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DEBATE BY THE GENERAL SYNOD OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND ON THE
BAPTISM, EUCHARIST AND MINISTRY STATEMENT OF THE FAITH AND
ORDER COMMISSION OF THE wee AND THE FINAL REPORT OF ARCIC-I

The following is a transcript of the debate on the Baptism,
Eucharist and Ministry Statement or the Faith and Order Commission
of the wee and the Final Report of ARCIC-I.
Members of ARCIC-II will be especially interested to
know that the resolutions on the work of ARCIC were decisively
endorsed. Its work on Eucharist and Ministry was declared to
be "consonant in substance with the faith of the Church of
England". On Authority the Synod saw "sufficient convergence
on the nature of authority in the Church for our communions
together to explore further the structures of authority and the
exercise of collegiality and primacy in the Church".
During the debate an amendment to substitute "convergence"
for "consonance" on Eucharist and Ministry was decisively rejected.
There were also separate votes on the three main areas of
ARCIC's work, and the resolution on Authority was decisively
passed (by 238 to 38, with 25 abstentions - all other votes
showed substantial majorities by a show of hands) in spite of
the suggestion that some might want to accept Eucharist and
Ministry, but not Authority.
I also attach the full text of the resolutions and
unaccepted amendments.
This is the first step towards the definitive Church of
England response to ARCIC-I. The General Synod debate was on
a 109 page document produced by the Faith and Order Advisory
Group of the General Synod called Towards a Church of Enfland
Response to BEM and ARCIC (CIO, London, 1985} which is a so
being sent to ARCIC-II members. This Report and the attached
resolutions now go to all the dioceses. It is hoped the
resolutions will be passed in the dioceses and so return to
the General Synod for final approval in November 1986.
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ARCIC

'That this Synod recognizes that:
(a) the Windsor Statement on the Eucharist together with its
Elucidation (The Final Re~ort pp. 12-25) is consonant in
substance with the faith o the Church of England;
(b) the Canterburr Statement on Ministry and Ordination together
with its Elucldat on (The Final Re8ort pp. 30-45) is consonant
in substance with the faith of thehurch of England and provides
a firm basis upon which to move towards the rec onciUation of
the ministries of -0ur two communions;

(c) the Venice Statement on Authority l together with its
Elucidation and Authority 11 (The Final Report pp. 52-98)
record sufficient convergence on the nature and authority in
the Church for our communions together to explore further the
structures of authority and the exercise of collegiality and
primacy in th~ Church.'
13

'That this Synod affirms that the Final Report offers a
sufficient basis for taking the next concrete steps towards
the reconciliation of our Churches and proposes that such
steps should include those listed in paragraph 271 of the
Report.'
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'That this Synod invites the Standing Committee and the House
of Bishops to consider how best to help the Church of
England to reflect upon those challenges which the Final Report
presents to the exercise and understanding of authority in the
Church or England referred to in paragraphs 251-254.'
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'That this Synod invites the Anglican Consultative Council to
think how it can assist the Anglican Communion to reflect upon
matters in the text relating to collegiality and primacy.'

ITEM 12
Prebendary J. Pearce (London) to move the following amendments:
48

'In item 12(a) leave out the words "is consonant in substance
with" and insert "convergent with".'
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'In item 12(b) leave out the words "is consonant in substance with"
and insert "convergent with".
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THE CHAIR

The Bishop of Guildford (Rt Revd ME Adie) took the Chai~ at 2.30 p.m.

T0'WAR.m A CHURCH OF ENGLAND RESPONSE TO BAPI'ISM, EUCHARIST AND MINISTRY
(The Lima Text)
. AND THE. FilUL REPOm OF THE ANGLICAN-ROMAN CATHOLIC
INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION: A REPORT BY TBE FAITH AND ORDER ADVISORY GROUP
OJ' THE 130ARD FOR MISSION AND UNITY (GS 661)
The Chairman:
We come now to the discusaion on BEM AHD ABCIC. There
is no 1 t 1 in ARCIC. People may like to know that in a few moments the
television lights will go on. That is not in order to give more publicity
to this debate but in the hope of warming people up somehow.
As members will have observed, our _consideration of the Faith and Order

Advisory Group's report on the Lima and ARCIC texts at this group or
sessions is in two parts. Today we are to have a general debate on the
motion that this report be received; and then on Thursday we will be
considering a series or substantive motions arising from the FOAG report.
The Standing Committee have designated the FOAG report under Standing
Order 107. This means, first, that we can only take the 1report to be
received' motion today and that we cannot move on to the other motions until
Thursday. In other words, we are to have time to reflect before we go on
to make any- decisions. Secondly, it means that the debate will start without
any time iimits on speeches. It will be open to the Synod to impose a
limit when it feels so disposed. Perhaps I ought to say now that I shall
not expect to give my consent to a speech limit motion if I think that there
are still some major speeches in the offing. Once we do have a limit I may
in some cases be prepared to give a particular speaker extra timeJ if I am
going to do that I shall indicate my intention before he or she begins.
We are debating GS 661 but it will, of course, be open to members to refer
to the two underlying ~exts, that is, to the Lima text and to the ARCIC text.
The Bishop of Chichester (Rt Revd E WKemp)s

I beg to move:

'That this Report be received.'
I cannot promise to add to the heat or raise the temperature but only
perhaps to add a little to the light. I begin the presentation of this
report with some words about the programme for dealing with it. The World
Council of Churches desires comments ,on the Lima text .from all its member
churches and our response will, therefore, be sent direct to Geneva, although
the Anglican Consultative Council also wishes to collate responses from the
various parts of the Anglican Commwti.on. The response to ARCIC will be sent
to the ACC which will present the collated responses to the Lambeth Conference
in 1988, from which, I understand, the final expression of opinion on behalf
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of the Anglican Communion will be sent to Rome.
Members of the Synod will perhaps know that all the epis~opal conferences
of the Roman Catholic Church have been asked to make their own comments
on ARCIC, which are being sent to Rome; what is known of the comments
already made by episcopal conferences is cert~y encouraging.
Such is the end towards which our synodical_. pl.'Ogramme is directed. If the
resolutions set down for Tburaday are passed, they will go, with the report,
to the dioceses and it is hoped that their deliberations will enable the
General Synod to give final approval in November 1986. Under the requinments
of Ar:ticle 7 of the Constitution, which I imagine will have to be brought
into this as the matter clearly touches the doctrine of the Church of
England, the final resolutions will' have to be scrutinised and passed by
the House of Bishops before being presented for final approval.
There is one other thing that I wish to say before coming to the report
itself, something which I am sure all membera of FOAG would wish me to
say, namely, that we owe it to Mary Tanner,our secretary,that this report
reaches the Synod at all. Her drafting for us has been invaluable; her
ability tote.lance and, wherever possible, to reconcile conflicting
expressions of opinion has perhaps more than anything else enabled us to
produce a document which all members of FOAG have felt able to support.
Each of us would no doubt have preferred some passage to be more critical
or stronger in approval, but as a group which represents a broad spectrw:a
of Anglicanism, as you can see from the names, we are able to present a
report from which no member of the group has asked to record dissent.
The two texts with which this report is concerned are in .no way new to Synod
They were introduced in July 1983 by Dr Chadwick in a speech which I am
sure all of us remember; but earlier than that the Synod has on three
separate occasions passed encouraging resolutions concerning the .ARCIC
texts. The Lima report has been less discussed synodically, but there
is evidence that it bas attracted widespread discussion and interest in the
dioceses. I shall, therefore, at any rate today, say little in detail about
tbe contents of the two reports, and, because there has been so much previous
discussion, will, I hope, make my opening remarks reasonably short.
Both reports are concemed witll progress towards the same end, namely,
Christian unity; and both have this in common, that they try to move away
from the confeBBional fomulatione of the paat 400 years and to see the
questions at issue in the light of Scripture and of the understanding and
practice of the Church before the great divisions of East and West. They
must, therefore, be examined in terms of what they have tried to do, rather
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than be brought to the bar of our own Anglican formularies.

We must not

act like the judicial committee of the Privy Council in the nineteenth
centruy doctrine cases and try to compare passages from the report with
passages from the Articles and Prayer Book, to see whether there is a

verbal consistency. We are asked to consider more broadly whether in one
case we can 'recognise the faith of the Church through the ages• and in
another whether what is said 'is consonant in substance with the faith of
the Church of England'. Those puases are set out in chapter 1 of the
FOAG report and discussed more explicitly on pages 22 to 32 and 166 to
180. _They shaped much of our discussion. The Synod will come back to
them in the resolutions to be proposed on Thursday.
Both Lima and ARCIC are to be seen:within a context of theological
discussion which is still continuing. Lima has a longer history and it
fits into a three-part agenda on which the Faith and Order Commission of
the World Council of Churches is working - the other two parts being
concerned with •a common expression of the apostolic faith' and •common
structures of decision making•. Our own failures must make us see how
important these other two parts are, but neither is yet developed to
anything like the same degree as the Lima text. The work of the Faith
and Order Cqmmission is done by theologians from all the main-line churches,
including ,the Roman Catholic Chu.rch, which participates in this exercise
although not being a member of the ,1CC. What they have produced is not so
much a record of formal agreement as a clearing away of misunderstandings,
an identification of the main areas where agreement is needed, an indication
of how far progress towards such agreement seems to have been made, and
all within a general picture of convergence.

This is a convergence not a

consensus text.
The three parts - Baptism, Eucharist and ~stry - do not all record the
same degree of convergence. The first two take us a long way and, if they
are found generally acceptable, will have laid some substantial foWldations
for negotiations between particular churches. The ministry text does not
go so far and we are already- aware of quarters in which it is less acceptable
than the other two; greater agreement obviously remains to be sought here.
Nevertheless, it represents an important achievement and one which has
undoubtedly been influenced by earlier responses of this Synod. If it comes
to be broadly accepted then it offers .real hope for the future, and hope
in what has been so far the most intractable area in unity negotiations.
The greater part of our discussion of Lima necessarily concentrates on its
doctrine, in answer to the first question about the faith of the Church
through the ages, but I do call the attention of the Synod to the co.11DDents that

l
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we have proposed in Questions 2 and ; and, more particularly, to what ve
say on pages 57 to 60 about possible changes in our own Church which we
ought seriously to consider. .Faith has to be carried out in life and if
we agree those things about faith we cannot just stay as we are but must
consider what changes that common faith requir~s in ourselves.
When we turn to ARCIC we are looking at a s9111ewbat different kind of text
for here we have the product of a dialogue between two ohu.rohes, a dialogue
which is shaped by the questions which have been at issue between them in
their separation and by the hope of clearing the way for certain practical
steps. towards unity. Thus the statement on the eucharist does not attempt
to cover the whole doctrine of that sacrament as does the corresponding Lima
text but concentrates on two main .:L'ssues which have been matters of
controversy between us. The statement on ministry and ordination is
similarly controlled by the fact that both churches have and attach significance
to episcopacy, and have preserved the historic threefold order. These two
statements were welcomed by the Synod in 1974, although some criticisms were
made; now they are published with the elucidations which take account of
many of those earlier comments and, it is hoped, go some way at least towards
reassuring those among us who were distvbed by certain phrases. FOAG
itself is <l;lscussing the theme of priesthood and hopes before long to
present a _paper on that subject to the Synod.
The two statements on authority are on a different footing from those on
eucharist and ministry. Certainly they deal with questions which have
been at issue between us, but they deal with them in a more tenta.t ive way,
recognising that there ·a re important matters which still need to be explored,
Here, as in the case of Lima, there is convergence if not substantial
agreement, and it is here that we are brought most clearly face to face with
the problem of the difference between the ~deal and the actual which runs
right through both Lima. and ARCIC. It is one thing to accept, for example,
the value of a universal primate servicing the unity of the Church; it is
quite another to see that ideal actualised in the Roman Curia. Of course,
there are many Roman catholic& who agree with us about this, and there is
already evidence that the Observations of the Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith are by no means shared by many of the local hierarchies who
have bee.n asked to comment on ABCIC. We await with interest the outcome
of the episoopal synod to be held at the end of this year. But paragraph
240 of the report expresses the anxiety on this matter which exists among us.
In commending this report to the Synod, there is another thing that I wish

to say.

