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The Bishop of Guildford (Rt Rev ME Adie) took the Chair at 10.00 a.m. 

BEVISEl> wORDING OF MOTION 

The Secretap-General: The Bishop of Birmin8llam bas given me a revised 

wordiJl8 for the motion that he wants to move this aftemoon, and we will 

put it into members' bands as soon as possible. It is important that 

membe~a have time to consider the wording of amendments and, in the 

circumstances, although it is difficult for us, we will accept aJDendments 

up until 12.30. We will then get~ notice paper out as quickly aa possible. 

Mr CJ Whitmey (Hereford)1 On a point of order, Mr Chairman, I refer to 

the tenth notice paper, item 58, debate on part of Wamock. I do not wish 

to put the debate 1n jeopardy but under which StandiDg Order is it proper 

for the Synod to debate the question, 'This Synod approves that part of 

Document A in the format produced of a report by a subordinate body which', 

etcetera, when, .firstly Document A in extenso has not been circulated to members; 

secondly, 1that part' appears to be two parts; tldrdly, there is no reference 

in a circulated part to an uncirculated part; fourthly, the matters under 

debate may or may not be closely associated or interrelated to matters 

referred to in parts not circulated? 

Chairman, you may wish to exercise your right to consult the Registrar 

or reserve the question for the Presidents and announce the result later. 

The Chairman: Mr Wbitmey has raised a slightly complicated matter of order. 

I would advise him to get in touch with the Registrar in order to sort 

out the matter, and it will be dealt with in that way. 

TOWARm A CHURCH OF ENGJ,.AND RESPONSE TO BAPI'ISM, EUCHARIST AND MINISTRY 

and ARCIC (GS 661) 
(Resumed Debate) 

The Chairman: On Tuesday we had a fairly relaxed debate; today we have to 

work throut;h a series o.r motions. We should be able to deal with some or 

these fairly briskly, while others ~ill need rather more extended 

consideration. For example, if the Synod approves of the first of the 

motions before us we ought to be abl~ to deal fairly quickly with the 

next two. Different motions deal with different documents and, therefore, 

the speeches made wider particular resolutions will need to be restricted 

to those particular matters. 
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The Bishop of Chichester (Rt Rev E W Kemp), I beg to move: 

'That this Synod, to the extent described in this Beport, 
recognises in .Baptism. Eucharlet and Ministr;y the faith 
or the Church through the a·ges. 1 

I assume that the Synod will not wish me to make another lengtey introductory 

speech, in the light of our ve-ry full discussion of tbia report and these 

two documents on Tuesday. 

All that I would wish to emphasise _ie the words 'to the extent described 

in this Report•. That relates to pages 17 to 45 and, in particular, 1! it 

will help members of the Synod, to paragraphs 55, 79 and 117. Those are 

the three paragraphs which summarise at the end of each section the 

qualifications that the report would wish to make to what is said. 

Bevd Canon.Dr G Y Beppettith!Yf!"P#es), This motion and the next recall our 
debate to the two essential thi.nBS about the Lima statement, each in its 

way a breakthrough in ecumenical thinking. The first essential is the notion 

that there is to be found a tradition behind the traditions, that is, it 

is possible to go behind the entrenched denominational pattems of theology 

and church order and to be renewed by being confo:med to the one Church, 

which is more complete than aey of its parts. Denominational Christianity 

is full of negativism: we define ouxselves by what we are not. When churches 

divide, they do so in a spirit of protest. These points of negative 

affirmation assume a disproportionate place in their confeaaion and in the 

way they tell their story to successive generations. The traditions are often 

unbalanced expreasions of faith. It is not unknown for those who claim 

to be reformed to have whole areas in theu church life which are, in fact, 

wholly unreformed. Lima, with great theological patience, has tried to 

discover a theology which it describes as the faith of the Church through 

the ages, a church order which is a common, positive tradition. 

