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ARCIC-II 71 (87) 

NINUTES OF ARClC-II - PALAZZOLA - ROME 

2 - 10 September 1987 

9.15 a .~. 2nd Septewber 

Frorn t he chair, Bishop Mark Santer opened the session. 

After practical arrangements had been discussed, the two 
Co-Secretaries reported on responses to the Final Report 
of ARCIC-I. 

Fr. Kevin McDonald noted that the official response of the 
Roman Catholic Church would be prepared by the Secretariat 
for Frornoting Christian Unity but with consultation with the 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. 

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

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

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

Fr. l·lcDonald thought there would be indpendent and joint 
deliberations. 

Sr. Boulding aslrnd about the response of Episcopal Conferences . 

Fr. McDonald was r;lad 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-I. 

Bishop Baycroft said it would be helpful to have some knowledge 
of the Roman Catholic process sicdlar to the E1~maus Report. 
Could ARCIC have a suru mary of what the Conferences had said? 

Bishop Cameron noted the different nature of Anr,lican r esponses . 
Some provinces were able to spend much time and resources on a 
response . f'iakini; a second point, he felt an important remaininc 
issue was the question of whether the threefold ministry of the 
Church was accidental or embryonic. The principle also related 
to prii.iacy. 

1-lrs. Tanne1· a s ked if the Coru:nission could be r;i ven the offi cial 
Roman Catholic response t o BEM. This would be i mportant for t he 
Commiss i on's work on 'Marks of Koinonio.' • 

Prof. ~ri~ht wanted to know whether the response would be the 
oTficialornan Catholic response or just one response [uuonc;st 
others. He a lso asked whether jnforrnation about the publicat ion 
of AnEl ican response.s could be made nvo.ilable. 

hr. Charley asked what happened to criticisms of Eucharist and 
r-lini s try. V!ho was to deal with them? 
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Eishop Santer. waR clear that J\RCJG-IT had a mandate for C\ 
dealinc \•: i th nni -rernaininff problems . 

Sr_ Bouldin£ 1 fe lt any suspicion of secrecy on the Roman 
Catholic side would ,reinforce traditional Ane;lican suspicions 
and undcrwi-ne the \•!orT. of ,AicCIC-I. 

Fr. ~cDonold said they were not secret as they did not yet 
exist. 

} . 

Ilisbop ~allace questioned the final character of the ARCIC 
docuruents if'they' were approved. They would not be new creeds 

•
11 ~ yet they would be·,glosses on t he faith. 

T ", .. I ~ ' I I>, I ' 

Fr. Ti-llard , pressed for , the publication of the responses of 
· · all Epi sc0pti.l Conferences. 

" 
Eishop Santer noted a tendency in both Comruunj ons to de1,1and a 
tighter decree of ae;reeu1ent with outsid ers than with those • 
already in communion. 

Fr. -HcDona9:d then" outlined the detailed arrane;rnents .for the 
vis it of His Holiness, Pope John Paul II, to the Commission. 

I 

At just after 1.30 p.m. His Holiness Pope John Paul II 
arriyed at P~lJzzola. He ~as ~reeted at the door of 
the . church by Cardinal \'Jillebrands and the Co-Chairmen 
of .ARC.IC toe;ether with the Rector of the English Coller:e 
a nd the · Com.,nission' s . Co-Sec r etaries. A short Ministry 
of the tor~ followed, presided over bJ the Holy Father 
a nd the Co-Chairmen. Psalm 121 (122) ~as recited, 
after the Coillmission snnr, John Henry Newman's hymn, 
.' Pir~j se to the Holi.es t in the heie;ht'. The Readincs 
were frow St. Paul's letter to the Ephesians, Chapter 

2 p • Ill . 

4 verses 1 - 8, 11 - 13 ond Bede, Ecclesiastical History 
q f the English Church and People, Book II, chapter 1. 
T~e extract from Bede was the story of Gregory seeing 
t he, .i\n-c;le slaves in Rome a nd deter,uini nc a raission t o • 
Enl>l and. Intercessions and prayers foll?wed and_at 
tl10 conclus i on the Holy Father bestowed his blessinc;. 
The Holy Father then j oined the Commission for lunch, 
durinc \>:hich the Co-Chairmen addressed ~pe?ches of 
we lcome to hiw and he spoke to the Comm1ss1on nnd 
c nvournc;ed jts work. 

I3jsllop Cor1110.c Murphy-O'Connor opened t he 
afternoon session. 

Canon Hi ll raised the ques t i on of a sine;le press _rele1?-se on 
the Pope's visit a nd the current work of ARCIC which m1 cht have 
appended the •tcxtn of the three speeches . 

Frof . Pobee hoped that the releas e would be composite . 

• 
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Bishop ~urphy-O'Connor t hen acked the Comwission to report 

on reactions to Salvatto1; and the Church. _In j,is_ e~eriencc 
t hey had been very pos1t1ve but there wns the issue of Indulecnces. 

Fr . HcDona ~d. r epo1:ted that SPUC had cornme11ded an a_rticle by 
Fr. Valent1n1. This had been enthusiastic. The Final Report 
~as coherent with Trent, if passive on the Church. 

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

Bishop C~ Qeron noted the Agreed Statewent was b~inG studied 
in the D1ocese of Sydney and within the Evengelical Fellowship 
of the Anc;lican Communion. 1t:i th hindsight; the · d·ocument would 
have been stronEer if it had stressed more the common backcround. 
Jn ~he 16th century there was a consensus on the Person of 
Christ - the Aucustinian doctrine of Man toge(er with the 
Calcedonian doctrine of Christ. He did not wish to. elevate a 
particular doctrine of justification as that by which the 
Church stood or fell. 

Sr. Bouldinr; felt that work on Indulcences 1t:ould have to keep 
an eye on Catholic anxieties. There was much i gno:rance of 
what Trent actually said. 

1-lr. Charle.y sojd there had been a very 1t1arm welcoce for the 
doctrinal section though more criticism of the historical 
Introduction 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, espec i ally Indulgences. 
Dr. McGrath and Bishop Fitza~lison of the United States had both 

, raised the question of the formal cause of justification. 

1-lrs. Tanner wondered ,,,.hether ~he Cornnission had paid enough 
attention to contemporary 01,d: Testament schola'rship. 

Fr. Tillard po i nted out the i nt crcstinc fact that Evanr,elicals 
had 1oost disliked the parts Roffian Catholics hod nduired, i.e. 
the section on th8 Church. ~erhnps the Commission should ~ake 
i.iore use of bacl:cround papers by scholars outside the Cor:Jciission. 

Prof. f obee thoue:ht the Coua,1ission needed creater clori ty about 
tne tnr(.'.;et croup of its docurnents. 