We are dealing here with a widely ecumenical text in the Lima
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report and with an international dialogue between two communions in ABCIC.
We must not overlook the fact that there are other international dialogttes
in which our Church is engaged. Reports on those with the Lutherans and
with the Ref'~rmed have already been published, and FOAG will 1'e beginning
its examination of them on 1 March. Like ARCIC, they are shaped by the
questions which have in the past been at issue between us and these
other communions, and equally they have their contribution to make to the
whole. We have not yet seen - or at least I had not until this morning the latest report of the Anglican/Orthodox dialogue just published. It is
impor~ant that we hold all these together and that, although the circumstances
of the past may dictate differences of emphasis in subject matter, we do not
allow the various dialogues to become inconsistent with one another. For
that reason, if for no other, it is important to do as we have tried to do
in this report with ABCIC, and set them within the wider ecumenical
discussion and convergence shown in the Lima report.

We see also, I think, that some earlier ecumenical projects which failed were
not entirely wasted. In our work on this report, for example, we have found
both the Anglican-Methodist Ordinal and the book Growi.nl( into Union,
written in criticism of that particular scheme, helpful, as also some of
the materia~ produced in connection with the Covenant. This shows that
the fail~e of particular schemes is not necessarily a blow to ecumenical
progress bu.t rather that these schemes must themselves be seen in relation
to what is a steady movement. If the report which I have the honour of
presenting today manages to convey this sense of movement, I tru.st that it
will be for the Synod a message of encouragement and of hope.
The Provost of Southwark (Very Revd D L Edwards): How does one pay a
compliment to a lady? Chocolates, roses? No. The Bishop of Chichester
has shown this afte.rnoon, as we ask ourselyes how we can reward J\'Irs Tanner,
that the beet way is to do our theology constructively, as she has done it
so well on the Faith and Order Advisory Group. I watched her at work as
secretaY1", motivator and drafter.
What kind of theology are we to do? We can rejoice in the emareence
of a new style of theology in many parts of Christendom. It is a style
especially congenial to Anglicans for we can find in it our own tradition
of appealinr to the whole Bible, to the whole Church and to the individual's
experience, conscience and reason, the dispersed authority which we
aclmowledge. But Anglicans have no monopoly; indeed, this style can be seen
in all the reports of recent or current dialogues between qlicans and
Roman Catholics, Eastern Orthodox, the Lutherans and the Reformed, surely
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a remarkable phenomenon itself?

It is a style which begins with the :Bible
but does not regard the Bible either as a clear blueprint to be copied
accurately in the twentieth century or as a quarry out of which may be
extracted rival proof-texts which, like ballistic missiles, wtll devastate
our debates. The Bible is a library produced by the people of God wrestling
with the mystery of God. What is of God in the long and often tragic
history of the Church is the continuation of that biblical experience of
meeting God. The Holy Spirit has been continuously active, and the response
to the tloly Sp~it bas been 1 the faith of the Church tbrol18h the ages•,
altho?8'11 the Church has found that this CIYStery cannot be pinned down
completely in words, however official. It is our task, guided by the
Holy Spirit and despite our own ev:l:-d.8nt weakness, to do something fresh,
We must apply this enormous holy tradition to the questions and needs of
today, in order that the Church, by its outgoing life as well as by its
united words of power, may itself be a sacrament of something 1·ar greater
tlla.l.l ~ne Unu.rcn - ~u~ ~oming Kingdpm of God.
This style of doing theology, which has learnt from the positive insights of
the Catholic, evangelical, liberal and charismatic movements, oan be seen in
the documents before us as it is applied to the sacraments and the ministry.
It could be. applied in other spheres as important or more important. Many
of us hop13 that tomorrow morning it will be so applied, :Because we have
got into such a mess with past controversies, it cannot be applied without
patience or pain; but out of that travail came birth and growth.
As I have discussed BEM and ARCIC in FOAG and in diocesan and deanery synods

and· parish meetings, some central themes have emerged from discussions
with brother priests and with lay people. They are themes which both
encourage and challenge AngliJans at the same tk·.>• .J.:lptism is admission
into the fellowship of Christ's people as py faith and love we participate
in his death and resurrection. It surely needs to be recognised that our
conventional approach to baptism, at the popular or theological level, has
been far too individualistic. If baptiem is what the Lima text says it is,
and if we Anglicans go on baptising infants, as we shall, then we have
an obligation to develop a mu.oh more systematic policy for training the
baptised in congregations and in house groups, In theology, we in the
Church of En&].and have made too much of confirmation; but it matters far
more that in practice we have made far too little of adult education of the
bapt1Hd.
The euchariat is the corporate communion of the baptised, as all of us
who share in it know these days, but it is also a profoundly personal
sacrifice. On that :HEM and AR.CIC significantly agree. Our conventional
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widerstanding of it in the Church of England since -the triumph of the
'parish people' movement has become too matey. 1 Sacri£ice 1 is not merely
a word to be refined in the higher reaches of theological diplomacy.
I am afraid that I must sac.r ifice myself as I am drawn into the mystery
of my Lord's sacrifice of himSelf, a sacrifice which is made effectively
and often alarmingly present as it is rememben!d jn faith. The eucharist
can be understood as the real presence of the living Lord without using
the language of transubstantiation. But it cannot be understood if it
is what• and ARCIC say it is, without using, in some sense, the lall{!;\l,age
of sacrifice. We in the Church of England have to leam from other churches
what it means to say to the self-sacri£iced Lord, "For you, I am prepared
to give my body and shed my blood.?
On. the ordained ministry and its authority, there is as yet less convergence,

as the Bishop of Chichester noted. Some progress needs to be made in further
theological dialogue. But we are, as the Bishop also said, challenged to
change in practical ways, and I suggest that this matters more. The
agreement, as I understand it, is that the ordained ministry, distinguished
by its, self-sacrifice, should consist of overseers, elders and servants,
or, to use words not English in derivation, bishops, presbyters and deacons.
We Anglica~s have every reason to be pleased by this recognition by Lima in
1983 of 8:11 advance on Accra in 1974. But if the ministry is what BEM and
ARCIC say it is, there is no room for the bishop as dictator, for the
priest as magician or for the deacon as apprentice sorcerer. Whether or
not we think women priests right - and I am one of those who do - we can
all agree that these reports force out of us the admission that we have only
just begun to explore the richness of the ministry that ~he Holy Spirit
would give within the calling of the priestly people of God. We in England
have only just begun to enable bishops so to function as pastors that
episcopacy is commended by its practice, not as something ·which the Free
Churches tend to regard as the price to be paid for reunion. Recently we
have been reminded what uncertainty there is about the responsibility of
the bishop as a teacher of the apostolic gospel. That needs to be cleared
up. We have only just begun to think out what kind of patriarchate
Canterbury is. We avoid the very word, yet it is a patriarchate, in all
but name. We have only just begun tentatively, fearfully, to think out
what kind of presidency over the worldwide college of bishops is right,
a position for which in practice the Bishop of Rome is the only candidate.
II the Pope needs to abdicate jurisdiction and to renounce infallibility,
we need to abandon many prejudices inherited from •no Popery 1 days. That
process is still in a very early stage.
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We have only just begun to think in terms of a team ministry in every parish
so that the vicar is clearly no lon&er the one-man band who is applauded
or criticised by his audience. And we all laiow that we are only at the
very beginning of the discovery of the diaconate. We have bee_n given by
these reports an agenda for our own renewal and reform and - let us £ace
it - if the papacy is challenged to go back on · the centralising tendency of
a thousand years the Church of England, as it baa existed since the days
ot Henry VIII, is also challenged to change radically.
We are explicitly or implicitly challenged by these reports to say what we
believe is right about the unity of the Church • .HEM makes it clear that
the unity of the baptised should allow for greater diversity, for example,
diversity about the legitimacy of b~ptising babies. It may well be that,
as BEM suuests, differences over the ordination of women mu.at be part of
this acknowledged diversity. Similarly, as ABCIC suggests, differences
over reservation could be accepted. So too the connection between the
English Church a·n d the English Crown could find a place among what Pope
Paul VI called 1a worthy patrimony of piety and usage'.
However, Cardinal Hatzinger has asked some pertinent questions. In the
Churoh of England, do we value our continuing links with the state more
than we value the hope of closer links with our fellow Christians? Do we
not need to share more systematically- our decision making as provinces of
the Anglican CollllllWlion, so that we can think inteniationally1 Are we
prepared to sacrifice any of our habits in order to reach oloser communion
and collaboration with non-Anglicans? Or are we going to go on saying until
the end of time, ''Wear!! the national Church, we are the established
Church, we are the Church with Church Commissioners and nothing is going to
change ws"?
The FOAG report calls on us to reaffirm our commitment to the ecumenical
goal which is not, not,·not uniformity but is 'visible unity in one faith
and one eucharistic fellowship•. We all know that since the 1920 Lambeth
appeal Anglicans have proved unable to enter into union schemes outside
the Indian subcontinent and the unique society of China. We all know how often
it has been said recently that we are not unitable with, since too warm a
welcome to non-episcopalian& would offend Catholic Anglicans interested
chiefly in reunion with Rome, yet too cold an insistence on episcopacy
would offend evangelical, liberal and charismatic Anglicans. The success
of Anglicanism - and it is a remarkable success - in holding together
Catholics and Protestants, orthodox and liberals, has inspired en ecumenical
vision, for, 11' Anglicans can bridge these gaps, why can other Christians not
do so? But this soocess has barely conceal~ -: a continuin8 disunity within
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our Anglican family, which is bound to emerge, it seems, and emerge
ruinously, once any change in the formula of unity is pr9posed. Hence
our agreement - it see111S to be a tacit agreement, at any rate - to let
matters rest, apart from local experiments. This amounts to an agreement
to erect ''No· Entry 11 signs at both ends of the bridge Church. But the
trouble about that agreement is that while it may suit us it does not
suit the God revealed in the llew Testament. We are commanded in the lfew
Testament to seek a unity more substantial than the friendship with
other churches which, thank God, we already enjoy. We are not commanded
to act against our essential convictions, but we have to ask ourselves
whether the causes of our present divisions, which still go so tragically
deep, really are conflicts of conaGience about fundamental doctrines. Are
they not,ratber, historical, psychological, sociological, to a large extent?
These reports suggest that the area of theological agreement is already
found to be very extensive, once Christians will take the time and trouble
to sit down together.
1f this General Synod can endorse what FOAG cautiously recommends as the

logical consequences of l3EM and ARCIC for Anglicans, it will be one signal
that the ecumenical movement can begin moving again. That will be
significant, although I am one of those who hope that something very
definite and exciting will come out of the ideas now published for a
major British conference of the Fait h and Order Commission of the Church
and, let us hope also, for the public, national celebration of the Lima
liturgy as a manifestation of the theological and spiritual unity already
a~ieved. We need l!lailY, signals of hope, showing everyone that on our
bridge Church there will green lights for traffic from Rome and the East
and from the historic Free Churches,
Mrs J M Mayland (Sheffield): I would like to thank the members of FOA.G
very much indeed for the excellent report which they have submitted to us,
a vital step in the whole process of reception and response by the Church
of England to BEM and ARCIC.
I find this report very thrilling and very
encouraging. After all the failure to achieve schemes of unity and the
subsequent gloom and despond, we can all begin to pick ourselves up,
metaphorically speaking, and begin to find a new way together. It seems
to me that this new way has two paths which run side by aide. The one is
the path of hard theological study and the other is the path of practical
experience through local ecumenical projects. In the path of hard theological
atu~ and dialogue, !EM and ARCIC have a vital role to play.
I also know, from ary membership of the Central Committee of the World Council,
what great hope is placed on :BEM and the responses of the churches to it
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on a very wide ecclesiological front. Nevertheless, there is no f'alse
optimism. At our meeting last summer we were already b e ~ to hear
!'rom some members or ao111e or the Re!'o:cmed churches about their unhappiness
at the stress on the eucharist in :mrq somethin8 which gives great hope
and encouragement to some of us is seen as an obstacle to others.
Nevertheless, in spite of these warniJl8 signs, the convergence expressed
in BEK and the baginnf~ of responses to tfiat convergence is encouraging
and the potential of study b;y the churches is very, ve-ry great. Of course,
on a different level, that of a bilateral conversation, the report of ABCIC
is of great significance, representing as it does the voice of one of the
very largest world-churches.
our national scale, however, I do believe that in the next few yeare
BEM and AH.CIC both have a very important part to play. We have already
had some reference to the publication of plans for movement forward on
the British ecumenical scene and it has been suggested that this search
together should begin with the fundamental question of what the Church
is for. I believe that BEM and AH.CIC can give us some great help in
answering that fundamental question. The FOAG report gives some hint of
this material, some hint of this answer, but, of course, because it is
geared to ~swering very specific questions which on Thursday will be turned
into moti?ns, it has not been able to give the fullest attention to the
material in BlllM and ABCIC on the subject of the nature 0£ the Church. There
are hints, as I have said, in paragraph 82 on page 8~, in referring to BEI-1,
and on page 75 when referring to AROIC. But as they are only hints, I would
like to stress the original statements because I think that we can leam
a lot f'rom them.
0a

The BEM document introduces a section about the whole people of God Witb
this sentence, "In a broken world God calla the whole of humanity to
become his people." A "little later on, in paragraph 4, it statea . that
"tbe Church is called to proclaim and prefigure the Xin8dom of God.
It accomplishes this by announcing the gospel to the world and by its very
existence as the Church." BEM continues later, "Living in this communion
with God, all members of the Church are called to confess their faith and
give an account of their hope. In so doing, they bring to the world a
foretaste of the joy and glory of God I s Kingdom." ·
In a similar vein, the ABCIC 1973 statement on min.istr;y and ordination,

section 11, paragraph 3, says, "The Chlfstian community exists to give glory
to God throUBb the fulfilmant.of the Father's purpose. All Christians are
called to serve this purpose. They should wi tneBB to God• s compassion for
all manldnd and his concern for justice in the affairs of men. n

What then is the Church for?