So often in the paat church unity schemes have been baaed on the lowest 

common denominator between two existing denominations, and •the result is 

weakness. We get unity by understatement. That is why often liberal 

Christiana have been able to offer themselves as great ecumenists and accuse 

others of blocking the way forward. Lima, however, turns decisively from 

this approach and reflects the contribution of the Orthodox, Homan Catholic and 

Evangelical Protestant theologians w}\o wrote the tart. They sought a 

genuine convergence of doctrine, sacramental teaching and ecolesiology. 

Let us be clear, they have raised the doctrinal profile much higher than tha+ 

with which some Anglicans are comf'ortable. 

Not all tensions have been solved. Canon Buchanan has been right to argue 
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that occasionally two unreconciled positions are placed side by side. But 

more important is what Canon Colin Craston most helpfully de.scribed as the 

search for a reformed catholicism. Convergence is seen emerging out of the 
interaction of the two principles of catholicism and reform. Of course, it 

is a catholioism which-is structured and stable, yet capable of growth and 

development; and it is a reform which is not a system in itself but what 

catholicism always needs, a principle of vigilance, criticism and witness 

to see that the Christian community is true to itself and its Lord. 

The second essential new teaching of Lima is that unity can only come when the 

participants are already in a process of changing themselves. In the past so man~ 

scheme~ seemed to ~xpect nobody to make any change until some great service 

or ceremony on a certain day. All ~s concentrated on words, declarations, 

recognition. Different conceptions of the Church and of ministry, fundamental 

differences, remain but words are expected to cover all. Lima &Uggeats, on 

the other band, a real convergence by reform into a common pattern. It 

challenges us all now, now, to look: at our practices and our patterns, to 

see where they need change. 

We Anglicans, as the Archbishop of York said on Tuesday, may congratulate 

ourselves that the colllDOn pattem which Lima proposes is something congenial 

to us. This stress on a common tradition is an idea vecy characteristic or 
Anglican writers since the neformation. :But FOAG points out that Lima is 

as much a challenge to us as we say that we have the threefold ministry. What 

have we done with it? We may urgently look at our use of episcopacy which, 

by the standards of Lima, is bureaucratic, impersonal and often wtrelated 

to real Ohristian communities. why will we do nothing about reforming the 

diaconate? why do we go on putting off this question into the distant future? 
There is a movement throughout the churches of the world to find a distinctive 

ministry of deacons, and the Anglican/Reformed report has criticised us 

trenchantly for having~ ministcy that we seem not to know what to do with. 

This Synod is continually debating all kinds of innovations. Alas, it is 

resistant and unwilling to face up to fundamental sel£-refqrm. 

I hope that we will adopt Lima gratefully, not in words but in deeda: and 

begin within ourselves the needful process of change that we may be ready 

to unite when the time comes. 

The motion was put and carried, 

The Bishop of Chichester: I beg to move: 
1Tbat this Synod requests the Faith and Order Advisory 
Group, the Standing Committee and the House of :Bishops 
of the General Synod of the Church of England to aot 
upon the recommendations outlined in paragraphs 268 and 269.' 
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Canon Bennett said most of what I intended to say .in introduction of 

this item. Perhaps I may draw the Synod's attention to pages 59 and 60, 
the part of the report with which this resoluti:>n is .oainly concerned, and 

to the two paragraphs numbered there. These are the two eUllllilary paragraphs 

at the end which pick .out certain points for immediate consideration by us. 

One of them is the need for a further study of priesthood among ourselves. 

In a sense, we shall come back to this, I suppose, on the ARCIC resolutions 

but I may perhaps repeat what I said on Tuesday, that FOAG is already engaged 

in this particular study, going into rather ill.Ore detail in exploring our 

own differences about priesthood and what it is in this area that seems to 

cause ua so much domestic trouble. 

As regards the practice of episcopacy and the diaconate, to which Canon :Bennett 

has already referred, some dioceses are already beginning to try to explore 

this business of the diaconate. 

Paragraph 269 tie.a up very closely indeed with what the Archbishop of York 

told us on Tuesday about the plans for the next two years for this exploration 

among all our churches in this country of the doctrine of the Church. 

Rev W T v;hiffen (Oxford}: I am happy to express appreciation of the previous 

speech by my colleague, Canon Bennett, from Oxford University. What he has 

said about ·seeing a tradition behind denominational traditions is 

exceedingly important. 

