recommendations of group
chairmen (ARCIC-1I 72(87). The proposal. was that ithe four
present groups would each deal with a«chabter.bﬁ_thé;ecplesiological
paper. After this session one group would need to.carry;:on

with the ecclesiology paper and other groups would take up
specific points.

. I T OB &

. 2] BTITE N :f-"n‘ 11 1
Bishop Vogel thought 4.1 was more inclusive than:the
Introduction.

T B KL ] "’l
o Bishop Lessard explained that'steps’ would be included at

e | T

Professor 0'Donovan was disappointed that Fr. Yarnold's plea
for 'steps' ready for 1988 had disappeared. ,” '

pitt 1} !

Bishop Cameron was persuaded that such propgsals.could be
counter-productive. 0

Sy LN g

Bishop Lessard intended them to -be. included at 4.4 under
the necessary implications of existing communion. .-~ 4

ATCAR Y

Professor O'Donovan asked for a vote, but Bishbp ﬁéliéce
did not think the paper was repcting Fr. Yarnold's.plea.

Bishop Vogel was satisfied with the draft, but ﬁéltdhkf
seriously Fr. Yarnold's point. There was no betger subject
than mixed marriages, yet action on this subject could be separate

and based on the past agreed statement on the Theology of
Marriage and Mixed Marriages. 3 w ¥

i

Professor Chadwick sensed a hesitancy .that' ARCIC, should

ask the Curia to negotiate on television. | Ajpublic statement
could be counter-productive. R
¥y iy il . U
Fr. McDonald argued for a proper theological déﬁogstfatiOn
for any next steps. He reminded the.Cpmmission of its Canterbury
mandate which included the possibility of recopmendations,''on
the basis of agreement in faith". By e

A

Fr. Yarnold had only proposed some next step... But he hoped
the Commission would understand 4.4. in this, way. |,

Bishop Gitari strongly agreed. ' X

Bishop Baycrolt reminded the Commission of the
presentation at its last meeting. -

h

[ AV
Canadian

'
)

]

-
' Y * - |

Professor Wright regretted that a nekt step of.chahééd
relationship had not been specified at &4.4.1° p

2 ey
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: 1d be donp=
Professor Davis was concerned that somizhé?g shou One
with which people could identify, e.g. marrt &

deferred
Professor 0'Donovan regretted that the paper
specialist groups. It was a slow start.

11 be
Bishop Cormac clarified that the groups would not a
working on the same material.

Fr. Akpunonu felt that a pr0posa1 which was %aélgo;ﬁiggion
UK or USA might bte counter-productive elsewhere.
must therefore give its reasons for chang-.

Canon Hill detected an oscillation between steps based on

existing communion and steps based on future agreement. But Fr
Yarnold had tiue latter in mind.

Fr. Thornhill had an immediate taking up of issues in view,
but in the context of ecclesiology.

Bishop Santer asked where particular issues were to come in M
4.2 or 4.3.

Fr. Tillard proposed the same question. Issues must not be
added to ecclesiology. He did not want an abstract ecclesiology.
This was the insight of Llandaff - the special relevance of
particular issues to ecclesiology.

Bishops Wallace and Lessard said that the
with4.2. would take up the special issues, but

in that chapter. This group would show their
ecclesiology.

group dealing
not necessarily
relevance to

Dr. Gassmann hoped for a clarification of the positioning
cf particular issues.

Bishop Baycroft thought work could go ahead, providing the
Co-Chairmen checked for duplication.

Bishop Cameron defended a proper form of imprecision at N
this stage.

Mr. Charley was very uneasy that two different groups
were dealing with 4.1 and 4.3.