In the view of ARCIC and m1, it ie the

pledge and sign of God's love to
sake but only as a £oretaate and
our reception and our discussion
report, will · have to get down to

the world. It exists n~t for its ow
instrument 0£ the Kingdom 0£ God. In
of HEM and AHCIC, we, just as the FOAG
the nitty-gri tty of "churcey- 11 matters,

the ohurchy matters which divide us, especially in connection with eucharist
and ministry; but we muat do this against the essential reminder that we
do it not for the sake of the Church but so that the Church may truly be
God's instrument in bringing about bis Kingdom. This challenge has a
tremendous bearing on the way in which we regard questions concerning ministry.
Questions of order have done more than anything else to cause the failure
of unity schemes in the past, such ~s the, ,Anglican/Methodist or the Covenant.
Sometimes I have felt that we are bedevilled by a kind of fundamentalism
about Church order which can be as damaging aa, ifmt more damaging than ,
biblical fundamentalism. I believe that our basic question must be
the one enunciated so firmly in BEM and referred to on page 34 of the
F0AG report, namely, how according to the will of God and under the guidance
of the Holy Spirit is the life of the Church to be ordered so that the
gospel may be spread and the community built up in love?
This seems to me to be a questi<m from the right perspective.

Surely we

should be looking at matters of Ch:urch order not from the inside, not as
a matter of Church continuity, still less of Church politics, but from
the angle of service to the world.
I must then go on to ask the question, if we in the Church of England bad
regarded plane for covenanting from this angle, would we have come to a
different decision? Furthermore, what bearing does this . challenge have on
our current discussions concerning the ordination of women? This basic
stance of looking at the Church from the point of view of the world also
has vital implications ~or the eucharist. It can no longer be regarded
as a cosy breakfast or supper for the Church club. Some of the most
challenging statements in BE:M are those concerning the eucharist and the
world. I welcome the way in which the FO.it.G report receives them, on pages
29 ,mtl 30. 11The eucharist is the centre from which Christians go out
renewed by the power of the Sp.rit to act as servants of reconciliation in a
broken and divided world. This concern for the world is not an optional
extra in our agreement on the eucharist but rightly belongs as an integral
part of our common belief about the eucharist. 11 Similarly paragraph 75
refers to the same ideas in the .ARCIC report, where it states, "The eucharist
involves the believer in the central event of the world's hiator~ • ..s
~~1cipanta in the euchariet, therefore, we prove inconsistent

if we are

l
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not actively participating in this ongoing restoration of the world's
situation ••• "
There is one final point I would like to make, arising from this background.
All that I ~ve said a.bout the nature of the Church, the ministry of the
whole people of God, the eucbariat, and their significance for the world,
has grave implications for the laity, wewb~_live our daily lives outside
the reach of the Church, sometimes in very secular situations. It means
that the lay outlook, lay participation, lay concerns, are of great importance
for the Church. This fact is recognised by both BEM and ARCIC, but more
strongly by the first than by the second. In 11'i';/ view, the ARCIC statement
gives far too pl ssive a role to the laity, especially in the whole p::~ocess
of reception of authoritative statements; and ARCIC is totally inadequate
in its recognition of the importance of the laity in the government of the
Church. I would maintain that the FOAG report, on pages 87 and 88, does
not adequately reflect this concern and that FOAG bas not suf!'ioiently upheld
the role of the laity in these matters, perhaps because of its own very
clerical composition. FOAG seems, in fact, to believe that there is no
problem, and on page 86 the report states, quoting ABCIC, "The seneue fidelium
is a vital ellement in the comprehension and declaration of God's truth",
and comment_s , "Such language implies that lay participation in the realm
of author~ty is not simply conf'.ined to the participation of a few lay
people in synodical bodies."
It is all very well to be dismissive of synodical bodies. Synodical
government, we know, has plenty of weaknesses. We still have a long way
to go before it is working properly. But, for all its faults, it is a
genuine and vital attempt to enable bishops, clergy and laypeople to co-operai.e
in discussing doctrine and organising the government of the Church and trying
to enable the Church to have an influence ~n the affairs of the world. The
ARCIC reports and the nature and behaviour of the Church of Rome at the
moment do not seem to me to give adequate regard to this vital activity
of the laity, and this is one area where I for one would need to see a
considerably change before I could happily opt for further organic unity.
However, with this very grave reservation, I warmly welcome this report
and I hope that we shall receive it gladly.
Canon PH ~oulton (Southwell):
I would like to extend one special welcome
to this report because of the particular moment at which it appears, namely
because, together with the BEM and ARCIC reports, it will be considered
in many dioceses aloJ18Side the motions connected with the ordination of
women, passed at the last group of sessions. I welcome this because
I believe that the relative importance of these various motions, together with
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the contents of this report and its associated reports, ma.y become clearer
and that an order of priorities may emerge for the programme of our
Church during the next five-year session of the General Synod.
I welcome this report and will add .more from my experience as-a member of
the now de.t\mct Churches' Cowicil for Covenanting and its failure to gain
a full-hearted consensus from the Church of England. I believe that the
arrival of BEM and ARCIC on the scene at thls time, so soon after the
failure of the Covenant, is indeed providential, and I hope that we shall
all see it in that light.
I ,see it,there are four contributions that GS 661 makes and which begin
to indicate the hellling of our confused English eoumenioal scene. In
paragraph 99 and 100 it draws attention to the remarkable convergence between
BEM, ARCIC and the other bilateral dieoussions with the Lutherans, Reformed
and Orthodox on the theology of episcopacy, and it indicates the wide
acceptance of the detailed terms of episcopacy set out in the AnglicanMethodist Ordinal, to which the Bishop of Chichester referred, which lay
behind the Covenant proposals but which failed at that time to gain the
unqualified response of the United Reformed Church and then, subsequently,
of our own Synod. I hope tbat the Reformed response to BEM, following
the lines of God's Reign and Our Unity. may enable the achievement of
unity on this issue where we in the Churches' Council for Covenanting failed.
As

Second, under paragraphs 101 to 104 in GS 661,Ministry and Priesthood, we
comment in the FOAG report on the distinction drawn in BEM and ARCIC between
the unique priesthood of Christ, the priesthood of the whole Church and
the priesthood of the ordained ministers whose priesthood is derivatory
from both and its service called out by Christ from the Church. In 103
the relation between the presidency of the eucharist and the eucharist
seen as sacrifice is detected oth in ARCIC and in BEl1. J3oth these insights
are germane not only to· the process of unity among the churches of our
ovn nation but, perhaps even more urgently, within the Church of England
itself. I believe that they provide for us an agenda to whioh we must
properly address ourselves to in the Church of England.
Thirdly, what GS 661 has to say about the BEM contribution on the diaconate and this is to be found in the BE™, page 27, paragraph 31, and the comment
with it - to see the diaconate as a vital and self-authenticating order
in the threefold ministry and its collfiX'Uence with our own report, GS 281,
and the Anglican/Refomed dialogue in paragraphs 91 to 97, will, I hope,
gain an eobo in our present need to clarify our own minds upon this matter,
to
which there seems to be considerable reluctance in our own Synod to
address ourselves. It is my hope that the present proposal to ordain women
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to the diaconate will enable our Church to gain valuable experience in the
practice of the dia.conate by a large body or people, as an order in its
own right and for its own sake, without, as the draft measure puts it,
making it l a ~ for a woman to be ordained to the office of priest.
Experience in such an order is necessary for the Church. The opportunity
is there, and experience takes time aa well as concentration or effort.
Fourthly, GS 661 reflects the growing need, expreaaed in the aftermath or
the large number or failed unity so~ea in which Anglicans have been
involved, for a cOD1DOnly accepted doctrine of the Church as a framework
within which the doctrines of the sacraments, ministry, creeds and authority
can be drawn together. As Mrs Mayland has pointed out - and I am happy to
concur with a great deal of what slie says - ABCIC sees koinonia as a
unifying concept. HEM sees "the people of God" as its main ecclesiastical
theme but balances it and complements it with other models to be .folUld
in the New Testament, namely, the body of Christ, in relation to baptism,
the community of the new covenant, in relation to the eucharist. I could
have hoped that some of the other New Testament 1110dels, such ae the bride
ot Christ and the house of God, with its cognates of the word~,
had received mention and treatment. But I iDUst not be churlish. I am
happy that there is an ecclesiology which is detectable.
Nevertheless, as a member of the now defunct Council for Covenanting, I am
grateful for such careful consideraion on the issue of ecclesiology, by
both HEM and ABCIC, for fundamentally I believe, as I said at the t.iJDe,
that the Covenant proposals .failed for lack of an agreed doctrine of the
Church which was not exclusive in its definition or its effects. The
purpose of the Church, as 1-fre Mayland has pointed out to us, is to bring
about the unity of all .mankind under God. This is the concept which vill
maintain us on the road to unity of all Christians, but at the same time
impel us outwards for the reconciliation of broken relationships among all
mankind.

I hope that the Synod will accept both the report and the contingent motions
that will be moved later.
This is an absolutely splendid report - and it
Mias R C Howard (York):
is not very often that I feel that about Synod reports. I did notice with
anxiety its number - 661 - and wonde:red what would have happened if it had
been five further on, but I see that the number of the beast baa been
assigned to the Appointment of Bishops memorandum. What I specially liked
about this was the way 1n which it demonatrated the value of the BEK and
ARCIC overlap, which we could see so well in eucharist and ministry, and