Canon Hil l thou~ht that many who criticised the section on the 
Church hncI not disacreed with what was said. But they 't.'ere 
s usp1c1ous of its cryptic nature and had sowe anxiet ies that 
the Co1,,1., issi on vine slippinc in sornethinc.; by s ] i c;h t of hand. 

rrof. Chndv1ick hod the suspicion that Dr. McGrath t hought 
the Church v:a c occ i dental and had no relevance to salvation. 

ilr. Charley felt the CommiDsi on needed to explain why it had 
dealt with the Church. There ,-m::; n suspicion that it intruded 
bct,-;een bclicvcrG ond salvation. 

13i Ghoy \'.'allacc 
quick y . 

lioped elucidations would not be t aken up too 

... 
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1-':ro.:·. \.r i Eht a c;reec. there had been ve r y little d issat i sfactio, 
1n t r c U. .)i. . He hoped t he Corn[i]ission would l e~n from the 
publ i ca tion of t he Llandaff Statement. In particular, there 
□ight be need for bibl i ca l studies on koinonia1 h i s torical 
.~d theolo6ical studies of the 16th century cdntcxt , and the 
Co~~ ·ss i on ~i 6ht a l Go ~ish t o use outside cons ultants. 

Irof . O' Donovan asked wnether t here had been a ny liberal 
Anc lican co~::.en't . 

Eh:hop Vocel ure;ed a stronge r emphas i s on pneurna t oloe-ical 
christcloc;y . 

Sr . BouldinE regarded elucidat i ons as invi tine others to 
J oin the AR I C p rocess . 

Dr . Ga ss11,ann :i nfor med the Co1nmission of the German publication 
of the tc ··t in conjunction with other statements on justifi
ca t ion . 

}rof . Chadwick (replying to Prof. O'Donovan) reminded the 
Cororn i ss i on t!"Jat John Wesley had once been criticised .for 
pr,ach:ing on j ustif i cati on~ He had been told "Old sermons, 
S i r , old s er1.i1ons " •. 

Frof . O' Donov~n ~a s then invit ed to report on a meeting of 
!toral TheoloCTians - (Pr~f. O'Donovan, Fi;,_. Brendan Soane, 
Fr . Kevin t·icDonald and Rev. David BrownJ 
He ~ou l d be able to offer a paper for the Commission's consi
derati on . It ~ould look at t he question of moral issues from 
the . poi nt o~ view of koinonia. They have asked whence the 
vie~ t pat Ang l i cans a nd Roilla n Cathol i cs are disagreed about 
worol issues and for how lone . 

I 

T-'r . I cter Da. ii a n asked whet he r the CTroup had treated speci.fic 
qurs t ::. ons . 

I· rof . 0 ' Donovan spoke o f a d ro. r;- nc t v1hic h had pulled in sorue f' 
c x:ntap l es . 

F'r . Yo r n o l d ¼an cxtren,e l y a nxious nbout the over-loadine; o.f 
-~c Accnda . ~he Coomission mus t have a clear idea o.f 
~rior:i'.fie s •· f,la ral issue s we r e not i n the mandate. 
l'\ I ) f , 

C<> non ?.i ll point ed out that the mandate inc luded "all that 
conti nue s to divjde us". 

Bi !: liop Bo;ycroft t old the Cou1mission of a Canadia n ARC 
r esolut ion tha"t Anr;licans a nd Roman Catholics s hould not work 
on ne~ wora~ quest i ons separately . 

Prof . r.richt wns sympathetic wi th Fr. Yarnold. He asked for 
s urcentions of pract i cal next s t eps . Could the Commiss ion 
propos e suc h? 

Tij nhop Vo~cl warned o.f 
cxc~s c fo r 1nnc tivi ty . 
Jor nl conscience ca ve a 
( ARCIC-I). 

peop le who r ained moral issues as nn 
r~ thought that the formation of the I 

theologica l e ntry to the subj ect 
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Gr. Bouldi nc believed that authority issues were fundamental. 

I rof. 0' Donovan hoped ' the' :<fom'mi•ssion would not try to resolve 
a ll the 11oral issues held to 'divide' Anc;licans and Roman Catholics. 
At t he saiile time he did not 'vtant the subject simply reduced to 
ecclesioloCY. There was a painful divide in the U.X. between 
hnc;lican and Rowan Catholica over artificial fertilization. 

Irof. Chadwick hoped the Commission would enco~a·ge its 
1:1oralists. It did not have to do everything at''once-. 

Bis hop Daycroft underlined the ureency of -moral issues. But 
\•:hat Anr;l icans and Roman Catholics actually did and believed 
\•:ere 1uuch the sarue, at least in C~~ada. 

f I , • 

Fr. Yarnold acain expressed his anxiety ~bo~t· the b~cklog of 
\>:orl~. Perhaps a 1:7oup could put out a paper in their own name 
on behalf of ARC IC. , 

Fr. f'eter Damian said that morality was an aspect of dogmatic 
theology and what had kept th~ Churches apart was dogmatic. 

• • ' ( ,, I • 1' I 

Fr. Tillard acreed with Bishop 
0

Be.ycrort: · In ' Gan~da.·: at the 
I"evel of praxis, Anc;licans and :Roman Catholics were agreed. He 
o.lso agreed with Bishop Voc;el. The Cowmission ·should try to 
discover the roots of ethical judgment. This was the obedience 
of the baptised. 

) -

8.15 p. o . 
·1 •• 

Bishop Murphy-O'Connor invi..ted discussion on Growth in Communion 
(ARCIC-II 67 (87)), and described' its origins. ' The Commission 
had received Fr, Tillard's paper on koinohia at Llandaff and the 
Steerine; ComLlittee had asked itself how all the questions on the 
ARCIC Acenda could be handled. It had felt that they were not best 
dealt with separately but in relation to Orow~h ·in Communi on. 
ARCIC 67, at Storri n~ton, was a revision of ARCIC 66 which had 
been drafted at Moryvale in the U.K. ' 

'· 
Bishop 11urphy-O 'Connor outlined the contents. He went on to 
say that its status was imprecise. Other subjects had been 
Church dividine; but koinonia was presumably not so. The paper 
was takinc; stock of the present situation. It asked what 
cor.:11nunion Anc;licans nnd Roman Catholics already shared and what 
\·rere the obstacle ::; to fuller C?ffiID\lnion. - _ 

Bishop Santer also spoke about the paper. The theme of 
corn111union underlined earlier Anglican-Roman Catholic agreement. 
It was also found in the 2n~ Vatican Counc i l, the recent Synod 
of Bishops, and was prominent ih the statements of Lambeth 
Conferences (compare Emrnaus Report)~ He did not believe that 
issues like the ordination of women could be tacki~d head on. 
There ~as also the need to educate constituencies .in the 
essential marks of communion. It was a tentative· 
docuu~nt and different parts of it had different characters. 
The theoloc;ical Q.1ts were in ::;ection 'I and section rr. · The 
docui:1ent then applied this to the Anglican nnd Roman Catholic 
situation. The Corruuission first had to agree on the nature 
of the problems before their solution was attempted. It was 
necessary to aEree on what the real questions were. 
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,Canon .Hill nlso com1l!ented on the document. He saw it as a 
t heolo13ical., fraiaework ,and perspective for the future agenda 
of the Commiss~oij. 

l·i.r , Charl§Y wanted to stress that unity was fundamental to 
' Thi.iS was a , new i mdght for many. Furthermore, 

unity by staces had 
0

been advocated from the be~inning. The 
, dr,aft set . unity by. ~tac;e s in a proper theological context . 