Sr. Boulding saw 4.3 as a consequence of 4.1. They were
ncc identical.
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.15 p.m. AT IR TR o

. Bishop Murphy-0'Connorafter discussion with his fé'llow
Chairman and th

A e group chairmen invited four gfoups-td work-on
the unified schema. The groups were to correspond largely in
membership with the ea Group 'A"would work on 4.1
corresponding to Storrington I and 11 (Signs) (pdges l<4’and 7);
Group B would work on 4.3 corresponding to Storrington II (unity
and diversity) (pages 5-6). (Groups A and B to liaisé iclosely.)
Group C would work on 4.2 ( Storrington ‘pagés '13 '@nd-l4 ) plus 157)
and Group D would work on 4.4(Storrington pages 8-12,plus#l'57)

rlier groups.

b b oo w9
ral i, dnLdargd
-’1_7 ! Ao Ll A
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4.15 p.m. Sunday 6th September, 1387

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor, in the chair, asked the chairmen of

the sub-groups to introduce the work they had done. The drafts
were distributed.

Bishop Wallace said their group had, in the Introduction

which they had prepared, related the ecclesiological theme

to ARCIC's previous work. Then in the main text they had given
4 theological and historical introduction to koinonia: biblical,
patristic and dogmatic. They had shown the relation of unity
and diversity in communion and prepared for material on 'signs'
but not drafted anything new on them.

Fr. Thornhill's group had dealt with unity and diversity in

principle; diversity within the communion of Churches; limits
to diversity.

Bishop Lessard's group had studied the scandal of division in
their origin and issues that are thought to be divisive today.

Bishop Cameron's group had studied signs of existing communion
and possibilities of fuller communion including "implications"
of our present degree of communion.

The Commission broke up to read the drafts
and reconvened at 5.20 p.m,

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor asked for general reactions to the draft
material.

Bishop Lessard said material showed good possibilities and
overlaps can easily be dealt with.

Bishop Baycroft found much that is good but thought that it was
not yet all there. Let us be careful not to demolish things
before we have absorbed them.

Fr. Peter Damien: Much of the material here already in
Salvation and the Church and Final Report. We must ask, there-
fore, what 1s the main thrust of the document.

Bishop Cameron: We have here the framework of a final document,
more than the beginnings. This document is reflecting a global
outlook and in the introduction this needs to be said.

Fr. Yarnold: Now we can ask ourselves what the purpose of the
document is. 1 see the value of sections on Church and of
diversity. I do not see that the shape of the document justifies
what we say at the end of page 1, viz. that if we put our problems
in context of koinonia then they can all be solved. This is

not borne out by document.,

Canon Hill: The process of putting problems in context of
koinonia has hardly been begun in the document.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor stresse%?ﬂ??l's point.
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Bishop Santer: Needs more attention at certain points to

authoritz in relation to the whole koinonia issue.

Mrs. Tanner understood Fr. Yarnold's point but said it was
because the first section's material on marks of communion
had not yet been developed.

FP. Tillard disagreed with Mrs. Tanner: more work on Section
1 would not resolve Fr. Yarnold's problem. Group C and D do
not have same perspective as A and B. They have a different
ecclesiology.

Fr. DuErex: There is still much confusion about the notion
of communion, especially in C and D.

Bishop Cameron: There will have to be redrafting of later
parts of document with A as the controlling perspective on
communion. [ )

Prof. Wright asked Fr. Duprey and Fr. Tillard for clarification.

Fr. Tillard: I agree entirely with A and B but C and D at times
mean something different by communion from what A and B mean.

Prof. O'Donovan: Document is clear on unitz but obscure and

abstract on diversity. It fails to recognise the sin of
cultural tyranny into which our communions have both fallen in

the past.

Fr. Thornhill: The document is not so good on relation of
horizontal dimension of communion to the vertical. Our

communion is in the Gospel.

Canon Hill: Fr. Tillard's point is that parts of C and D have

a different ecclesiology: these parts would need to be

detailed. Puzzled that D is alleged to be out of line. Per-
haps accidentally formulations are out of line. But these "
need to be noted.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor supported Canon Hill. A and B are
descriptive rather than using the notions.

Prof. Wright asked group to give guidance to A for definition
of communion before they do more work. Do people want to say

what it is.

Fr. Socane: Wrote some of C and wanted to know if criticism was
of principles of ecclesiology or on terminology. We have never
actually agreed on the terminology of full, perfect, organic
communion.

Bishop Santer: On specific issue in C W€ have not yet said
what is the nature of the specific issue in relation to
communion. Need more on eschatological character of communion

of the Ieocalxgse.