60 ·
astonishingly, I must say, the degree of consistency. Thie really gives
one heart. How much, therefore, we really miss the overlap in the matter
of authority. Bow muoh it would have been helped if' we had had a balance,
one of a wider ecumenical constituency, which would have enabl_ed us also
to set this in its full context. That is why I very much hope that the
Faith and Order Commission c::an be encouraged, cajoled, kicked in the pants,
if necessary, to pursue with as much rapid.1.ty as possible these other tvo
splendid things which have been on the back burner for long enough, in any
case, common expression of apostoli~ faith and common structures of
decision making. I am not sure which would include one which, even in the
rather dim ages when I was a member of that august body, was being talked
about, that is, the differing sens~ of magisterium, the teaching office held
by the churches. So I want to address ~self to this question of authority.
In the case of ABCIC, I thought, at the time when .ABCIC Authority I came out,

and I remain of the same opinion, that there were a number of illegitimate
jumps. You know the sort of thing. You are following an argument and you
suddenly see that someone bas left a little gap and has assumed that there
is a bridge over it, when you know perfectly well that that person hae not
constructed the bridge except in imagination. I felt at the time, and indeed
I made a sharp remark about the whole of Authority I, as someone involved,
that they might have argued for the necessity of a universal primate; they
had not really argued for it, they bad just assumed it. It was a reasonable
assumption but the arguments had not been made. What I welcome enol:IIIDu.sly
in this document is that they really have not fu~d that issue. They have
looked very bard at it and have said a number of things fairly trenchantly,
thing which need saying. I say that not in a spirit of ~cient anti-Papery
but really because, if we have led certain people up the garden path
ecumenically which we have been accused of doing, we have no need to balance
tblngs
by leading ~he Roman Catholics up the garden path.
Although sophisticated theologians will understand exactly those balancing
thin&s that are put in, I aJD not sure that a number of ordinary Roman
Catholics, including priests and, dare I say it, even some Bishops will not
be so set ill their ways of understanding the tem 'universal primate' that
they may not take an apparent acceptance by Anglicans of it in the terms
in which they are familiar with it. We owe it to them to make clear that
we are not talking about this. I am not talking about an individual but
about the style with which, over a loJ:18 period, the primacy and the
magisterium of the primacy has been exercised. The Roman Catholic magisterium
exercised by the Pope i .e exeroiaed in a way which nai thar we nor the Qirthodox
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nor the other great Protestant churches are familiar with. It is not our
style and it is not the way we do it. It is there that serious conversation and
an . attempt at understanding needs to take place. Maybe one of the things
that we need is to study ecumenically the way in which we unile.retand the
magisterium, ·the teaching office of the Church, more than we have done.
This, of course, should include a hard look at the seneus fidelium which,
I am glad to say, both .ABCIC and our own report do.
I now want to turn to the question of authority as we perceive it as
Anglicans, because this is also rightly presaed on us - what I call "the
autho~ity process". At the end of paragraph 252, it says, "The question
is, through what persons or institutions is Christ•• authority now mediated
in the universal Church?". The fo~lowing paragraph contains the comment,
"Bavfn& recognized that inherent authority it is our task to discover
structures through which the authority can be most adequately expressed and
acknowledged." The whole question of eoumenical structures of authority
is obviously enormously difficult, but I want to suggest that Anglicans
need to reflect not simply on structu:res of authority, not simply on person,
who exercise authority, not simply on institutions - yes, we need to
reflect on that and I am entirely one with that as far as synods and so on
are concerned - but it is also a matter of what I want to call "the authority
process", the process whereby we not only exercise authority and experience
authority'but by which we come to decisions which we recognise as authoritative and that is not only through institutions and structures.
That is why certain suggestions whicb. are made are important, suggestions,
that is to say, as to how we are to explore the way in which we do this.

The ~glican Communion as a whole and the Church of England itself need an
exploration of our authority process. Sometimes conversation suggests
that we are tending to see qlicanism 1 s way of doing things as haphazard
and accidental - "we just happen to do it that way" - or simply as historically
conditioned. All that may be partly the truth but I do not believe 1 t to
be profound truth. Might we not explore the way in which we actually
exercise authority and the way in which we discover what we regard as
authoritative.?
belief is that we do not do it by accident. There is a deep instinctive
process at work which we would do well to reflect upon, discover and
explicate, to see if there may not be a distinctive way of achieving
consensus,which is abroad among us, whatever its malf\mctions, which has
something of value for us and even for the world at large, may we add humbly.
It is partly instinctual, and that is what comes out when you look at what

~

happens over liturgy.

OK, it is a matter for sitting long hours, weary and
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dreary, working out forms of words, but in the end it is the sensus
fidelium, the acceptance of the liturgy, in all sorts of odd ways, the
continuing attachment to the old Prayer Eook, the way in-which we say that
we learn what qlicans really believe by looking at the way in which we
worship - ali that is part of the process and we would do well to explore
and explicate it. I also notice that, by this working away at issues,
there is a certain forbearance. Again, it is a seeing of authoritative
decision or formulation • .Lt may oa, to an extent that we have not yet
articulated, that there is a coherence and integrity about the way in
which we do these things which could be of value ecumenically and which
it wo\2.ld be well to discuss ecumencially. When we debated this matter
in York, the then :Bishop of Durham said, "What degree of diversity is to
be tolerable without breach of communion?" This, he said, was the problem.
This is it: the degree of diversity which does not cause you to break communion.
What are we to make of the fact that no Anglican province has bro~n communion
with those who have ordained women as priests? What does this say about
our ·understanding of the nature of authority? Is it saying that this is a
second order question, and does the demand for a decision on this whole
question by a universal council mean that only such a council can decide
whether it is a first or second order question, that if it is a first
order question it must be decided by a 1U1iversal council and if it is
a second order question it may or may not be so decided2 Or is it asking
for advice on both2
I am not saying that I know what the answer is but I am thinking that these
are the sort of questions. Is it or is it not fundamental to faith2 Do
Anglicans simply let the debate simmer and see what comes out? Or is there
perhaps merit in the suggestion from Archbishop Ted Scott(?), who wrote
that in a world of rapid communication we think more in terms of the
possibility of achieving a wu.versal conse~sus, and that this means that
we should be seeking to·make universal judgments about possible courses of
action before they have been tried and tested in some particular context.
11 1 wonder," he saya,"if this is how developments can or should take place.
I wonder too, given the realities of today's world,if waiting for a universal
consensus does not mean ruling out any action. In the early Church many
things were tried in one area and then either approved or rejected for
catholic use. Perhaps today we need again to consider this as a valid way
of action. 11
I merely want to ask if that and a vhole lot of other things are not now
the ways we should be exploring, as we come together to discover the forms
of authority exercised among us and how they should be exercised in the future.
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Canon WA 13retherton (Liverpool):
In this debate we are invited to note
omissions, over-emphases, inadequate treatment.
First of all, an over-emphasis. Those who have worked so hard to produce
the ARCIC and Lima reports have obviously been thrilled by th~ amount of
convergence,·even consensus, which they have discovered as they have
researched into the coDDDOn roots of our faith. At times, Lima, in
particular, seems to get carried away with .the enthusiasm generated by
its work. For instance, is realist language used about sacraments? We
are used to the realistic language ~f Scripture which teaches both that
baptism saves us and that we are also saved through faith. These two
aspects are also balanced in Lima, but at times the realist aspect is
carried to extremes. For instance, "God bestows on all baptised persona
the anointing and promise of the Holy Spirit". Does he really? On all
baptised people? On eucbarist, Lima really goes to town. "Eucharist is
a great thanksgiving for everything accomplished in creation, redemption
and sanctification, for everything accomplished by God now in the Church
and in the world. The eucharist is a great sacrifice of praise by which
the Church speaks on behalf of the whmle creation." Thie sort of eucharist
was; I think, first popularised by the Taizl community. Such exuberance
reminds me of an article entitled l,ty Life is Full of Eucharists and written
by the Bishop of warring-ton, himself a gre_at devotee of the eucharist but
protesting now against having euohariet with everything. He received a
tremendous postbag as a result of that article from people who sympathised
with his protest against this trivialising of the euchariat. I expect that
we may also get a popular backlash again.a t a parallel fashion for putting
everything into eucharlst, . Just as the pantheists put God into everything
until they cease to know him at all as the High and Holy One who inhabits
eternity, so we can lose sight of the eucharist•s true significance by
piling everythi.Dg into it.
I regret the exuberance of Lima on this matter because I want to preser.re

the eucharist as a high and holy act, a specific experience of Calvary love,
to melt our hardness of heart and to release fountains of gratitude, to
overflow into ministry in the world.
ARCIC, Lima and FOAG all enthuse over the doctrine of anamnesis, popularised
by Dix(?) and others 50 years ago. Unfortunately, its alleged roots in
patristic and Jewish thought are doubt.f'ul in the extreme. Lampe 1 s (?)
Patristic Greek Lexicon defines anamnesis as "recollection, remindil]8,
commemorating" - nothiDg like the sort of objective "making present" now
canvassed. Bible usage is governed by- the "once for a11-neas" of Calvary,
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depicted so clearly in Hebrews lO, 11Jesus, after he ·had offered one

sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down 11 - in the sense of completed work.
"lly one offering he has perfected for ever them that are ·thus consecreated. 11
Old fashioned Roman Catholic thinking took this point on board yet still
spoke of Chrtst being offered again on every eucharistic altar; modeni.
Roman Catholic thinkers have jumped at the suggested interpretation of
anamnesis as letting them off this logical ?ook but, as Canon John Tiller
wrote, ''The commissioners have exposed their work to the dal'l8er of standing
or falling by an expression of contemporary theology which has no roots
in traditional thinking."
For ilzy'self, I do believe in the objective presence of Christ in the eucharist
but it does not depend on our anamnesis. The offering of Calvary is made·
effective in the present whenever the Holy Spirit applies its benefits
to the redemption of believers and through them to the world at large.
Be.ck to Lima. There may be a translation problem when it says, "The
ordained ministry is constitutive for the life and witness of the Church."
"Constitutive"? No li!'e or witness without the ordained ministry? That
seems a rather unecWilenical statement. Is it not the Holy Spirit who
constitutes the life of the Church and Spirit-filled Christians - all of
them - who bear its witness?
I run glad, that Lima stresses the supervisory role of the episcopacy of
the ordained; that seems to me healthier than the word "representative"
which so easily becomes "substitute", bolstering the "leave it to the
vicar" mentality. FOAG says, "Christian ministers are, particularly when
presiding at the euchatist, representative of the whole Church in .t'ulfilli.ng
its priestly vocation of self-offering to God as a living sacrifice." :But
in point of fact sel.f-offering, detailed in the Uew Teetament as 11 faith,
prayer, praise, giving to the poor, martyrdom and the fruit of evangelism"
can only be offered in .person, not through· a representative. ARCIC still
tries to see the ordained minister as a sacrificer because, in reciting
the words of Christ at the Last Supper, and distributing to the assembly
the holy gifts, he is seen to stand in sacramental relationship to what
Christ did in offering his own sacrifice.
John Teilbard (?),a member of ARCIC, thinks otherwise in his own writingll.
"The minister does not stand in sacramental relation to what Christ did
on the Cross but to what Christ did at the Supper. The distinction is
vital. On the Cross he offered himself as sacrifice to God. At the Supper
he offered himself to his people." The Anglican Reformers were clear on this
point. Whitgift, while prepared to retain the word 'priest' in use, said
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that it was only to si8Dify presbyter or elder. He ·writes, "As heretofore
use hath made it to be taken for sacrificer, so will use now alter that
signification to make it to be taken for minister of the ·gospel." Similarly
Hookers "Sacrifice is now no part of the Church's ministry".

This radical-distinction between Reformed presbyter and Roman Catholic
sacrifioer canuot be written off as llle:rely the ' stuff of outdated controversy,
for it reflects a radical distinction in tne New Testament between elder and
Old Testament priest. Julian Charley-(~, another member of ARCIC, writes,
"I guess in the end we shall see th~ New Testament writers were wise to
avoid priestly terms for the ordained which have caused such unhappy
con.fusion." Lima ~issed this vital point but AllCIC actually leaves the
door open for it. Itsaya, "The ordained belong to a different realm of
the gifts of the Spirit, a different realm, that is, from the priesthood
of all believers." If only the distinct realm of the ordained were defined
as eldership, supervision, I would be content.
the question of primacy, I do not follow ARCIC 1 s dogmatism about the
universal Christian community needing a universal, visible primate. A
Christian community differs from other coumnmities at this very point,
because its bead is the invisible Christ, who bas many vi~s. Here I
quote a statement of a group of South American leaders and theologians:
"The Nairooi concept of conciliarity, also accepted by the Eastern Orthodox
Church, seems to be a much more promising model for an,y .future united
Church. In the Third world we no longer can view Europe as the centre
of Christian civilisation or as the source of all wisdom. In many
respects, in comparison with the vital Church growth in the ~hird ~orld
it fathers a decadent Church."
On

final observation is one I £eel CllOre deeply about than 8rJ¥ other because
it touches evangelism., the cutting edge of the Church in its mission to
the world. In its 198~ report, the Standing Committee rejoices that "a
large measure of agreement has been reached in the main body of the text
which, if accepted, will make quite clear that what unites us is far greater
than that which still divides us." I am sure that we all rejoice in that
but the .further question remains, how is that agreed truth applied to secure
the soul's eternal safety and present peace, that assured salvation upon
which present peace and usefulness depend? We now urgently need to face
the question of justification by grace alone, through faith alone, through
Christ alone. On that note, I wish all power to the elbow of the new ARCIC
and to whatever may succeed the Lima consultation.
~
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The Archbishop of York (Most Revd and Rt Hon JS dabgood): Like others,
I greatly welcome this report. I think that FOAG has do~e an extremely
good piece o! worlc, and I would like to pay tribute to the main draftelilall
of the report, Mary Tanner.
Despite the criticisms that we have heard from. the last speaker, I believe
that we, as members of the Church of England, should recognise how lucky
we are, particularly in the BEM document, to have one which is so basically
congenial to u.e. This does put upon us a responsibility to be especially
sensitive towards those parts of the IIEM report where the finger of criticism
ia directed towards us.