• • • ) I ,. t ) 1 • • • 

Prof . I- obee tho~ ht that the• se1ni technical use of ko1non1a 
would lead the Commission i nto trouble with Ne\>: Testament 

11expert ~- ,T~~re ~~s• n slip-shod use of Scripture; ~oinonia 
• 1 , 1 r;enerAlly rpeant ' pe,r,ti,cipation ' rather than ' commun1 ty '. 

• I • ) I • [ r • n • l I 

' ,, . fr . 2o~ne I reuiempe~ed- that the pomrnission was not entirely . 
ac;reed that nn approach through koinonia was the only possible 
wny forward . He a lso noted that full or~anic unity had been 
ntressed more . stron5ly in the earlier draft . 

• l. , I • • 

• . , Disho! Ca meron under~~ned Frof. Pobee ' s anxiet i es about the 
use-6 t he word ' koinonia '. The rehearsal of salvation history 
ne~ed 1X)re attention. He was cautious about making koinonia 

.. 

. !)ear t oo much . 1 . 

. . 

Bi s hop Baycroft urged the Commission to be clear what were the 
real di vi di ng issues . He did not want the Commission to work 
f or several years and then be told there were further questions . 
Any prnctica l steps should be reveal ed as soon as possible . He 
did not f eel the Comti.ssion could abandon koinonia but perhaps 
the Cou1u1isz i on should not be so exclusive in its use . 

'Fr . Yar no~d .~le.aded fo; s omethi nf! prnctical at the end of the 
1988 wectinG ■ I t was essentially t o clarify the status of the 
·draft ; if ~t was to be an uereed s tatement it could take 20 years ! 

' ' ) .. 
Bishop Wallace V.'as . afl;'aid of a purely theoretical framework . 
Could s o1.0ethinr.; grow out of the work on salvation - Ari sing out 
of t he concept of communion1 t he Commission could at leas t "t 
pr esent an ideal of authori t :.: . 

Prof . vricht endorsed the r eservations of Prof . Pobee , 
Fr . Yarnol d and Fr . Soane . 

Fr . Thornhi ll al s o fe lt the Churches should not lose the 
opportunities offered by the acceptance of ARCIC-I. 

Dr . Gassrnann speculated on whether the draft was really a 
f i nnl framework for a ll the work of ARCIC . Perhaps part of 
t he Co~mission could work on spec ific projects . 

Bishop Lessard was pos i tive nbout t he me thodoloe;y outlined 
i n t he draft but had s ome hesitations about making communion 
s o all e rnbrac i n~. 

f 
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Fr. feter Dawian believed the Couunission rnus_t have the ric;ht 
theological backin~ for ' any p~actical~steps. · The Council of 
Florence had not produced lasting results. 

Arbp. Butelezi hoped that ; jnstice and peace issues ~ould 
arise fro ill a discussion of koinonia. 

• J I 

Bishop Vogel defended the trinitarian base of koin·onia in 
the Cai:o.docian Fathers. For the CaIX1docian Fathers it 
C YT'\1· ·t1 d'd t 1 ' t' · t' 1 ·' ·i #'.t-' 1c1 y 1 no mean _Par 1c_1pa ion • _ _ : _. __ '_ 

Fr. Tillard passionately defended koinonia. -All recent 
scholarship indicated that ' it meant ioore · than participation. 
He cited Rayrnond Brown and C.H. Dodd as well as the Fathers 
In the v:.c.c. it was also the notion which heJ.d ~the... theological 
work toe;ether. · ' ~ · ·, 

Fr. Adappur drew the distinction between organic unity and 
practical steps. He hoped the Commission would draw up the 
latter. But there was no univer$al •mean1ng. for. koinonia. 

l I , 
1 

• • • 

1 

Hrs. Tanner was insistent on a, 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 
i n the New Testament. 

Sr. Boulding was aware of clie'nte'Ile who did not have koinonia 
as their perspective. 

Bi£hop Nark defended the use · of ·communion but its meanine; 
could not be simply deduced from ,texts a, band c. Behind 
it lay personal relationships in community. 

Bishot Murphy-O'Connor reminded the Commission :that there was 
sp1r1 ual growth in communion all the time. The Commission's 
task was to explicate this growth. 
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by • .,:a11t .r 1n. t aj - rabtrs t " go 1nttJ tour ~r oup s to di s cuss t he 

l::ilv111ng 'lut' H l -: • ,: 

l . H , ., ., we r 1c to t e propvs .a th•t the nex t piece o f wor k s hou l d 

te •n c cr l 1, o l , 5 1 ... 1 study 

~) ~• ~ b• ckir JuoJ 1 nd framework t o pa r c1cul d r is s ues , 

b) ro 6<t • clc ilrer pt:rce p tto n o f the go il ls we e nv i s age f o r 

h1 liti,in un ty . 

' · \.le u l d the publ1c..,Hl cn o f an .i~reed ,-; tatement o n these li nes be 
helpL.J l~ 

J. ll we do chts. shoul d the tr e dtme n t o f par ti c ul ar i ssues , e . g . 

urdt n«ti o n / p r .iLt1cAI Slep s be i nc lud e d i n t he e cc lesio l og i c a l 

µ•p~r o r pu b l• . ... d ,~p.irdLely ~ 

-.. ln the lt~h t ut the d1 -. -. us~1o n whc1 t s hape should o u r wo r k no w 
t ake on ? 

vrou p A: 

81:,hop ~al lace tr h~ tr,3nl 

81 :.hop Sc1n t er 

Fr . Duprt'\ 

Pr o f e s H' r \./ r q;', L 

Archbt:.ho p But l~ z 1 

B1 shop B.1:,cr0 1 • 

~ i \. Juli an C~Jrle, 

Cr .:>u p C 

Bi shop Le ssa r d (cha 1r~ n ) 

Pr o f esso r ChJ dw1c k 

P r o f es s o r Pc be e 

f r . So,rne 

S1 ste r B.:ul d ing 

Ca non Hi l l 

Cr o up B: 

Bisho p CJmero n (c hai rman) 

d sho p Mu r phy- O' Co nn o r 

P r o tess.:> r O'Donova n 

t-r . Ada ppu r 

fr . Ya rno l d 

81shop Gi ta r i 

~r s Tanne r 

Gr o up D 

fr . Tho rnh i l l (chai r man ) 

Pr o fe s s o r Dav i s 
Bisho p Vogel 

fr . Akpunonu 

f r. Ti lla r d 

Dr . Ga ssmann 

fr , McDo na ld 
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1,,; dr.eeda y , 3rd Se pteGber l L 1 S a . o • 

i h S . h h · r The groups reported. B s op anter 1n t e c a1 . 