Mr. Charley: Commission has to ask itself, do we believe that
the problems facing us will best be resolved in context of
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communion. If we are not agreed on that we are in trouble.

Fr. Peter Damien: Also clear that we are not in agreement

about what communion is. We need a thorough study and we will
beat about the bush if we do not do this.

Bishop Lessard: Our group (C) was overly tentative. We felt
we did not want to anticipate the solution. In relation to
Mr. Charley's question: we have to wait and see how good the
context of communion will be for resolving problems. I

think we do not have anything better at the moment.

Bishop Baycroft: Do we regard our objective'as'thé restoration
of something? I do not. That represents a cyclical approach
to life. We have to have a theology of metamorphosis and
transformation. But this needs to be debatéd and resolved.

Bishop Cameron: -Re word "communion!, do we npot need a para-
graph showing shifts and developments of usage of the word

(as with hilasterionin Salvation and the Church).' We are using
the word with ecumenical overtones at times -, (viz. not going
to each other's eucharists). Ve = :

Prof. Davis reviewed some of the points:made. The real light
emerges in first paragraph of group D. It provides the best
introduction.

Sr. Boulding: Our understanding of communion 1s actually
developing as we work and we will at some point have to say
how exactly we are using it. )

Dr. Gassman pointed to an ambiguity in the senterice beginning,
"It is our conviction", on first page of Introduction. Perhaps
the two meanings can be held together. ‘

Mr. Charley said that in that sentence 'contéxt" means more

than concept: it is not just saying that if we adopt concept
of koinonia that can resolve all our problemns. It is a

reference to the existence of communion that there already is.

Fr. Yarnold: My concern 1s the question of whether the theory
of koinonia will shed a lot of light on our 'problems. I think

it will on women's ordination but not on reconciliation of
ministries.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor: Language of "partial" and "“full"

communion is, after all, the language in which we ‘are asked b:
our mandate to address ourselves to our work. 4

Bishop Santer: The institutional communion is instrumental

for relationships. The ecclesiastical bit must n
be-all and end-all of everything. ot be the

Bishop Baycroft said he thought reconciliati of
on o 3
would also have to be done in koinonia context. S

Mr. Charley:

If we rightly understand koinon]

onia, t
be able to see how much closer we are tEEE—GE—?Eouhiz we will
and see new possibilities. B WE WErS
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Bishop Vogel: We did not think that we were just perating
on the level of the coi. ept of koinonia.

Sr. Boulding: We need another section on institutlional
dimension of communion.

Bishop Wallace stood behind the sentence on page 1 but said
resolution of our problems will not simply come from our
treatment of them. He apologized for incomplete state of A.

Bishop Santer warmed to Sr. Boulding's remarks. He felt need
for more systematic theology.

Fr. Peter Damien: We need to develop our own theology of
communion and make it precise for our purposes.

Dr. Gassmanpy The introduction should be a real introduction
showing nature and purpose of document. It need a paragraph
giving the rationale of the document.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor: In conclusion. We seem to want to
continue with our text and we need to help the groups to
clarify what they should do. At 8/15 we will need to
the tasks of particular groups.

llhoneﬂ

\

~\
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Sunday .
CaY, b September, 1987; 8.15: Bishop Santer in the chair.
Ca i 1
——lﬂﬂlJlLLl spoke about the confusion about the dates of the 1988

meeting. The Secretariat and most members thought it was 30th August
-8th September. But Mary Tanner, Jean Tillard and Gunter Gassmann
dre committed to a Faith and Order meeting at the same time; Faith
T::gofder dates are 2nd - 9th September. Canon Hill set the dates for

Tuesday 29th August - Thursday 7th September

Bp.Santer: We will now try to give guidance to the group on their
tuture work. Beginning with Group A

ERL_!EEEL: Group A should start with a systematic rather than historical
approach beginning with the doctrine of the Trinity.

5r Boulding agreed.

Prof.0'Donovan was alarmed at the impression that pp.l & 2 are teaching

that redemption is simply the restoration of original innocence.

Prof. Pobee: [s there any particular virtue in using Koinonia rather

than communion?