If some of the things said about us are bard, then

we have to face the fact that other churches are going to have to confront
much harder choices than ouraelves :as they respond to this report.

I greatly welcome the

tb.inga that were said by Christian Howard on the

subject of authority, where I believe she dug very deep and helpfully into
some of the further questions which are going to have to be faced. I am
quite sure that as we look to the future our main problems are going to
lie in this field, as to precisely what we mean by authority and how we
exercise it. I hope that whe11 we have our debate tomorrow morning we shall
not have that debate forgetting what we have been thinking about today,
because the whole question of authority in the Church at all levels has to
be held tog-ether and not looked at in separate little bits. One parti cular
question that we have all to face and shall be facing tomorrow is: bov in

all this does one assess the role of individuals? Let us realise that that
is a question which bears just as hardly on the Pope as on an individual
incumbent as on aeybody else whom we may like to name. How does the style
of authority in our Church express itself at the various levels?
Jean Mayland mentioned the crucial importance of the ecclesiological questions
underlying these reports and it is really .i.n response to what she said that
I thought that it might be help.tul to the Synod it I were to say a word
or two about the new inter-church initiative which I have the privilege
of chairing and which received some publicity quite recently. This is an
initiative which is aimed to focus primarily on this question of ecclesiology
and provide a setting in which a wide variety of churches can share at
all levels their understanding of the Church. we see this as an essential
part of the groundwork before one begins any f'urtber serious move towards
unity.

Thie particular inter-church meeting came together by an invitation issued
to the churches quite largely in my name but not by me acting as an
individual: it was done under the umbrella of the British Council of Churches
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and of the Roman Catholic Church, and the whole thing sprang from two
sources, one of which was discussions in the British Council of Churches
about its own future and the other discussions initiated·by the Roman
Catholics with leaders from various churches in the aftermath of the Pope's
visit. These two streams of thinkirlB converged in the belief that the
churches together now have to tackle these .t"unda.mental ecclesiological
questions. As a result of invitations to ~e churches, we have managed to
get together representatives of aver:, wide selection of the churches in
these islands; so we have strong Roman Catholic representation from the
Conference of England and Wales, and Scotland, we have all the churches
normally represented in the British Council of Churches and also, for the
first time in such discussions, we have representatives of the Pentecostal
movement and, in particular, the b1ack Pentecostal churches. So there is
a really quite extraordinary spectrum of Christian opinion which is proposing
through its parent churches that we should begin an approximately two-year
programme of study and reflection around these questions. Firstly, how do we see
the nature and purpose of the Church, not just when we sit down alone but
when we consider ourselves in relation to other churches around us1 So
much of our thinking about these matters bas tended to be a rather solitary
exercise: we define what we think the Church of England is. But the important
thing is t~ define what we are as we see ourselves in relation to the
Pentecost~ls, aoman Catholics or what have you. Secondly, to set this
whole process of reflection within the context of an understanding of the
mission of the Church - and this is where a report already mentioned, the
Anglican/URC report, I believe will be particularly helpful, precisely
because of its stress on the mission of the Church as the essential context
for the discussion of all these things.
The hope is that in the early part of 1986 there can be discussion at local
level, particularly in Lent 1906; an,i t •. e 2.i.ill i.; to relate such local
discussion to programmes which we trust will be broadcast through local
radio. We hope to have thousands of discussion groups all over the country
whose opinions will then be co-ordinated on a queetioruw.ire and eventually
fed into the process, which will also be going on at national level as,
through their national organs, churches try to express rather simply their
own self-understanding. All this, we hope, will then be tied into the
ARCIC and BEM proce1:10 goi.ug o....... t.ernationally. The process of reflection
at all three levels will be brought together in a series of conferences,
~n)minating in a major conference in the autumn of 1987. We hope that this
large conference will enable us to see together what the next steps in unity
should be.
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Part of this will be helping the British Council of Churches to fashion
itself into a more appropriate instrument for ecumenism in these islands.
Part of it, we hope, will feed back into the churches as we look at our

own multilateral and bilateral conversations.
I hope that that brief explanation of what this particular initiative is
about will help the Synod to see how it
that we are already engaged in. It is not

integrateewith the process
a· recipe for huge numbers of new

meetings, neither is it some covert new Unity scheme ,.,hich someone is
trying to slip in under the counter. It is something that will give us
an opportunity from 1987 onwards to start the whole process of negotiating
for unity again on-a much more realistic basis.

:r would like to highlight a sentence of
fundamental importance in the report. It occurs on page 47, in the paragraph

Canon R C Craston (I'lanchester):

headed Ecclesiology. "Only an explicit common understanding of the nature
of the Church and its role as a credible and effective sign, instrument
and sacram.e nt of salvation will provide a secure foundation for the
reconciliation of churches." That is my text for what I wish to say. It
ia preceded by the statement that even if ecclesiology is not deemed central
to the Christian faith - a point many would want to disagree with - it is
certainly ~rucial if the subject in hand is the unity of the churches and,
we might ~lso say, if the subject in hand is an agreement among ourselves as
Anglicans, as we work towards the unity of the churches. For it is now
apparent, as Canon :Boulton has reminded us and as the agenda set before us
by the Archbishop of York would remind us, that basic to the disagreements

amone; ourselves as well as with our partners in the Anglican/Methodist
scheme and the Covenant proposals was the failure to agree on the doctrine
of the Church. A search for agreement on priesthood, episcopacy, ordination
drives us back to an understanding of the Church.
Lest we think that this is a peculiarly English problem, I quote from the
report of the Anglica.D/Reforiaed International Commission, 11 Among the most
pervasive and powerful of all the factors which combine to paralyse the
movement towards unity is a false understanding of the nature of the Church
and God I s calling to the Church. 11 I would add to that a quotation which is,
I think, even more relevant to this debate.

It is from a pa.p er by Dr
Cary :Bennett. He says, "A particular Church's sacramental practice,
understanding of ministry and exercise of authority are almost certainly
related to some model or general conception of the Church."

He notes, as

we have noted, that neither Lima nor ARCIC has an agreed statement on the

doctrine of the Church, and the sections devoted to ecclesiology have a
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p~visional and tentative character about them. This is a judamentwith
which the FOAG apparently agrees, as it calls for further explanation.
Dr Eermett goes on to recogn:1.se in that paper that, atemm1ng .from the

Reformation era, there have been two disparate models of the Church. both
of which, I would say, are rooted in the New Testament. There is a Protestant
ecclesiology emphasising the calling out of a local, believing community
as the Word is preached and men and women respond in faith to the offer of
justification in Christ, as a result of which they are personally related
to God. The full company of such across the world is known only to God,
its boundaries invisible to men. The classic Catholic ecclesiology emphasises
the historic and visible nature of the Church, a worldwide society founded
by Christ, and both the sacrament and instrument of his presence in the
world., The visible institution requires true order to validate the
structures of mim.stry and to preserve the Church's identity within the
apostolic tradition.

I have, of course, merely offered there some headlines appropriate to the
two ecclesiologies.
The Lima document, particularly, may be seen as a determined effort to
recognise, hold together and reconcile the Catholic and Protestant
ecclesiolog~es, not simply by identifying and concentrating on common
features and
pushing awkward and conflicting features to the background,
'
.
from which they will eventually emerge to jeopardise later movements in
the stages of development in unity, but by seeking to reintegrate the two
eoclesiologies because they need each other. It is my submission that we
in the Church of England need to pursue that same process, OUr different
traditions need to move out of entrenched positions and, ·in a spirit of
mutual trust, we need to look ai'reah at our approaches to the dootrine oi'
the Church. We must do this if we are to talk to other churches with a
more united voice than hitherto. We need to do it if we are to take seriously
the third Lima quesli.on about the practical implications of the report for
our own Church's life, including our educational task - and that is directly
relevant to the final motion on Thursday afternoon about references to the
dioceses.
The process must start here. The buck stops here. That obliges us not
just to reflect the divisions in the dioceses, still less merely to contend
for them here, but to give
a lead in the reconciliation of those
divisions and in the development of an internal ecumenism.
Advocacy of that task carries an obligation to suggest some possible steps.
Tentatively, may I indicate how the tradition that I know beet may move forward?
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Evangelicals, I believe, need a deeper understanding of the Church as a
continuing, historic and worldwide community, visibly pre.sent as a sign of
Christ's presence and work and, because it is a human as well as a divine
institution, defined by its sacraments and ordered. in life according to an
accepted tradition. That is not to be at the expense of an emphasis that comes
more easily to them,of a Spirit-filled community of those who have heard the
Word and entered into a living relationship·· w1 th God through Christ, but
complementary to it. They can recognise that their negative reaction in
the nineteenth century to the Oxford Movement resulted in an almost exclusive
emphasis on the Church as an invisible society and a definition of the local
church in near-Congregationalist terms. It is worth recalling, in passing,
that a Protestant ecclesiology sine~ Reformation times has not been able to
cope with the problem of secession and multiplication of denominations and
sects has occurred; and although there may be a mixture of causes for the
haemorrhage of Anglicans from evangelical parishes to the house church
movement and other independent churches, one cause may well be inadequate
teaching of the Church.
what would be the implications of greater attention to Catholic order in
the Church? One would be a deeper commitment to a unity of the Church
that is observable by the world and thus, as Jesus prayed, a convincing
stimulus to faith, that they all may be one that the world may believe.
The Anglican/Refor.:ied Commission report recognises that some - and I think
that Evangelicals may be among them - regard concern for wiity as deflecting
attention from the more urgent business of evangelism, but goes on to affi:rm
that multiplication of ~embers is·rot,according to the New Teetament,the sole
criterion by which priorities are to be judged. The Church is the sign
and first £ruits of the reoonciliation o! all things in Christ. Reconciliation
to unity touches the credibility of the Church.
Another implication would be the recognition that the Church Local is not
a single congregation but a fellowship of churches in an area in communion
with the bishop. That is taking episcopacy seriously,as an effective sign
of belonging to the Church Catholic and as a focus of unity within it.
If we thus take, a.s I believe we must, the office of bishop as not merely
one of function - that is, of pastoring, teaching and guarding the faith but also as one of sign - a sacrament of unity - must we not also recognise
the whole ordained ministry authorised by him on behalf of the Church and
or Christ as having more than just functional character?
In the book Growing into Union, two Catholics and two Evangelicals - one

of each, the Bishop of London and Canon. 1!uchanan,is in this Synod - there
is recognised the ontological nature of the ordained ministry, if it may
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be so called: "All ministerial oversight e11bodies an authority which stems
from Christ as head of the Church and witnesses to the lord.ship over the
Church, including the ministers themselves. 11 And again, '11The view of
ministry which sees it purely in terms of the delegation by the Church
of certain functions disregards the authority of the ministry to act in
the name of Christ as head of the Church for its edification."
The ordained ministry, I believe, is not on1y to do certain things but to
be something for Christ, as a sign of his authority and ministry.
A further implication of greater attention to the nature of the Church as
a visible, historic community would be a higher doctrine of the sacraments
than is apparent in some evangelical parishes. The theology of baptism,
whatever we do about its practice, ~equirea us to relate it directly to
justification. As the FOAG report says, the justification of the believer
is inseparable in reality from bis or her sacramental incorporation into
the fellowship of the Church. Understanding of the eucharist must include
the recognition that it is as.the one body partakes of .the one bread that
the Church establishes its identity. Not in so-called "family services",
however usei'ul for fringe contacts, nor even in Morning and Evening Prayer,
however valuable as part of the diet of worship, but in the sacrament of
our redemption
is the Church identified as the :Body of Christ in the world.
,
Thie really adds up to a plea for a r.eformed catholicism, the ~al, surely,
of all Anglicans. Indeed, it is a plea for a serious commitment to cove.n ant
theology, the framework of God's dealings with man in Old and New Testaments,
in which visible commitment to the people of God, marked by sacramental
initiation - circumcision in the Old, baptism in the New- and sacramental
continuation - Passover in the Old, eucharist in the New ·- must go with
inward experience of grace and faith commitment to the covenant Lord.
These inadequate comments can only indicate something of an agenda for
Evangelicals as I see it. May I be allowed to say even more briefly how
I think Catholics can contribute to the exploration of ecclesiology?
Open dialogue on certain matters touching the order of the Church would be
welcomed. One would be on the proposition that the order of the Church,
however highly to be prized, has a provisional character about it• in that
the Church itself points forward beyond itself, points eschatologically to
the Kingdom. Someone has described the Church as the scaffolding for the
Kingdom. Its order, therefore, must be strong, durable but adaptable,
capable of being modified ae ministry and mission demand. Another matter
for concern would be the recognition that apostolic succession is to be
defined in terms of the Church continuing in loyalty to the apostolic
faith, witness, fellowship and ministry, the historic succession of the
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episcopacy being just the sign and not the essence of apoetolicity.
A further concern would focus on the Church visible as a.mixed oommunity,
wheat and tares growing together, and what this means for tbe efficacy
of the sacr~ents and the place of the Word in creating faith. Lastly,
there is the development of an understanding of the ordained priesthood
that recognises it as a gift of the ascended High Priest, to serve and
to enable the priesthood of the whole Church, and yet avoids an unacceptable
distinction between it and the rest of the Church as the kingdom of priests.
The need to respond to Lima and ARCIC,
within a limited timeacale - for
we have to respond to ACC 7 - presents an urgent challenge and a unique
opportunity to discover consensus among ourselves. May we not fail for
want of will or effort or love and .' trust, as brethren in Christ.
i:levd Professor li Chadwick (Universities):
As I had the honour of addressing
the Synod briefly on the subject of !!EI1 and ARCIC in July 1983, I shall
not repeat anything of what I tried to say then but make a few remarks about
the rather complex notion of reception, which may need rather more teasing
out than the FOAG report was able to give it in paragraphs 223 to 231.