Bishop Wal l ace reported froQ Gr oup A: 

1 . The Group was unanimous in supporting the desirability 
of the ecclesiological s tudy. But it called for the treatme~t . 
61multaneously of s o□e particular issue~ (e.~-, mutual recogn~tion 
0f minist r ie s , a prac tical step in dealing with the problem 0 

mi xed ma rr iages , moral questions ) by smaller groups of the 
Commission members: but with the publication of any prepared 
s t atement only if approved by the whole Commission. 

2. Th is group was in favour of publication; but called 
f o r t he preparation of preliminary drafts (cf B.E.M. document) 
wh1 ch c ould be published in some manner for criticism and 
r e view. 

3 . Some 'particular' issues are so closely linked to the 
ecc l esio l ogic al study of communion that we feel they should be 
inc luded i n the Statements, e.g. the richness and the limits 
of d i versity within unity; the use of Authority, its style or 
pr~xis - in reference to Authority in general (not in reference 
t o Papacy in particular). 

We feel that other particular issues should not be treated 
extensively; but the ground should be laid, the links built in, 
f o r the future treatment of the particular questions within the 
( r ame\olork 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 s o lution 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 
was a general discussion on 
the question; as a whole . 

conside:ed in detail but rather there 
the topics thought to be implicit in 

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 
t asks 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 Le ssard reported from Group C: 

I 1 . Helpful first step 

II 

2 . Recognises existing communion 
3. Provides framework for other issues, including moral issues . 
4. Necessity to "define" goa l: clearer perception of goal:. 

clearer perception of path. 

theoretical/deductive 
? = inductive = looking at ~eality 

5. A lot has alrc~dy been done in prev~ous statements/ 
documentation 

= arguments pro/con 
= play by ear - decide along the way 
= "might be published" 

.J 

III 1. Certainly should be noted (e.g. as per "last page" - page 
15 of "Growth in Communion") 1 

2. Possible to treat adequately in this study?· = too-,long •. ; 
l - • ' .. - • -

= too late-· five . years --~_, ;_: ::1_. 
3. Distinguish kinds of issues = not all- of the sam~ .q_ual i..ty, c . , 
4. Farm out to sub-commissionsof ARCIC - ~f _exper:ts/. . , , 

specialists, e.g. sub-group on moral issues. - ~-

IV Name sub-groups 1. Overall framework paper _ ::. , _ .. J 

2. Particular issues - four perhaps .._ _. , 
1

, 

including practical st.eps (to, be tie!i ci_n . , , 
with general ecclesiological paper) · · 

Fr. Thornhill reported from Group D 
:, I, 

, .• -
' 1 I -

1. Not a new theme - gather and builds on . ARCIC-I and ."Salvation .•. 
and the Church". Concrete issues concomitant (not incompatible>" ·' 
related to deepening. J 

"Steps" and "Goals" separate? 
., 

2. Different nature and authority of document needs clarifi~ation: 
which nodel?: ., .. ~ r ~ 

BEM 
Convergence can be 
changed in light of 
wider wisdom 

Consensus , 
articulating existing 
agreement 

Form to be determined as our work proceeds. 

3. What is "treatment"? 

·, I ' 

A commitment to deal with these issues should be made cleat~ e : g. : 
this is context in which we will treat ... " ' ' · 

Setting out a configuration of the question in terms ' of , ; r 
ecclesiological statement · r · ·." 

Important to identify issues, their relationship, and their weight 

4. Methodology - Group work/ loss of time in large committee. 
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1 nei"ther writing a purely theoretical Sr. Cecily We re 
--.--... -- k" It's something in between. nor purely "guess-wor paper. 

Bishop Murfihy-O'eonnor We ~eed guidance on how groups 
might work on t e issues now facing us. 

Fr. Yarnold Could we consider working very fast. cf. 
ARCIC-I'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 Santerattempa;lto 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 1s 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 bl "practical steps" 
in relations between the Churches on basis o responses to 
ARCIC-I: Either 

1. implementing some Malta Report provisions 

2. new v:age 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. 

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 
- ,norals 
- ecclesiology 
- practical steps 

• 
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Mr s . Tanner Don ' t we need J l ist of issues on which we have 
agr eed 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: 
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 O'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-O'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 method0logy, but that method always 
develops as we deal with any specific issues. Especially we need a 
group to look at how specific issues fit into the whole 
ecclesiological perspective. 

• 
Professor Davis drew attention to phrase "new relationship" 

on p.15 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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., ,. : 1 1 , Ei 3r.cp :·:U..:ph,7-:-0 'Co:w.o:- ( i n the c~a ir) in-1i t ed people to c o 
:n:o cr oups t o discus s the f ollowine; points and to produce 

, a typed pae;e o.f r esponse to i t . 

, ,1. w..r.at i.,$. t;he best approach to t he ecclesiological study; 
~hat part icula r i ssues should be addressed within it? 

' 2 . "fr-hat other issue s should ~e deal with and how do they 
re late to the ecclesiological framework? 

I , f I • I • 
}. 1 Do ~e ~eed a separate study on i mmediate ~practical 

-

• , 1 , , ~tep,s 11 a,nd "'hat i s the relation of the study to the 
ecclesiological framework? , ~ 
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Friday, 4th September, 9.15 a .m . 

.!Ll:,shot Mark Santer invited members to review the schemas 
prcsentedy the four group chairmen . He proposed that the 
four chairmen should conflate the four schemas. This procedure 
wa s accepted. General comment was then invited. 

Bishop Cameron was encouraged by the hi~degree of consensus. 

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

Bishop Murphy-O'Connor liked 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 O'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 O'Donova n 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 a nd Sister Bouldin asked for some 
discussion on t c mem er81ip o groups. 

Dr . Gassmann asked whether there should be one group on 
ecc l es iology or Lwo. 

Bishop Cormac thought two, but Fr. Yarnold disagreed, as the 
work on Ministry was very heavy. 
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Bishbp Baycrof t argJ ed for a h i gher degree of t r us t to 
&roups . • 

Pr ofe s sor O'Donovan agreed , bu t f uture worki ng groups would 
nc.: c•d to kee p t he Commission wel 1 i nfor med while the rest of the 
C.Jm.r,iss i on ne 2dE! d t :J be a l e r t. 

Mr . Char ley s tress~d the short - term goal of discovering 
whe r e par ticular long-term issues f i tted in to the ecclesiological 
f r amework . 

Pro~es sor Wri~h t t hought that the present session's working 
•·' gT~ups mtght be di fe rent from on-going groups. Some overlap 

wa s a lso desir ab l e . 

., r , I 

: , '-'..I• l 

, l 

Mr s . Tanner wa s conv i nced that all the groups would need a 
t horough i mme r sing in the ecclesiological framework if specific 
is sues were to be properly l oca ted. 

Bishop Baycrof t put a question mark against the term 
" s pecialis t> groups " . He pl eaded for gr oups comprising more than 
spec i a l i sts . 