Bp.Vogel: We cannot

already made of 1t.

Sr.Boulding: We've got to explicitly relate Koinonia to

We hoped that we did that in the Introduction. ‘

altogether drop Koinonia given all the use we've

communion.

Mrs.Tanner:

Bp. Cameron asked about future work.
Fr. McDonald recalled that, earlier, people had asked that A should |

give a clear definition of communion and a clear explanation of the

rationale of the study.

Fr.Yarnold: Do we mention the communion of the saints anywhere? He

asked about the methodology i.e. taking a biblical term, seeing its

usefulness and relating it to similar NT concepts. Our further work

on indulgences will relate to communion of saints.
Bp.Cameron: Koinonia never used of the Trinity in the NT.
Fr.Thornhill said it began with S.Basil and the Cappodocian Fathers.

Bp.Lessard: are we getting any consultants for our work?
Canon Hill suggested Raymond Brown.

Bp.Baycrott: We've gone too lar

we ought to send a draft to a consultant for an opinion. 1 don't
see how the typed section on Church fits in with what preceded it.

on Koinonia to seek consultants:

Fr.Tillard: What [s the title of Bp. Santer's material in Group
A 17  The mention ol the English situation (Bede) at the end is a

narrowing.

F'r. Akpunonu:

fic. Why is there such an excursus into 0.T. theology of Koinonia?

Bp. Cameron said that 0.T. matertal was excellent.

['m not happy with 0.T. exegesis: childish and unscienti-
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Fr.Soane found some of the exegetical judgments rather arbitrary.

Fr. Yarnold: Last page of draft: jump from "division'" to '"diversity"
too sharp.

Group B

Prot. 0'Donovan: pp. 3 & 4: This section on beauty of diversity neceds
more concrete definition and we need to affirm that it is a sin to
deny and oppress diversity.

P-3: in "Limits of diversity" why is not the denial that "Jesus is
Lord" included in the things that threaten unity. This is pre-scriptu-
ral and is the bedrock of the Creed.

Frs. McDonald and Yarnold spoke to this.

Prof. Wright doubted whether this list (p.5) could ever be ratified
by our two communions. Some of these things happen all the time

and who is to decide when a denial of some basic thing was being
made.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor: p.3, n® 8: It woquld be helptul if the group
had more concrete examples of the kinds of diversities mentioned
here.

Bp.Lessard: What is the relation of the quote to the rest of the
paragraph in Para. 27

Fr. Yarnold: The document has not got to the bottom of the need
lor diversity: it is the richness and diversity in God.

Mr Charley questioned the word "threatened".

Group C
Prof. O'Donovan: Analysis of the problem of Christian marriage 1s
confused. 'Church and State' need c¢xpansion.
Fr.Soane: It is difficult to resolve all these issues simply on the

basis of the doctrine of communion.

Bp. Gitari: p.3: We have to be carelul about defining people in
negative terms.

Prof. Wright: p.6: absence ol anything about the Marian dogmas.
Bp.Santer: These dogmas arc not sulticiently treated under the notion
ol Authority; they also come under “communion'.

LSS ED

Fr. Akpunonu: This group seems to think that authority 1s what
is responsible for division; rather than sceing authority as a gift.
rr. Soane: It is supposed to be a negative scection that takes tor

granted the value of authority.
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Koinonia. When we're
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GrouE D

Fr.Tillard: 1s not enough in relation of wvisible to eschatological

speaking of the wunity of the Church, we're
talking of the visible Church.

LELXEEEELQ: Shouldn't this come in the general treatment of Koinonia?

Prof.wright: cf. questions about our communion; I'd like to see the
words ol Paul VI at Canonisation of the 40 martyrs included.

Fr.Akpunonu saw problems in the treatment of mixed marriages. We're
soft pedalling on very difficult issues.

Bp.Murphy-0'Connor said that the need for the chairmen to have reactions
to the '"steps'" section was urgent.

Fr.McDonald: One of the problems is the lack of a sufficiently clear
shared understanding of the nature of Koinonia.

Mr.Charley: Drafts of C and D being a bit of a mish-mash. Group
C needs to locate much more sharply how these issues fit into communion

context.

