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vear Christopher

I feel thot sny longer delay sedding you someCling though

i feel that .1 rather 'ncomet?e jhd, when I llave read a2 certzin
amount of me t hascome to ne recently,l may want (o 2dd to it.

I shall -lee spare carbon to Lephne in se she has cope interestin
1aterisl to &d .

enouzh copies of the _cumenicel .leview article
in- for you. 1 sl 2lso Dbeginnin. to make note
£ we must take withﬁs to Versailkks,

coms to ne that much of the msterisl that one would n-ed to put into
i paper is already contzined in the LR article: the question
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ie whether you wznt to dreaw attention to specific pacuages in it. If one
dad not kvve the LR srticle for exsmple L think I would stert with s
backrround surveygperhpps mexeimpir with Lambeth 48 (see page 235) ond
then cenc ider what has changed referring spegéficelly to Lambeth 68 o nd
meny =tudies in the Anglican Cpm union (pages 235-237) end resally
leading tc Lie guestions thet are reised in the first pore of Jection III
on page 23%.
But thou-! you msy wish to drewsy sttention to them, on the whole this
=res 1 ressonably well documented in the LR srticle and so of course

u
zre the decisions etc of the various Irovinces though I rely on you
o se 1 it is brought up to date. (If you hzve sny difiiculty, we

waphne to check from the ACC infomzition bulletins which I anm pretiy

ontinue with the various conclusions thst the _nt article has drawn out
Ead) uhich I would sugrest, I want to turn +to an area thot I

importsnt: nemely the need to crovide o coreful description
that “,LlAcud Lrovinces relate to esach other ond why we
-1t to do so. (This seenms to me not only notubly difierent
t ev n from the Crthodox auto-cephalous churches.
refer (as 1 do in LR p 252) to article 34 and to those common
cnplicznse It seems to me that these include:
- 2 couron episcopate xhat which tekes counsel together

- mutual accentance of each others ministry
= 2 couton origin of our liturgies in the 1662 lrayer Book

If these Rkements becomefless held in cowmon (eg in the cazse of the rrayer
ook) whet ore the ties that continue to bind us?

there ore iscues that decply divide us {within or betwecn Irovinces)

v = ologicol rationale for cur revaining in Communion ? (Cf

“ather Ilickel's conmment on LR p.248).

L hove set these out mostly in ER but 1
even wvhere 2 lrovince has ecided ageinct
& to be no cose where a irovince (as
i within trovinces) hes officislly asdv-nced the sort
-_for no» roceedins thnat sre found in the Vaticon declaration
dox comi.ents. Iiio one seems toc hesve szid simply 'It is impossible




for - woman to be ordeined ' (I mean no rrovince). fhis seems to relte
to gquestion: two 2nd three tthich I razize in section VI in the middle
of page 252 of -da

Can we conclude from this sand from the refussl to bresk comnunion that
Anrlican Frovimcées ore not able to cay that it is in fsct so wrong
tp'gniain women that it i: necessary to break cowwunion or at any rate
that it is pcrh@fﬁ what you have called a second order matter. This
suzrests to me that Anglican krovonces are more likely t soy '‘Ye can only
) forvard with an .nclican consensus / Consensus anon “i v%;

churches ' than to say this is absolutely wronge. 1 Surong, th en the
whole question of whether it ic lerst order or secondery arises. (Lote
tie intriguing suggestion guoted from cob uright's article quoted et the
bottom of page 245 LR (I have & spare copy of this if you wish for it

ean .could leave it with Daphnel).

Well 1 rezlly think I must step now with apologies for my indifferent
typing which is certoinly not st its best in the middl® of the night
thich it hoz now becone,

Tours ever,
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