Profes sor ~righthoped f or agreement on the ongoing groups 
befor e the end of t he present ses sion. 

Fr. McDona la de l i nea t ed the firs t task of spec ialist groups 
as owning the ecc l esiological framework. 

Jr. Gassm3nn warned the Commission that it should discuss 
t he scope , conte r. t and f ocus of particular groups at this 
mee t i ng . 

Pro f essor Davi s s aw the Commission as fellows well met 
s tandin~ out s i de an empty building. Wha t were the Commission 
going i nside to do ? A document on ecclesiology which would 
s~ate a sha red ecc l esiology, one we seek, or both? 

Sister Boul ding wondered whether the ecclesiology group 
s hou ld have one person from each of the particular issues groups. -~ 

Fr . Ti l l ar d spoke of liturg i ca l reform in the Roman Catholic 
1 church . Everybody i n tnat Commission discussed the Eucharist, 

but smal l e r groups were responsible for lesser matters, e.g 
readings. Al l shoul d be involved in the ecclesiology. 

Fr . Yarnold r emi nded the Commission that the task was not 
j usc eccles i ology , but growth in communion. He feared there 
we r e two riva l versions of the end product 

Mr s. Tanner was al so confused. Some people spoke about an 
interna l pos it i on paper, others an agreed statement, others again 
a convergence paper. 

Bishoa Vogel f ound the di scuss i on reminisc~n~ of_teaching 
days: stu ent s t a lki ng abou t ~ ~aper but n~t writ1n9 it. 

'ARC IC- I I was i n the un ique position of s e tting a basic agenda 
i n which even t he work of ARCIC- I would find its context. 

1 
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. Prof~ssor Wright prophesie d t hat the1,Commissf pn, 1wpuld 
e nt a ngle itse lf in a long discu s s i0n of the cbmposite. ~qh~ma. 
H~ hoped, on the contrary, the Com~is sian would start work on 
w at the group cha irmen proposed . , . ,. , ,. . , , ; . , •1 

I ' I J : ) • : i i ~ J { ... ,..., ~- L '.) ~t 

Bisho! Mark Santer thought that manyipeopl-e, ,felt ;th~t .. some 
issues wou d not be clearer until the eommission started writing. 

' ( I f . I 11 / I 1 

1 1. 4 5 , r , , J I ; i , ~ '. 1 JJ () _, 1 , , h,, 

-1 ·r, , . ·.,n ,·. 1 

BishoT Lessard introduced his recommendations of group 
chairmenARCIC-II 72(87). The proposal, wa.s ,that ;the1 four 
present groups would each deal with a ·,cha'ptei::. bf1. thei e.c,<ile,siological 
P~per. After this session one group would neied _.to . c•ctr,ry-1 .on 
with the ecclesiology paper and other groups would take up 
specific points. . 1 1·., ,,, 1...: r. • : . 

'Ii , ,. i •• 1- ,· - -, -: , , ;· 1, •1 11 I 

Bishop Vogel thought 4 .1 was more inc
1

l ·u~·ive ... th,,;rn :_tb,e : 
Introduction. 

-I ( r !·' .r-, I • ' :1 
Bishop Lessard explained that'steps' : wqulo be: , ir;ic;1.,~ed at 

4.4 . . . le I •• '1 ·· 

Professor O'Donovan was disappo~nted that Fr ~ Yarnold's plea 
for 'steps' ready for 1988 had disappear:ed. ,- ., , ,,~·1 --, , ,-, . f 

Bishop Cameron was persuaded that such pr:opg~a1s ·.,could be 
counter-productive. , c, _.-,-., · · , .

1 _ J I ; ' f', J 

Bishop Lessard intended them to -be .. inc~udeq· ,at 14. 4 under 
the necessary implications of existing communion. , ,.- ,-;; 

• ' ' ,I •tl· 

Professor O'Donovan asked for a vote, but Bishel Wallace 
did not think the paper was r P.~ting Fr. Y,;1·r ,nold's,p ea. 

I ' I J> J : • t.• I \ ' . l j ! 1 ' ~ 

Bishop Vogel was satisfied with .the d-r~ft, but he too.k . 
seriously Fr. Yarnold's point . There w9s , no ,bet~er subject 
than mixed marriages, yet action on this subject could be separate 
and b a sed on the past agreed statement Qn. the Th~ology of 
Ma rriage and Mixed Marriages. , . 1 111_ 

Professor Chadwick sensed a hesitancy ,th.at • ARCIC, should 
as k the Curia to negotiate on t e levision. LA i p~b~ic stq te~ent 
could be counter-productive. ,·., :" 1 : . . 1 l 

I . I I I I J I \ . ~ I • I . J . 
Fr. McDonald a rgued for a proper theological d~mons E~a tion 

f o r a ny nex t steps. He reminded the . ~pmm ~~si9n of its Canterbury 
mand a te whic h inc 1 uded the possibility .or rec;:p,qtmet:lda t ions, , ,''on 
the basis of agreement in faith". · · ' •. 

\/ I ' I ( , ,. • • , ., ,.J 

Fr. Yarnold had only proposed some next .~tep . . . aut he hoped 
the Commission would unde rst a nd 4.4. in ~his, W,:1.)1, 

1 
f, ,. ,, 

Bishop Gitari strong ly agr e ed . , , , , , . , ,1;.:. 

Bi s hop Ba ycrott remin~ed the Commission of the Canadia n 
presentation a t its l ast mee ting. ..: .- .•, : ,1 , 

1 ' 1 I • I I : ~ , . ~ t 

Professor Wright r egr etted that a next step . of, changed 
r e lationship h a d not bee n specified a t 4.4. , · . ~ 11 JJ i .:, , J 
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d that s ometh i n g should be don~ . 
Professor Davi s wa s concerne . • 

with which pe ople could identify, e.g. ma rriage. 

Professo,r O' Donovan regretted that t he paper 
specialis t groups. It wa s a slow start . 

, Bishop ,C~r~ ac cl2rified that the groups would 
working on the same material . 

de f erre d 

n o t a ll be 

J I ' 

F~. Akpunonu felt that a proposal which was 
UK or USA might te counter-productive elsewhere . 
m~s t t herefore give its reasons f or ch~n~~ -

valid i n the 
The Comm i s s i o n 

eanon Hill de t ected an oscillation between steps based on 
existing commu nion and steps based on future agreement . But Fr 
Yarnold had t~e latter in mind. 

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

Bishop Santer asked where particular issues were to come in 
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 
parcicular issues to eccle s iology . 

Bishops Wallace and Lessard said that the group dealing 
with4.2. would take up the special issues, but not necessarily 
in that chapter. This group would show their relevance to 
ecc l esiology. 

Dr. Gassmann hoped for a clarification of the positioning 
cf oarticular i s sues . 

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

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

Mr. Ch3rley was very uneasy that two different groups 
were dealing with 4 . 1 and 4 . 3 . 

Sr. Boulding S 3 W 4.3 as a consequence of 4 . 1. They were 
:1c ..: idencical . 