we take

it, I think, that it is a teahnical tem. fo.r tbat prooeaa by which

in the Church of God we digest and assimilate a definition of doctrine in
the making of ~hich we ourselves cay perhaps not have participated except
indirectly. And yet if the definition presented to us, perhaps
received
from those who have faitbf'Ully transmitted to us the faith, if that
definition which is presented to us truly belongs to the authentic deposit
of faith or to what the Church sees that it needs for the aafeguardi.na
or the clarifying of that, then our receiving has a positive, vital effect.
It is in that aense, I take it, that reception is distinct from the submission
of obedience to duly constituted authority. It is totally unlike my normal
response to the tax !nl!pector 1 e demands or even to my respect for the
highway code. It implies not a passive acquiescence but an active exercise
of the trained, critical judgment; it is a consent of the believing mind
and heart which, perhaps slowly but surely, comes to see that tbirough that
definition, whether it was of a synod or a primate, the authentic., living
voice of faith has been spoken in the Church to the Church by God.
The doctrine of reception, therefore, is quite distinct from a political
theory of who exactly gets on to the governing body of the Church. That has
a little bearing on what Hrs i,Jayland was saying to us. Nor ia it a doctrine
that excludes lay initiative. We all know very well what an enomous amount
in the history 0£ Christian thought baa been owed to people who were not
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clerQ", at all times, In the Orthodox Communions,~fter all, it is rather
unusual for a theologian actually to be in Holy Orders at all.
Part of our own Anglican heritage of faith, expressed in our venerable

fo:rmularies, tells us that the decisiomof authority in matters of faith
derive their 1·o rce from the expression they give to the explicit or
implicit faith of the apostolic tradition of which Holy Scripture is the
primary witness; but it is often a gradual 'process, and that is illustrated
in the report from FOAG by historical examples: the developments which
in the ancient Church gave us a threefold ministry, the baptisml confession
of f~ith, our New Testament canon, the Nicene creed, the Chalcedonian
definition - and, of course, if there bad been a lot more academics on
it, a lot more examples from canon _. law, liturgical usage or even the Lord's
Day.

Both the gospel and the Apostle Paul give us good ground to affirm that
in the Church of our crucified z.taster authority is given always in love
and for
edification not for domination over the souls of men and,
therefore, even the highest power in the Church - and when one is talking
about authority one cannot help also talking about power; there is no
point in being mealy-mouthed about it - the highest power in the Church
is neverth~less always restrained, it must be restrained, by the requirement
that it i.s and is ·seen to be a service to the ~lord of God and also by the
evident requirement that, whatever rules of discipline are made, they are
and are seen to be for the good order or the Church.
Therefore, reception in our FOAG report is an important idea because it
meshes in most intimately with the ecclesioloQ" of koinonia, that is to
say, of the uni.v ersal communion of local churches standing in conciliarity
with each other and in the tradition of the faith of the ages. I confess
that I warmed vecy greatly to what Christ~n Howard had to say to us about
conciliarity and on the often inarticulate way in which a consensus is
formed; that is surely true. It is very difficult to describe exactly how
it works but we know that it emerges. But if you are in a situation where
communions are divided, then loving grunts are not enough to get ;ou howe and
dry; you need to put it into words and it may be an embarrassing fact and
you know that your words are insufficient - some of the insufficiencies have
been eloquently pointed out already by more than one speaker1 and you may be
sure that those who worked in the engine room with soot on their faces,
trying to produce these documents, knew that they could have been done
better but that this was the best they could possibly do on the day.
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Reception, therefore, meshes very closely with the conciliarity/koinonia
idea. It does not imply, of course, that the consent fi~t gives authority,
validity to a true definition. Obviously, if the Spirit of God assisted
the definition of, for example, the Council of Nicea in givins us the llicene
creed, the Church was protected from being led into error and, by the same
Spirit, the faithful were, and will be, enabled to discern that. 'What is
frankly excluded by the doctrine of reception is the notion, to put it in
lapidary and biting terms, that the Holy Spirit has no other i'unotion in
the Church than to guarantee the correctness of synods and primates on
solemn occasions.
ARCIC does not propose that we should see only ill external foI'lllB of office
and correct canon law a reliable source of teaching authority taken apart
from the content of authentic teaching in• Scripture and sound tradition.
There is a point ill the second statement on authority, ABCIC paragraph 29 a section which FOAG quotes in paragraph 228 of its report - where the
Anglicans enter the caveat that the definition to be accepted should be
"manifestly a legitimate interpretation of biblical faith and in line
The caveat, I am sure, expresses something
with orthodox tradition".
only perhaps a misleading
about which we Anglicans feel deeply,
impression ,could be conveyed that the caveat is one that Roman Catholic
theologia~s would be less keen to make. It is, therefore, of some interest
that when the new Homan code of canon law comes to tell us exactly what is
required for a defini t.ion of doctrine to have validity, "manifestly" is one
of the words that it uses - 749 (}). There too the content of the
truth proclaimed is t~t which givea force to the authority declaring it.
If I may turn St Augustine upside down, we acknowledge the authority of the
Church to judg'e controversies of faith because we are moved by the gospel
to do so.
These considerations, I believe, have a profowid bearing on our trust
that God keeps his Church from catastrophic error.
lt has been observed that ARCIC avoided using that unclear term, infallibility,
which FOAG described as "confused and confusing"1 but the debate is not
wether there is or is not an inspired oracle but whether and where there
is reliability of teaching in the Church that, in the short run, but above
all in the long run, keeps the gospel from being corrupted in the Church.
However, whatever organ of ministry we name,it will be a subordinate,
serving authority, ministerial to the Word of God, a charism never given
as an end in itself but as a means to protect God's intention.
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There are .many points about the authority statement which most of us read
with a certain folk memory because so much of our own English history in
these islands is bound up with the Church of England and ~ts dissent from
the See of Rome, and so much of our own past is associated with memories
of the excOIIIIIIWlication of Queen Elizabeth and the Armada and ·the Gordon
Riots and what happened in Liverpool in 1909, so to speak. This is a very
natural thing, that we should find it hard, as it were, to absorb. We
•'
do not want to forget.
I would, therefore,
like to conclude with a story of a minister of the kirk in the Orkneye
who use to have to go to his church on horseback and to have to cross a
stream. On one occasion he could not get across because it was in spate;
the horse shied and would not cross. The following Sunday, the stream was
at its normal level and the horee s~ill ref'u.sed to crose it. The minister
simply said to his horse, "Your memory is much 1:iEtter than your judp.ent."
The Bishop of Salisbury (lit Rev JA Bake1:i,
I would just like to take
up two of the points that have been made in the last two speeches.
The process of reception for BEI1 is a unique phenomenon, I think, in the
history of the Christian Church bec.ause it is something that is being
carried out at all levels of churches all over the world, in every continent
and culture and in every great Christian tradition. The laity are participating
in it as well as the clergy. The collation and interpretation of that
reception ' is a massive task which the Faith and Order Collll'llission of the
World Council of Churches is grappling with and to achieve which it will
need an enormous amount of help. From that worldwide response will, I am
sure, comet as we have already heard in this debate this afternoon, a very
clear request for an understanding of the Church which will provide the
framework within which our ideas of baptism, eucharist and ministry can be
properly understood and co-ordinated. Our own report which we are considering
today has, as one of it~ proposals, one that we shall be voting on later in
the week, the request that the Faith and Order Commission should give very
close attention to this ecclesiological question.
We have heard from Canon Craston and others this afternoon some very valuable
suggestions about this which I for one am moat grateful to have heard. The
reason why I feel this gratitude is because the Faith and Order Commission
of the World Council is already engaged in the first stages of this
ecclesiologioal enterprise. We have heard several references today to the
consultation on proclaimin8 a common apostolic faith and also the structures
of decision making. :But there is another branch of this enterprise, which
is kno'fl?l as the unity of the Church and the renewal of human community.

That is the group on which I have the honour to serve at the present time.
It is addressing itself to the very problems which have ~een highlighted in
our debate this a.fternoon. It cannot be said that it baa yet got vecy tai:
with what is perhaps the key and most difficult of all questions, because
it is tackling the whole basis on which our different understandings of
the Church can bring us into visible unity, agreement in faith and in
eucharistic fellowship. But there is alreacy a massive and, I think,
theologically impressive input from many traditions: the Orthodox, the Reformed,
the Lutherans, the Anglicans and the Roman Catholics have alreacy, in our
consultations, made very significant documentary contributions. So one can
hope that by the time we have responded to BEH and ARCIC and the questions
they raise there will be another t~de of this worldwide consultation about
unity which will flow together with our responses and help us all.
However, the point that I want to make about this contribution is one that
I feel we need to take on board in this country if we are to make any
progress in our own domestic concerns. I said just now that the title
of the World Council enterprise was the unity of the Church and the renewal
of human community. The two things are utterly inseparable as far ae the
Faith and Order Commission is concerned. \rie were reminded earlier by
Hrs Mayland that the Church exists to serve all God's children in the hw:ian
.
family anu to serve, I believe, their unity and renewal. The Church needs
its own unity and renewal in orde·r t.o fulfil that mission. The Archbishop
of York asked us to be conscious of ourselves not just in ourselves, looking
in on what we are as Anglicans, but in our relation to other traditions and
other churches. The Faith and Order Commission would ask us to look at
ourselves in relation to all human beings and the human community in which
we live and ita own desperate needs, and to ask what kind of Church we
need to be and what we can contribute from our resoUll)es and traditions
towards that relationsl:µ.p. Anything which' comes in the way of guidance or
inspiration for Church unity from that perspective is going to be a very
challenging and almost revolutionary thing. It may make some of our discussions
about order and sacraments and so on look very limited and narrow. But if
we think about it, I believe that it holds out the strongest and best hopes
for real unity because, even looking out from your Church to another Church
and at other churches is not necessarily going to provide that iMer
transformation which will lead to unity; because contemplation of your
relationship to another tradition may very well lead to the situation where
we say, "well, we 1 re doing all right; they're doing all right. Let's just
shake hands and carry on." Yet the perils and demands and needs of the world
for God's salvation are such that only a genuine unity of the Spirit and

.
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unity of structure and decision and action by all Christians can meet
the challenge of God's demand there; and it is as we see ourselves in
relation to God's world that we shall be driven by the Spirit into a deep
and permanent unity.
.
.
Canon AR Heawood (Ely}:
Mr Chairman, would you now accept a motion
for limitation of speeches?
The Chail.'man:
ten minutes.