Tuesday 8th September, 9.30

Bp. Murphy-0'Connor in the chair: it secems from our discussions
that a great amount of work is still to be done, especially on group
A which is the foundation. Groups D and B say their work needs more
work on section A done before they can do more themselves.

Better il Group A only goes away to work on a fuller

resumé of their section. Groups B, C, D meet in plenary to discuss
"impediments' in Group C to sce how they relate to ecclesiology ot
communion then to go into groups to consider the specific topics.

We could also have a session together on "Steps" later today.
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Wednesday, 9th September: 4.30 p.m.

From the chair Bishop Cormac Murphy-0'Connor invited discussior
on the work of Group A (757a/l and 75/ar2).

The composite draft was applauded.

‘ Fr. Akpunonu asked for a statement of why communion was so
important.

Fr. Yarnold asked for a little help over the connections.

Prof. Pobee felt the themes of being 'in Christ' and Covenant
needed more emphasis.

Bishop Cameron felt a little more time was required to take
in the exegesis. There needed to be time for response during
the year. It only required refining. Were there not three New
Testament wuses of church.

Fr. McDonald - answering Fr. Akpunonu - saw the document as
a sonata with recapitulation. The whole document will explain the
importance of communion.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor - following Fr. Yarnold - wondered
whether pages 9 and 10 ought to come earlier so that the 0ld and
New Testament concepts of communion are held together.

Mrs. Tanner resisted this.

Bishop Baycroft asked whether the substance of the work allowe:
the Commission to move on to 'unity in diversity', 'the scandal of
division' etc.

Professor 0'Donovan found the Biblical material much improved
but the drafters could have had a Bible without the Gospels:
The treatment of the 0ld Testament lacking a documentary awareness.
The different strands of the 0ld Testament needed to be brought

vut rather more. The reference to Moses suggested a tension with
the notion of communion.

Fr. Yarnold was now happier with the coherence of Part I.

He had a minor problem with sentences beginning with communion
itself.

Fr. Akpunonu still had misgivings about the use of the 01d

Testament - for example the lack of scientific exegesis of
and Eve and the Flood. 8 Adam

Sr. Boulding also had a feeling that koinonia had taken off.

It would be better to say we could find our conviction in the
Scriptures.

Prof. Davis noted a state of development about t
He wanted a sense of dynamism right frompthe beginninE? Church.

endkoffthﬁ second document was not rooted in the text Tage very
work of the systematic theologians had "
goth of the nyatemsid g ad not been sufficientl

from I to II would have to b
engineered. Finally, would the signs of communion gnm?ie sﬁilfully

5 and 6,be elaborated on later? rpages
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Professor Pobee hoped the Introduction would not be quite
so long. Tt could be shortened by removing 'dodgy' exegesis. But
Communion with God was all important - and the covenant theme.
The theme of a sharing of goods also needed expansion.

Bishop Baycroft did not want too much reduction - even some
amplification. Communion as People of God would allow a greater
dynamism.

Bishop Santer welcomed detailed comments but wondered whether
they would help today. Detailed points by letter would be more
helpgul. He shared the concern for exegetic responsibility. But
he did not want to be in the tyranny of the scholars. We read
the Scriptures as part of our story. Reductionism in the 0ld
Testament leads to the same in the New. There should be no
crypto-Marcionism.

Fr. McDonald thought the Commission should ask whether the 1g&
questions could flow from the Introduction. He saw some links fo
moralists. Others should also look out for the links for other

questions.

Fr. Thornhill reminded the Commission of ARCIC's good
tradition of brevity. Yet it had been admitted that this document
was of a different kind. Another ARCIC tradition was to look
back to the undivided tradition. Fr. Yarnold's request for more
on the communion of saints had not really been followed up.

Fr. Duprey did not yet see the aim of the document clearly
enough - this must be more precisely expressed.

The Commission altered the 1989 dates by one day: 28th Augus.
- 6th September.

Canon Hill noted the absence of reference to John the Baptist
and Mary as fulfilment of the Old Testament.
o

Bishop Baycroft: If the signs of communion are numbered it
suggests a temporal or logical sequence. the Lordship of Christ
was 1 and the 10 was sharing the eucharist! This looked like the

official Roman Catholic position.