' l 
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4 .15 p.m. 
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. Bishop Murphy-0 ' Connoraf ter discussion with ''hl~ .it~llow 
Chairman and the group chairmen invited four ' g~oups ~td 1wo't"kl •on 
t he unified schema. The groups were to correspond Jargely in 
membership with the earlier groups . Group ·A''.'Wou1lcl ~t_kl o_n 4.1 
corresponding to Storrington I and II (Signs)· (page·s, I.-'14 >1and 7); 
Group B would work on 4.3 corresponding to Storrington II (unity 
and diversity ) (pages 5-6). (Groups A and B·.1:·Q ~iaise: :clos~ly.) 
Group C would work on 4.2 ( Storrington ' pag~s 1l13 1 ~nd,;l14J 1 1ph.1s 15?) 
and Group D would work on 4 . 4 (Storrington pages 8..! 12 ,'pFus ::tr5?) 
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~ -1 5 p . rn . Sunday 6th Se ptembe r, 1987 

81 sh op Murphy- O ' Connor , i n t h e c h ai r, asked the c hairmen of 
t h e s ub-groups t o i n t r odu ce t h e wo rk they had done. The drafts 
w~r~ distr i buted. 

B1nhop Wa l lace s a id t heir group had, in the Introduction 
wh1ch t h ey had prepared , relat ed the ecclesiological theme 
to AR CI C ' s prev i ous wo rk . Then in the main text they had given 
~ theo l o g i cal and h is tori cal introduction to koinonia: biblical, 
patri s tic and dogma tic . They had shown the relation of unity 
and dive r s i t y in c o mmun i on and prepared for l)laterial on 'signs' 
but not d rafte d anything n ew on them. 

Fr. Tho rnhil l ' s gro up had deal t with unity and divers i ty in 
principle; di v e r s i t y with i n the communi on of Churches ; limits 
to dive rsity . 

Bi s hop Lessard ' s g roup had studi ed the scandal of division in 
t hei r origin and issue s that are thought to be divisive today. 

Bi s h o p Cameron's gro up had stud i ed s i gns of existing communion 
and possibi lit ies o f fuller communion including "implications" 
o f ou r presen t deg ree of c ommunion. 

The Commi s s i on broke up t o read the drafts 
a n d r econv e n e d at 5.20 p.m. 

Bisho p Mu rphy-O ' Connor aske d for general reactions to the draft 
Mater i al . 

Bishop Lessard said materi a l s h owe d good pos sibilities and 
o verlaps c an easi ly b e dealt with . 

Bishop Bayc r oft found much that is good but thought that it was 
not yet all there . Let u s be c a r e ful not to demol i sh things 
before we have absorbed t hem . 

F r . Peter Damien: Muc h of the ma teri al here already in 
Salvat i on a nd the Chur c h and Final Report. We must ask, there
fore , what is the mai n t hrust of the document. 

Bisho p Cameron: We hav e h e r e t h e framework of a final document, 
more than the begi nni ngs . Th is document is reflecting a globa l 
out look and in the introduc t i on thi s nee ds to b e said. 

Fr. Yarn old : Now we can ask o urse lves what the purpose of the 
document is . I see t h e val u e o f sections on Church and of 
diversity . I do n ot s e e that t he shape of the document justifies 
what we say at t he end o f page 1 , v i z. that if we put our problems 
i n conte x t of k oi n on i a the n t h e y c an all be solved. This is 
not bo rne out by doc ument. 

Canon Hill: Th e process of pu t t i ng proble ms in context of 
koi n onia has hardly been b e gun i n the document . 

81 s hop Murphy - O ' Conno r st r esse~7A~~l' s p oint. 
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Bi s hop Santer : Needs more attention at certain points to 

au t ho rity 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. 

fr . Tillard disagreed kith 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. Duprey: 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 unity 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 
de tailed. Puzzled that Dis alleged to be out of line. Per-
haps accidentally formulations are out of line. But these • 
need to be noted. 

B i shop Murphy-O'Connor s upported Canon Hill. A and Bare 
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. Soane: 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 specifi c issue in Cw~ 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 lpocalypse. • 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 8greed on that we ~re 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. rn' ' relation to 
Mr. Charley's question: we have to wait and see h9w good the 
context of communion will be for resolving problems. I 
think we do not have anything better at the m'om'ent • 

Bishop Baycroft: Do we regard our objective ·as ' the ' restoration 
of something? I do not. That represents a cyclical approach 
to life. We have to have a theology 'or metamorphosls and 
transformation. But this needs to be debat't!i'd and fesol ved • 

Bishop Cameron: :-Re word "communion~•, 'do w~ pot :peed a para
graph showing shifts and developments of Jsage of the word 
( as with hilasterion in Sal vat ion and the Church) ~·' We are using 
the word with ecumenical overtones at times - (viz . not going 
to each other's eucharists). 

I 
1

, I I 

I 

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

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

1 

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

Mr. Charley s a id that in that sentence "context" means more 
tha n concept: it is not just saying that if we adopt concept 
of koinonia that c a n resolve all our problems. It is a 
r e ference to the existence of communion that there :already is, 

Fr. Yarnold: My concern is 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 
minTstries. 

I '. 

Bishop Murphy-O'Connor : Language of "par~ial" and "full" 
communion is, after a ll, the language in which we are asked by 
our ma ndate to a ddress ourse lves to our work. 

Bi s hop Santer: The institutiona l communion is instrumental 
for rel a tionships. The eccl esi a stica l bit must not be the 
be -all and end-a ll of everything. 

Bishop Baycroft said h e thought r e conciliation bf 1ministries 
would also have to be done in koinonia context. , 

Mr. Charley: If we rightly unde rstand koinonia, then we will 
be able to see how much close r we are than we thought 
and see new pos sibilities. we were 



( 2 2 ) 

Bishop Vogel: We did not think that we were just p~ratl ng 
on the level of the co1. ·'?pt o f kolnoni a . 

Sr. Boulding : We need anothe r section on ins tit u ti o n a l 
dimension of communion. 

Bishop Wallace stood behind the sentence on page 1 bu t said 
resolution of our problems will not simply come from ou r 
treatment of them . He apolog i zed for incomplete state of A. 

Bishop Santer warmed to Sr. Boulding's r emarks . He felt n eed 
for more systematic theology . 

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

Dr. Gassman~ The introduction should be a real introduction 
showing nature and purpose of document. It need a paragraph 
giving the rationale of the document. r 
Bishop Murphy-O'Connor: In conclusion. We seem to want t o 
continue with our text and we need to help the group s to 
clarify what they should do. At 8 / 15 we will need to "hone" 
the tasks of particular groups. 

• 
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Sunda y , I) Se pte mbe r, 198 7; 8.1 5 : Bi s ho p Santer i n the c hai r. 