I would accept a motion for the limitation of speeches to

The motion was put and carried.
Canon CO :Buchanan (Southwell):
I only want to say one word about the
ARCIC report. This series of ARCiq reports represents a very considerable
achievement. Fifteen years ago it was rather unthinkable that we should
have agreed statements from an Anglican/Roman Catholic Commission. Personally,
I like them in descending order of appearance - I think that the euohariet
one is the best and the authority one the worst - and the only point on
which I would stay there is to ask how acceptable they are to the Church of
Rome. It really is not of very great interest whether I can align mysell'
with them unless we know that they actually carry the jud81Jl,ent of Rome.
There have been various attempts to get the Sacred Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith off the hook as not actually being a very authoritative
Roman statement in their virtual condemnation of the whole enterprise or,
at least, of the results of it. I do have difficulty in relating to that
when I do not lmow whether it carries the other side with it or not. At
various points, it seems to me,partic:ularl.y on the eucharist, Cranmer himself
could have signed the statement and those who burned him. certainly could
not have signed it. So I welcome it but I wonder whether they do.
I want to refer more to the Lima statement because it seems to be

methodologically differ~nt. There has been a real attempt to find a colillllOn
statement in the Anglican/Roman discussion. It seems to me that Lima is
less thall a common statement. I want to say this because I hear a certain
amount of euphoria about it. We have bad quite a bit of painting on cosmic
canvasses this afternoon, with a lot of romantic stuff about what it means
for the whole world and so on.
:But when you get down to it,the problem
is this: how could you ever disagree with it? The statement on baptism,
to which I am particularly going to refer, bas a highly inclusive character
to it, and it sometimes does not even attempt to resolve the mutually
opposed points that it sets out. It is not, therefore, an exclusive statem£
but a highly inclusive one, and the problem is not, therefore, whether you
agree with it - because you can agree with it - but how you would ever be
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able to falsify it or disqualify it from being a statement of the faith
received down the ages and in which we see our own faith. It is there,
but it is there along with a whole lot of things that we do not agree with,
all set alongside each other.
Let me give an instance of the baptismal material. Someone has already
raised the question as to whether the sacrament of baptism of itself brings
the gift of the Holy Sprit, regeneration and so on. There are a lot of
very strong statements of this sort and then, just slipped in - and I welcome
it - is another statement which says, "The necessity of faith for the
recep~ion of the salvation embodied and set forth in baptism is acknowledge
by all churches. 11 -That could undermine everything previously said about
baptism, but the two are not bro1J8h~ to resolution. They are ve-ry hard to
state when they are really enmeshed together, but here they are left in
virtual juxtaposition without the matter being talked through.
Then there is the question of infant and adult baptism. It seems to me
that this statement is asking quite a lot of those who do not think that
infant baptism is baptism. It is asking them to think that it is, wh.ich
seelllS to me actually to undermine their case. On the other hand, it asks
them on a basis •,rhich I find incredibly thin - pq ;e 4 in t he Lilila report;
it is the s~atement tnat I am interested in, much oore than tb~ FOAG report m,,hile th~ possibility that infant baptism was practised in the apostolic
age cannot l -~ excluded ••• " Tri.at seems to me to 'be a very cautious statement
indeed on which, if you please, the Baptists are being asked to recognise
that the baptism of infants is a perfectly valid and good process. The
two are set down beside . each other but they .u:e nu~ oxought to resolution.
Then there is the question of a post-baptismal anointing or laying on of
hands. Here I do have one word from the FOAG report. "The Li1Da text is
not decisive on the question of the relati~nship of baptism, confirmation,
chrismation and first communion." No, it is not decisive. It is nicely
blurred. After all these strong statements about baptism in relation to
the gift of the Holy Sprit, on page 6, paragraph 14, we get this, "Different
actions have become associated with the giving of the Spirit. For eocie,
it is the water of life itself. For others, it is the anointing with
chrism and/or imposition of hands which many churches call confirmation.
For still others, it is all three." Further on, it says, "Some churches
consider tbat Christian initiation is not complete without t :1e sealing of
tne baptised with the gift of the Roly Spirit." That statement says that
the baptised do not have the gift of the Holy Spirit until they are sealed
in some other way. Everything that has been said earlier ab_o ut the gift of
the Sprit in relation to baptism is arguably taken away by that later one;
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and they are not brought to resolution.
There is a further question as to the admission of the baptised to commmion.
This one is left in the italic notes and commentary at the side, and it is
not as strongly done as it was in earlier World Council statements. It is
a question to which we· are addressing ourselves in this Church of England
quite soon and it is perhaps the place where they raise the question for us,
as the Archbishop of York said,and do not leave it quite in this position
o! "You can do it this way or you can do it that way, and when you have
done it one way or the other way wi~l you recognise that two ways are the
ways in which Christians do things and align yourself and agree that that
is the true faith?"
But then there is the question whi~ bears ver., heavily on us, namely, the
question of indiscriminate baptism. I wonder if Anglicans who are busy
getting euphoric about the LiJDa text have actually read this, in paragraph ll .
"The latter" - that is, the people who praotise the baptism of infants "11USt guard themselves against the practice of apparently indiscriminate
baptism." That is certainly a quea'tion that is being posed for us and is
one which is brought out in the question of two opposite viewe in the FOAG
report. Here I quote from paragraph 45: "••• baptismal discipline may be
so 'ove:t'-discriminating' that those requesti.ng baptism are required to
provide unreasonable evidence of the authenticity of their faith" - like
going to ·church or something of that sort. "So called I indiscriminate
baptism' reflects a view of the Church as a 'mixed community'; a more
rigorous policy emphasises the •gathered' nature of the Church." This is
rather like the way in which the Lima report sets out two things alongside
each other and does not really resolve them. But, if ~thing, the Lima
report is pressing us to answer this question, and I do hope that the
Anglican Church will look at it.
Neither do I like FOAG~s way of describing' it. I do not like it because it
is back to front methodologically. ~hat we really need to do is to decide
what sort of church we are and what that means for baptism, rather than
discover what sort of baptism we have and work out what that means for our
views.

But the real question we have to ask ourselves is bow we become a miseionar.,
church. I am not interested in being a mixed community for its own sake
or a gathered church for its own sake. There are nice ways to say these
phrases and peJorative ways to say them. But the OK word is: how can we
be a missionar., church? Have we a mission to an unbelieving nation or
world, or have we actually got a crypto-bel1eving nation which 1e really all
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Church all al0ll8? That is the sort of Church of ~land question that
I hope the Lima text will address us to.
I am not going to vote against any of the motion.a on Thursday. That is
why I wanted to speak today. I would have been putting down amendments
if I could not take them. But I do hope that we will not get over-euphoric
as though som.ehow as though some unitary, commanding, univocal statement
was being made from Lima which would unite "Christians simply by their
looking at it. That is not the case. The closer you look, the more it
seems to me to be putting things in juxtaposition without resolution •
.Dean tlf Bristol (Ver;y Revd A a: .Dammers)z
As a member of FOAG, I would like
to add my words to the tribute alread3 paid to our indefatigable secretary,
Mazy Tanner, and add a word of praise for our chaiman whose skill and
experience somehow managed to maintain the momentum when a panel of very
articulate theologians were scrutinising, paragraph by paragraph, these
two documents.
Of the hundreds of points of detail which our report raises, I would like
to select just one general point for comment, one which is given a great
deal of prominence in our report and one which I was interested to note
was selected by The Guardian correspondent as the most si.gnificant in the
whole of this week's General Synod agenda. I refer to the final para~pb
on the Lima text in the Summary on page 105: "Finally, we underline what
we said in paragraph 149 that the Church of England needs to recommit
itself to the 'goal of visible unity in one faith and one eucharistic
fellowship'. To this end we should like to see the Church of England join
enthusiastically with other churches in Britain, in search .for a common
understanding of the nature and purpose of the Church. In this the Lima
Text and the Final Report will provide important theological insights."
The words "goal of visible unity in one fa~th and one eucharistic fellowship"
are quoted there from the Lima report, and paragraph 149 includes a
reference to the work of the General Synods "In the past the ecumenical
movement was assisted by IDBey" pioneering Anglican initiatives. Today we
recognise that, for whatever reasons, Anglicans in maey countries have
often been the cause of breakdown in union schemes ••• In England the refusal
of the Church Assembly and the General Synod to give adequate majorities to
Anglican-Methodist unity was more reoently followed by an inadequate majority
of votes in the General Synod in support of the Covenant Proposals •••••
members of the Church of England need to ask themselves how sincere, and if
sincere, how important is our desire to seek 'visible unity in one .faith
and one eucbaristic fellowship'? Have we, perhaps implicitly, surrendered
this goal for something less? 11

81 - · 200

This paragraph refers to many pioneering Anglican initiatives. I would
like to refer to one of these which interests me a great deal, and that
is the resolutio~ passed by the first Conference on Faith and Order convened
by the British Council of Churches at NottinBham in 1964. It was chaired
by a bishop of the Church of England, and the main resolutions that were
accepted by that conference were proposed by a parish priest of our Church
and seconded by a layman of our Church. I _would like to quote key words
from those resolutions, in which we said, ''vie believe that we should offer
obedience to God in a commitment as decisive as this."
I believe that the Lima report gives us an opportunity, perhaps the last in

this century, for our Church of England to regain the ecumenical initiative
in this country, as a church which.olaime to be both catholic and apostolic,
Protestant and Reformed; and a great deal depends on the General Synod.
The goal of visible unity in one faith and one eucharistic fellowship will
demand of' us considerable sacri.fices, including, as I believe, f'ar-reach.ing
reforms in the voting procedures of this body. ?fu.ch - perhaps too much depends on the forthcoming review of these procedures by the Standing
Com:nittee which has been promised us. I have fears that the proposals will
not be nearly radical enough. 'What is now needed is a move of profound
penitence for past failures, of humble assurance of God's forgiveness and
an enthusiastically fresh commitment to this goal of visible lll'lity in one
fdth and'one eucharistic fellowship.
Perhaps I might encapsulate what I have been tr,ying to say
to something that Professor Gordon Rupp, Hethodist scholar
once remarked when we ~ere receivif18 a series of excellent
Anglican-Methodist scheme. He observed, "What we now need
report but an explosion."

by referring
and ecumenist,
reports on the
is not another
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Dr E. L. Kendall (Canterbury):

A few minutes ago the Bishop of

Salisbury drew our attention to the fact that matters of such
importance as we have been discuss~ng this afternoon will demand
a decision and the unity of all Christian people.

This debate

has been going on now for two and a half hours, and I cannot help
but note that no layman has been called and before myself two lay
women.

I think it is excee~ingly important that matters of

theological concern should not be assumed to be the exclusive
preserve of those in orders.
The point of substance I wish to make is that in hoping that this
report will be warmly welcomed by the Synod will be an indication
of the fact that Synod, and through the Synod the Church of
England, intends to steel its will and to wring its imagination
to follow through the concrete steps which are proposed in page
100 and the following pages of this report.
I want to draw specific attention to one of them which is
mentioned in paragraph 271 on page 106 when it is hoped that
encouragement will be given to the sharing of- facilities for
theological education.

That refers back in a little more

detail to the ninth point of paragraph 263 on page 100, where it
is recommended that the Roman Catholic Church and our own Church
enter into agreement to share facilities for theological
educatio~ with the hope that all future priests of eech co~munion
should have attended some course taught by a professor of the
other communion.

Arrangements should also be made where possible

for temporary exchange of students.
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A point I want to make is that I hope our Churche~ will explore,
with imagination, a whole variety of possibilities of doing this
at local level.
May I j~st mention very briefly one enterprise in which I have
been engaged for some years; as the only Anglican member of a
small ecumenical group in France, in Lille, where all the
members except myself are e;ther Roman Catholics or French
Protestants, and in order to respond to the needs of the Anglican
theological seminary in Mauritius, I have managed to get the
support of my Roman Catholic and Prdestant friends to send French
theological literature to them.

So that this has been the kind

of enterprise which would be a practical application of botb the
Lima and tbe Arcic reports.
Secondlj, I hoµe that in this matter of shared theological
enterprises we shall take very seriously enterprises other than
those at the level of what we call theological colleges or,
rather, seminaries.

I mean those places where people are under-

taking theological study exclusively with the· intention of
ordination at the end of it.

I want to remind Synod that our

own Church colleg~s of higher eduGation have a particular role to
play in the question of shared theological facilities.
Times have moved since •Y undergraduate days when non-Roman
Catholics were referred to as sysmatics.
teacher we had become separated

brethren.