Canon Hill saw the eucharist as the visible expression of

all the signs of communion.

Fr. Thornhill wanted a reference to the fact that we
recognised five other sacraments as well as baptism and the
Church and society issues needed to be signalled.

eucharist.

Mrs. Tanner thought the language of pages 5 and 6 in II neede:
some attention. The communion and reconciliation language was
imprecise. In pages 1-4 it was not clear what period of history
was being referred to. Primacy also needed to come earlier or it

polarized.

Bishop Santer agreed. The silence on primacy was inconsistg
with ARCIC-1I. 'Shared structures' was rather mealy-mouthed as an
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;Eitantiation of communion. the section on signs needed fleshing

Sr. Boulding lacked a sense of the Church as Sacrament
(cf I page 2).

Bishop Cameron noted an unresolved question about the usage
of the word sacrament.

Professor Pobee asked for a reference to worship in general
before moving to the eucharist. In II.1 there would be a good
place with the Ignatian language. Care also needed to be taken ove
triumphalist language. 'Recognition' also needed careful use.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor understood Bishop Santer's point about
Primacy.

Bishop Baycroft queried: '"schism from the main body", the
high place accorded to the WCC, the juxta-position of the Scripture
with Episcopal Succession lists. the Trinitarian baptismal
formula had not been discussed but some were working for inclusive

language!

Bishop Santer felt mutual submission needed some discussion as
the Commission examined authority.

Fr. Akpunonu wanted to emphasize the place of the local
Church in the New Testament. This was essential for diversity.

Fr. Yarnold felt the thrust of the signs of communion was
towards two distinct bodies in full ecclesial communion. Or
should two bodies become institutionally one. Mrs. Tanner
agreed. There was a particular model at work here.

Fr. Tillard spoke of the Uniat experience within the Roman
Catholic Church.

Bishop Santer was unhappy at this being the only model. There
should be a description of Christian communion as such.

Sr. Boulding saw this as describing pluralism.

Mrs. Tanner saw the signs as along the way.

Professor Pobee hoped to see both communions changing. He
for an open-endedness.

hoped

Fr. Yarnold was not clear about the exact meaning of
baptism. Nor was a commitment to mission alone a sign. Shared
mission was required. Col .

Professor Davis detected a Trinitarian hiccup. The
reference on page 5 was not appropriate on page 5.

Bishop Wallace asked whether the whole document was or was
not an adequate framework for the later questions.
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EL;_QQEEEX thought it was so. He wanted more work to see

what were the essential elements for full ecclesial communion in
the local church.

Bishop Santer agreed. The real essentials of communion must
be described.

Bishop Murphy-Q'Connor reminded the Commission that thought
on communion was still in its infancy in the Roman Catholic Church.

_ Bishop Baycroft also asked whether the basic doctrine was the
right platform.

Bishop Murphy-0'Connor put this question.

Bishop Cameron felt this case had now been made.

Bishop Murphy -0'Connor again asked for comments to be .
sent to the Secretaries.

The Co-Chairmen proposed five groups:

1. An Australian Group to study Authority, Primacy and
Communion: Bishop Wallace, Bishop Cameron and Fr.Thornhill.

2. A North American Group to study Reconciliation of

Ministries: Bishop Lessard, Bishop Vogel, Professor Wright,
Professor Davis, Fr.Yarnold, Fr.Tillard.

3. A group to study Moral 1ssues: Professor O'Donovan,
Fr. Soane, Fr. McDonald.

4. A group 1in the United Kingdom to carry on work on
the Introduction and on Unity and Diversity: Bishop Santer, Fr.
Tillard, Mr. Charley, Prof. Pobee and perhaps Professor Chadwick.

5. Another group in the United Kingdom to study the Ordina
of Women: Bishop Murphy-0'Connor, Canon Hill, Fr.McDonald, Bishop
Baycroft, Mrs. Tanner, Sr. Boulding.

It was agreed that members in Africa and India would be
kept in close touch with the groups.
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