Ca non Iii 11 
s po ke about the c onfus ion dbout the dates of the 1988 

mee ting . The ~ec r e t a ri Jt Jnd mos t member s tho ught it was 30th August 
- 8 th Se p t ember. But MJ r y Tanner, Je an Ti l l a rd a r.d Gunter Cassma nn 
a re committ e d to a Fait h a nd Order mee ting a t th e same time ; f a ith 

and Orde r dates a r e 2nd - 9th September. Canon Hi l L se t tbe dates for 
1989 : 

Tue s day 29th August - Thurs day 7th September 

Bp . Sant e r: We wil l now try to give gu i ddnce t o the group o n their 

I u tu re wo r k. Beginning with Group A 

Bp . Voge l : Group A s houl d s tart with a systematic rather than h istorica l 

~pproach beginning with the doc trine o f t he Trinity. 
S r Boulding a greed. 

Prof.O'Vonova n wa s Jl.irmed a t th e impression that pp.I & 2 a re teachi ng 

t hat r edemp t ion is simp l y the r es t o r ation of original innocence. 

Pr o f. Pobee : I s the r e any pdrti c ular vi rtue in usi ng Ko inonia rather 

th.Jn c ommuni on ? 

Bp.Vogel: We c annot a ltogethe r drop Koinon1J given al l t he use we 've 
Jl r c ad y ma de o f 1t . 

Sr . Boulding: We' ve got t o explicitly r eldte Koinonia to c ommunion. 

Mr s .TJ nner: We ho ped that we did that in the Introduc ti o n. 

Bp. Cdme r o n aske d a bout future wo rk. 

~r. Mc Dona ld r cc.1 ll ed tha t, ear lier , people had asked that A should 

g i ve a c l ear de f initi o n of communio n and a clea r explanation of the 

r a ti onale o f t he ~tud y . 

Fr. YJ rn o ld : Do we ment I o n t he communion of the saints anywhe re ? He 

J s ked abo ut the me tho do l ogy i. e . t.Jklng a biblical 

use f u lness .rnd rcl.Jtlng i t t o simi l ar NT c o nc e pts. 

o n i11dul ge nc cs wi ll r e l.Jte to t ommu11l011 of saints. 

term, s eei ng :'. ts 

Our furthe r wo rk 

13p. Camero n: Ko 1nonia never us ed o f the Trin it y i n the NT. 

Fr.Thornhill s aid It began with S.B.:isi l and the Ca ppodocian Fa the r s . 

13p,Les s,1rd: .ire we ge tting a n y c o nsu lL111t s f o r our wo rk ? 

C,i no n 11 1 11 s uggested RJymo nd llruwn. 

Hp .UJ yc r o lt: We 've go ne t oo l.1r o n Ko i no ul.1 to 

i.,. o ught t o s end .., drJtt t o a consultant f o r a n 
s~ck consultant s : 

op inion . don't 
s ec ho w t he t yped sec ti o n o n Chur c h fit s I n wi th whJt prece ded it. 

Fr . T i I l.Hd: 

A 
., 

I • The 

11,1rrowl11g . 

Wli ,tt I s the title o f 

mc nt Lo n o f the Engl I s h 
lip. S.int c r' s mate rial 

!> l t u ,ttl o n (BcdC') ,lt the 
in Group 

e nd is a 

Fr, Akpun~inu: I' m no t happy with U."f. c-xcge s i s : c h i ldi s h a nd un s cien li-

l ic . Wh y i s thC'rc suc h a n cxc ur!> u ~ Into O.T . theol ogy of Koinonia '? 

lip. C,1mc r on s Ji d rhJ t U. T. rna tl'rtJl w,1s <'x c c ll cnl, 
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F1·.So.1ne found s ome of the exegeti ca l judgme nts rather drbitrar y . 

Fr. Yarnold: Last p.1ge of draft: Jump from "divi s ion" to "dive r s ity" 
t o o s ha rp. 

Group B 

Pro t . O'Do no van: pp. 3 & 4: Thi s 

more c onc rete definition and we 

deny and oppress diver s ity. 

sec ti o n on beauty of 

need to affirm thal 

P· 5: in "Limits of diversity" why i s not the 

Lord" inc luded in the th i ngs that threa ten unity . 

ral and i s the bedrock of the Creed. 

Frs. Mc Donald and Yarnold spoke to thi s . 

denial 

This 

diversity nt• eds 

it is a sin to 

thal "Jesus is 

i s pre - s criptu-

Prof. Wright 

by our two 

a nd who is 

ma d e . 

doubted whether thi s I ist 

communions . Some ot the s e 

to decide when a de nial of 

( p. 5) could ever be ratified 

things happen all the time 

some basic thing was be ing 

Bisho p Murphy-O'Connor: p,3, n° 8: It wo<; uld be helplul if the group 

had mo re concrete examples of the kinds of diversitie s mentione d 

here . 

Bp.Lessard: What is the ndation of the quote to the re s t o f the 

pd rd g raph in Para. 2? 

Fr. Ydrn o ld: The doc umc nt ha s not go t t o the bot tom o f the need 

l o r d i versity : it i s the ri c hness a nd di ve r s ity 1n God . 

Mr Ch.1rley questioned the word "thredtened". 

Group C 

Pro f. O'Dono v a n: An.:i l ys i s o f the pr ublem o l Chri s ti..in m,1rri.1gc 1s 

c onfus ed, " Churc h a nd St<1Lc" need e xpans i o n. 

• 

Fr. Soa nc : It i s difl i c ull t,1 r e s ,dvc .. JI I thl'SC i s !,uc s simpl y o n the • 

ba s i s of the doctrine o ( c ommu11i,rn. 

Bp. Git u i : p. J: 

ne g.itivc t e rms . 

We h.ive to be c;:ire lul .:ibout defining people in 

Pr o f. Wright: p.b: db!.ence u t .111 y thing .1buut the M.irt .in dogm.i s . 

Bp . S,rnter: These dogma s an· no r sulf i c i,' ntl y tre.it c d under Llw no ti o n 

o f Autho rity; the y .1 l s u comt• undPr " communion". 

Fr. Akpuno nu: Thi s g rc1up S (' C'ffi '> I o l Id nk that ,llltho riry I S what 

i s re s pon s I b I,. f o r U f VI '> f 0 11; r J l Ii,, r t Ii.in s ,•c Ing a utho rity .i s .. i-;i f t. 

rr . SOJO (': I l i s s11ppu -.ed Lu l.Jl.! ,I nc- g aL i V<' S l' C l i o n Lh.Jt t.1kc s t o r 

g r a nt e d the v.1luc ot a uLho rlr y . 
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Gr ou p D 

f r. Ti I I a r<l •• I 
snot C' no ugh in r e lati on o f vi:,ible 

Ko ino nia. WI 1 en we ' re spcJking of the un ity of 
tdlking ot the vi si ble Churc h. 

t o 

the 

c~c ha t o l og i ca I 
Churc h, we 're 

Fr.Yarno ld: Shouldn't thi s come in the ge nera l trea tme nt o f Koinonia? 