By the time I was a your
Now we are beloved

in Christ, and something of the same progress has been made in
our theological endeavours.

It has been my privilege for the last twenty years to be head
o! the Department 9! Divinity, now called Religious Studies,
in the first college of higher education which the Church of
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England establisbed this century, and it was my ecumenical hope
and vision when I first took on this job that we should be able
to receive among our students Romah Catholic students who would
be studying our religious studies courses, and not just
mathematics or French or something,

I remember my delight when we

accepted the first Roman Catholic student into our course, and
she had to get permission of her parish priest to do so.

Within

another five years or so it became common practice for Roman
Catholic students to come and take our religious studies courses.

I have now had so many of them that I have lost count.We have now
reached the point where during the current academic year I have
among my mature students a Roman Catholic graduate, who was a
graduat~ in law, who was a practising solicitor and who has given
up her. practice in order to join the novitiate of one of the
~ost prestigious of Roman Catholic orders.

While she 1s doing

ber postulatcy she is at the same time taking a full year's course
of private study which I have arranged for her at the request
of the Mother Provincial of her order, because, she said, "If
she comes and does a course of theological study with you, Dr
Kendall, we feel ~he will be able to enter more felicitously
into the life of prayer and theology on which she hopes to
embark."
The third point I should like to make is that I hope that our
General Synod Board of Education will see this as a challenge
to facilitate educational as well as theological enterprises
between our two communions.

We have in the last few years

established a number of ecumenically run schools, Roman Catholic
and Anglican, and I hope that our Board of Education will be
able to promote the kind of exchanges in such a way that more
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of these ecumenical schools may be established in.the country.
I hope, too, that our Board of Education will see it as a
challenge to implement the recol!lmepdations of the report we
have before us at parish level in a great variety of different
ways.

I hope that they will use their ingenuity and goodwill

to · see that, maybe, some of the funds from the closed colleges
may be used !or research an~ resort projects !or the exchange
of theological facilities right across our two communions and
not only in the seminaries.
I hope we shall see this as a matter of consistency so that what
we do between our two communions will be consistent with what
we are doing right across the ecumenical spectrum.

May I just

remark that in the same year that I received my first R011an
Catholic student to de our religious studies course I received
three Salvationist students wearing their Salvationist uniforms.
The Rev. Brother Bernard (Religious Communities):

In welcoming

as everybody else. seems to have done this afternoon the
convergence which these documents bring us to, and the clarifivation of those things which still remain unresolved, I cannot
help asking mysel~ what will motivate us and our fellow Christian!
actually to change, for we come in this chamber cheerfully enough
to the fences before we refuse them, and we Anglicans see ourselves as the tolerant ones, the experienced ones, in living
together in groups which differ in charity and mutual understanding.

What about those who do not come to this chamber and

who exhalt in other virtues than those which some of us here
might stand for 7

I should like to share, if I may, some

experience on a mission in Belfast which I conducted in a
of Ireland parish in the autumn.

Churc.
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it- was a less partisan parish than some I understand to be in
that province, more broadly Anglican, and I found quite a few
moments when I was taken by surpri~e at the prejudices I
inadvertently touched on.

I found it necessary to re-examine my

own prejudices in tbat situation.

I was surprised further out-

side that parish when members of the Church of Ireland spoke in
such terms as "Unless Mr Pa~sley speaks for us, wbo is going to
speak for us?".

Sven more so when I went to a Roman Catholic

monastery on the so-called peace line and saw the window through
which a stray bullet had killed a young Redemptress in 1922 and
felt underneath the hospitality and graciousness of my host what
it feels like to be in a ghetto which seems to be being besieged;
whether they felt themselves or whether they just reflected what
their neighbours felt.

I was confronted by a group o~ Roman

Catholics and Prdestants of various sorts, earnest Christian men,
who said to me as of writ "You need to repent".

I asked myself

what does it mean to repent, for I believe that the only motivatic
for change in our spiritual direction and understanding of tbe
scriptures of the Church in terms of the Gospel must come from a
proper understand,ing and a true, deep repentance.
possible, I ask, to repent of what my forbears did?

But is it
P.owever much

I may disagree with what they did, and however much I may try
to understand their motivation, it is very difficult for me to
take responsibility for their choices.

I ask myself repent into

what, because if it is a changing of direction and a changing
of attitudes, I must find the new attitude to which I am concerne,
The reason I resisted the pressure of the group I referred to
is that I suspect if I acknowledge our faults and declared myself
repentant, they saw the corollary was that we should all leave
at once in shame.
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I believe that these reports in basing us in the Gospel and
in Baptism show that a death of sin which Baptism represents
is the prelude to a resurrection into the . justi!ied life of
Koinonia in the Church.

I ask myself what is the expression

of that Koinonia; what is tne new resurrection like to which we
are moving?

I think the documents very fully answer it.

But when I think of parishioners end people one meets who are on
the periphery of the Church, it is quite clear that their nati~"al
istic sentiments or their deeply held convictions about the way
things should be are more important to them than their bapt.ismal
faith and their allegiance to Jesus Christ.
If we are to get change we bave to get conversion.

We have to

teach the contents of these documents in such a way that they
motivate repentance and faith s o that people may move forward
into tbe heritage, into the promised land that these documents
represent.
On

this same miss_ion one of the sisters had come from South

Africa and she was very aware of her Christian faith as a sigr~

of a new humanity.

She said in South Africa although there was

so much data that argued against the new humanity, still when she
went to c hurch on a Sunday because she was in an area where there

were miXed congregations of different divided races, she had a
reinforcement of the hope of the new humanity in Christ which
could be greater than cultural and sociological divisions.
The poignancy of her situation now in Northern Ireland was when
she went to church on Sunday far from her hope of a new humanity
in Christ being reinforced, it was in fact the contrary that

t

~

reinforced because she was only too aware that at Sunday worship
Christians were most divided.
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We have to find a way to implement these document~ in spreading
the faith again.

Which of the ordinary congregations you and I

know, Mr Chairman, would understa~~ Baptism in the terms that
this document understands it?

We have to teach more and we have

to bring people to repentance, for otherwise I see no hope of
these documents being more than something academic which does not
actually move us towards God.
A Member:

On a point of order; will you accept a motion for the

closure?
The Chairman:

Yes, I am prepared to put that to the House

The motion was out and carried
The Chairman:

I ask the Bishop of Chichester to reply.

The Bishop o:f Chichester:
I

This bas been the kind .o f debate that

one really wants to read and reflect upon rather than to respond
to in any great detail immediately.

I am sure you will not

expect me to comm~nt on all the individual speeches which have
been made.

I do want to refer to two particular ones first of all, and to
that which Canon Bretherton said in relation to the anamnesis
in the Eucharist where it seemed to me he was treating us as
really putting far too much weight on this.

I should like to

draw attention to the fact that paragraph 64 in the report
before us begins by saying: "However, anamnesis on its own
cannot take all the weight in healing past division on the
eucharist and sacrifice ••• 11

We then go on to spell that out and

to suggest other things that need to be taken into account.

Then again it seemed to me that Canon Buchanan in what he had to
say about Lima generally and about Baptism in particular was
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really overlooking the fact that Lima 1s, as I said At the
beginning, a convergence document and not a consensus document.
It does not set out to suggest tha.t agreement has been reached
on all these things.

What it is doing is setting out the

discussion of these between· a range of different theological
traditions pointing out where there seems to be movement and
convergence among them to spme sort of agreement which will
recogniser.ow far differences can be contained within a major
agreement .

Also a clear reccgnition of the fact that a large

number of differences still remain for further discussion and
further resolution.

Much of what he said about Baptism

Confirmation, for example, in Lima is no more than tbe range of
differences wr.ich the report sets out as existing among ourselves.
In FOAG we also felt, picking up another point he mace, that
we really wanted to be rather careful about the use of this word
"indiscriminate" in relation to Baptism.

That 1s why we have put

it in quotation marks wherever it appears, because we were
quite sure that there are a lot of people who others would
accuse of practising indiscriminate Baptism who would assert
they are practisi.ng Baptism with a good deal of care, and I
think these terms do need to be used very carefully and with a
great deal of consideration.
If I could pick up next a question wc:ich was asked - what will
motivate us to change?

That is a very good question and one

that anybody who has been engaged in this sort of areas for
thirty years asks with some weariness.

Thinking, for example,

that the Malta report in 1968 and the Lambeth Conference in
1978 suggested that one important and helpful way ot growing
together is to hAVe coa:mon liturgical forms and a common
lectionary, and then the Synod ··

~ntly, of course, refusing to
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have a common lectionary.
these things .

One has simply to go on saying

The Malta Report again referred to a number of

things that Dr Kendall was talking _about - theological interchange, the sharing of theological training, and so on.
things I would say are beginning to happen.
various places in small ways.

These

They do happen in

I can think of this happening

between particular Anglican theological college and a particular
Roman Catholic theological college where they are beginning to
study the history of the Reformation together.

That is an

important point in the whole business of what was called the
healing of members.

We have to go on saying them, and every

time a document is produced these things have to be repeated.
It is like little drops of water on a stone, and I think that
i s really the only way in which this is going to operate in the
end.
If I may now turn to the largerquestion of authority, I want to
emphasise the quotation we give in paragraph 224, a quotation
from the old report on the Convocations and the Laity:
"Theology justifies and history demonstrates that the ultimate
authority and right of collective. action lie with the whole body
of the Church and that the co-operation of clergy and laity in
church government and discipline belongs to the true idea of the
Church."

I was particularly grateful for Dr Chadwick's speech

on reception in relation to that.

I think we do need to realise

that different forms of authority are appropriate in different
circumstances. and we have only to think of the range of things,
for example, with which this Synod deals in the course of its
business, from very mundane down to earth things to do with the

appointment to office, the Benefices Measure, and when we get

into argument with the Church Commissioners about-parsonages,
and so on, from that to the sort of debates we have over the
revision of the eucbarist, liturgy, sacraments, and so on. It
is not the same sort of authority in relation to all these.
In many of these sort of material things it is absolutely right
an~ necessary that there should be a clear decision at a
particular moment by a maj0rity.

In many of the other things it

has to be a much longer process, and a much more diffuse proceP~,
before we can say that the Church really has come to a mind and
has decided on these matters.

Also in this whole process we have

to thini<.. of the authority which attaches to individuals, and
I remember a very remarkable paper by Charles Williams saying
"operates again in very different ways, and in a discussion
you h?ve an exchange of authority almost between ::lU'ferent
peoµle,

as a person speaks with a particular kind of authority

from his experience, another from his technical knowledge, and
:1

so on.

In this ~hole operation, to pick up two of Charles

Williams' favourite words, there is

11

exchange" and

11

co-

inherence", and this has to be seen in that context.

That leads on to .the other point of the doctrine of the Church
which many speakers mentioned very rightly.

I think those

responsible for ARCIC and BEM would themselves be the first to
admit that there is lacking an explicit ecclesiology behind them.
ARCIC at a later stage tried to supply something by talking
about Koinonia, but they would recognise I think that this was
just the beginning.
When we begin to talk about the doctrine

or

the Church we are

brought up against this phrase,which was quoted I tb1n~ by the

Dean of Bristol, "the goal of vi 2lble unity".

But there again

?11

what exactly do we mean by "visible unity"?

My thoughts go

back in fact to sooe of the controversies over the AnglicanMethodist Unity Scheme where we b~,d accepted the idea of
organic union as something at which we all ought to aim, and
some, it will be rememberea, were bitterly attacked by Archbishop
Fisher for this.

He put for,,,ard his own picture of the kind of

unity we wo~ld see in Engl~nd which was that there would be a
notice board outside every church and chapel which said "Church
of England" and underneath some would say in brackets "Methodist"
and others would say in brackets "Baptist"

and i t was thought

teat it would all somehow be brought under one umbrella of
Church of England with everybody hRving bishops.

What sort of

unity really is that?
All the·se things, whether we are talking about authority or the

doctrine of the Church or the goal of visible unity, are things
which need a very great deal of common exploration.

I think we

have to see the BEM and ARCIC documents along with other
international dialogues as essential elements in this process
which is not going to be hurried, but which we have to press
along; we have to resolve to put our whole being into, and that
is why I think it is so important that we give our wholehearted
consent to the resolutions which will be proposed on Thursday,
because this is the one means before us at this moment pushing
this whole thing on another important stage.
The Chairman:

The Bishop has moved that this report be received

The motion was put and carried