Prof.Wright: cf. questions about our communion; I'd like to s ee the 

words o[ Pa ul VI a t Canonisation of the 40 ma rtyrs included. 

Fr.Akpunonu saw problems in the treatme nt of mixed marriages . We're 

sof t peda ll i ng on ve r y diffi cult i ss ues . 

Bp.Hurphy-O'Connor sai d thdt the nee d f or the cha irme n t o have reaction s 

to the "steps" sect ion WJ S u1-ge nt. 

Fr.McDonald: One of the probl e ms is the l ac k of a s uffi c ientl y clea r 

s hared unde rst a nding of the nature of Koinonl a . 

Mr. Ch a rl ey : Dra ft s of C ,rnd D be ing a bit of a mish-mash. Group 

C need s t o l oca t e mu c h more s harpl y how these issue s fit int o conwnunion 
cont ex t. 

Tuesd a y 8 th Septembe r, 9 .30 

Bp. Murphy-O' Co nno r in the c hJir: it SN'ms fr om our di scussions 

tha t a grea t a mo unt o f wo rk i s s ti 11 t o be donl' , espec i.1I l y o n group 

A wh ich i s the f o unda t ion. Gr o up s O a nd B s .iy their work needs mo r e 

wo rk o n s ec tion A d o ne bet o r e they can do mo re themselves . 

Bette r if Group /\ on l y go<'s ,1way to work on . 1 t u l l e r 

res ume of th e ir sec ti o n. Gr o ups 8 , C, 0 meet in pl e na r y t o di s cuss 

"impe diments" in Gr o up C L O ~cc how they r e late t o ecc l es i o logy o l 

communi o n t he n I <> go int o g r o up s Lu con s ider the s pec ili c t opi c.s . 

we c o ul d Jl so h .1ve a ~es s i o n t oge the r on "S t eps" l a t c•r tod.1y • 
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Wednesday, 9th September: 4.30 p.m. 

on 
From the chair Bisho~ Cormac Mur7h7-o'Connor invited discussior 

the work of Group A (7 /a/1 and 75 a 2). 

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 uses 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-O'Connor - following Fr. Yarnold - wondered 
whether pages 9 and lo ought to come earlier so that the Old 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 O'Donovan found the Biblical material much improved 
but the drafters could have had a Bible without the Gospels! 
The treatment of the Old Testament lacking a documentary awareness. 
The different strands of the Old Testament needed to be brought 
uut 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 Old 
Testament - for example the lack of scientific exegesis of Adam 
and Eve and the Flood. 

Sr. Boulding also had a feeling that koinonia had taken ff 
It would be better to say we could find our conviction in the 

O 
• 

Scriptures. 

Prof. Davis noted a state of development about the Church. 
He wanted a sense of dynamism right from the beginning. The very 
e nd of the second document was not rooted in the text. The 
work of the systematic theologians had not been sufficient! 
felt. The transition from I to 11 would have to be more stilfully 
engineered. Finally, would the signs of communion on 11,pages 
5 and 6,be elaborated on later? 
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Professor Pobee hoped the Introduction would not be quite 
so Ion~. I~ 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 
nmplification. Communion as People of God would allow a greater 
dynamism. 

Bishop Santer welcomed detailed comments but w·ondered whether 
they would help today. Detailed points by letter would be more 
help~ul. 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 Old 
Testament leads to the same in the New. There should be no 
crypto-Marcionism. 

Fr. McDonald thought the Commission should ask whether the 1, 
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 1 
- 6th September. 

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

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 
eucharist. Church and society issues needed to be signalled. 

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 inconsist• 
with ARCIC-I. 'Shared structures' was rather mealy-mouthed as an 
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i nstant iat i on of commun ion. the sec tion on signs needed fleshing 
ou t . 

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

Bishoa Cameron noted an unre solved question about the usage 
of the wor sacrament. 

Professor Pobee asked for a reference to worship in general 
be for e moving to the eucharist. In 11.1 there would be a good 
place with the Ignat i an language. Care also needed to be taken ovE 
triumpha list language. 'Recognition' also needed careful use. 

Bis hop Murphy-O'Connor understood Bishop Santer's point about 
Primacy. 

Bi shop Baycrof t queried: "schism from the main body", the 
high pl a ce accorded t o the WCC, the juxta-position of the Scripture 
with Episcopal Succe ss i on lists. the Trinitarian baptismal 
for mul a had no t been discussed but some were working for inclusive 
language! 

Bishop Santer f e lt mutual submission needed some discussion af 
the Commission examined authority. 

Fr. Akfiunonu wanted to emphasize the place of the local 
Church in t e Ne w Testament. This was essential for diversity. 

Fr. Yarnold f elt t he thrust of the signs 
toward s two distinc t bodies in full ecclesial 
s hould two bodie s become inst i tutionally one. 
agreed. There was a particular model at work 

of communion was 
communion. Or 

Mrs. Tanner 
here. 

Fr. Ti llard spoke of the Uniat experience within the Roman 
Ca thol i c Church . 

Bisho p Santer was unhappy a t this be ing the only model. There 
s hould be a de scription of Christian communion as such. 

Sr. Boulding s aw this as describing pluralism. 

Mr s . Tanner saw the signs as a long the way. 

Profes sor Pobee hoped to see both communions changing. He 
hope d f o r a n ope n-e ndedne ss. 

Fr. Ya rno ld was not cl ea r about t he exact meaning of 
ba p t i s m. Nor wa s a comm i tme nt to mi ssion alone a sign. Shared 
mis s i on wa s r e quired. 

Profe ssor Dav is detected a Trinitaria n h i ccup. The 
r efe r e nce on page 5 wa s no t a ppropriate on page 5. 

Bis hop Wa ll ace as ked whe the r the whole document was or was 
• · no t an adequate fr ame work f or the later questions. 
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Fr. Dufire y t hought it was so. He wanted more work to see 
wh a t we r e t e e sse ntial e lements for full ecclesial communion in 
t he local c hurc h. 

Bishop Santer agreed. The real essentials of communion must 
be de scribed. 

• 

Bish~p Murphy-O'Connor reminded the Commission that thought 
on communion was still in its infancy in the Roman ·Catholic Church. 

Bisho! Ba ycroft also asked whether the basic doctrine was the 
right plat orm. 

Bishop Murphy-O'Connor put this question. 

Bishop Came ron felt this case had now been made. 

Bishop Murphy - O'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 America n Group to study Reconciliation of 
Ministrie s: Bishop Lessard, Bishop Vogel, Professor Wright, 
Professor Davis, Fr . Yarnold, Fr.Tillard. 

3. A group to study Mora l Issues: Professor O'Donovan, 
Fr. Soane, Fr . McDonald. 

4 . A group in the United Kingdom to carry on work on 
t he Introduction and on Unity and Diversity: Bishop Santer , Fr. 
Ti ll a rd, Mr. Cha r ley, Prof. Pobee and perhaps Professor Chadwick. 

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

It was agreed tha t membe rs i n Africa and India would be 
ke pt in cl ose touch with the groups . 

• 
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