Paragraph 268 of the FOAG report refers to two challenges facing the Church 

of England. The first is the challenge to discover a new Wlderstanding of 

mi.Q.istry and priesthoo~. I would refer ~embers of the Synod to two recent 

debates on this matter, the first in the Convocation of Canterbury in 

November, 198}. Thie particular de.bate was based on an understanding or 
the formularies of the Church of England. I had the privilege of being 

called, and I tried to_persuade the Convocation that it was time not only ta looi 

back to the formularies of the Church of England but also to look out and on 

to those formulations of doctrine which are being made today in such places 

as Lima and .ARCIC, bzt 1he Convocation of Canterbury based its debate on the 

Church of England formulariee. Nearly a year later the Convocation of York 

had a debate, in October 1984, I think, in which the basis of the motion 

did not refer directly to the formularies of the Church of England; it was 

a debate on the nature of priesthood ,and the motion took into account both 

ARCIC and Li.ma. Of course, you could say that the Convocation of York i teelf 

is a living formulation of our doctrine in the Church of England, so that it 

was not necessary to refer specifically to the formularies, but I think that 

the basis of the York debate was an advance on that of the debate in the 
Convocation of Canterbury. 
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Today we are asked in this Synod in this motion to Uike into account, in 

our consideration of Church of England doctrine, the doctrinal understanding 

of the Lima text and the brackets of the Final Report of•ARCIC. In this 

particular motion Lima is the major consideration and ARCIC comes in, as it 

were, in support; it i .s in brackets in paragraph 268 of the report. So it 

is important to see what is actually happening if we pass this motion. 

We are shifting gradually from a looking back to our historic formularies 

to a more modern, coherent view of looking out to other formulations of 

doctrine which are being made today. I for one would urge the Synod to 

pass the resolution with this understanding. 

I do not want at this stage to enter into the merits or demerits of the 

actual debates on ministry and priesthood, as we shall come to those iin due 

course. I would like, however, to ·refer the Synod to the second section 

of paragraph 268 which really, with respect, should be the second and third 

sections, because it is dealing in that particular second section with both 

the episcopacy and the diaconate; it would have been simpler if the threefold 

order of ministry had been covered in a threefold section of that paragraph. 

We are also being asked to encourage the House of Bishops and the Standing 

Committee to consider what steps can be taken to brin8 the ·Church of 

England's practice of episcopacy into closer rel~tionship with the theology 

of episcopacy set out in ecumenical texts. This, presumably, is the Lima 

text that• we are referring to in 268. 

I am just handing over responsibility for ministry in a local ecumenical 

where we have had joint confirmations for the past eight years. I would 

refer the Synod to page 50 of the FOAG report, sections 128 and 129, wiere 

joint confirmation is mentioned. I would like to share with the Synod the 

exciting thing about joint confirmation but also the rather sad thing, 

that we are able to have our confirmations ecumenically only when our bishop 

is able and free to come. This does mean a restriction on when we can 

present people for confirmation. In an ordinary parish, if a confirmation 

candidate is rea~ outside the time that the bishop is c~g to that parish, 

it is possible to arrange to take the candidate to a neighbouring parish; 

that is not so easy in an ecumenioal parish where the confi:cmation service 

is an admission into the membership not just of the Church of England but 

also of the Methodist Church in our case and of the United Reformed Church. 

This therefore needs to be looked at~ In our case, we have discovered 

a pattern of confirmation which includes the laying on of bands with the 

bishop and the local ministers, Methodist and Reformed, and also includes 

the part of the confirmation that is important to the United Reformed Church, 

the right hand of fellowship. They see that confu:mation very much as being 
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received into the adult membership of the church and into its decision

making body, the local congregation. So I hope that the Standing Committee 

and the House of Bishops will look carefully at this joint confirmation. 

However, paragraph 129 is rather sadder because it is pointin& to the fact 

that we have·in the Church of England got into the habit, or perhaps the 

tradition, of using confirmation ae a way of admitting into our fellowship 

those full members of the Methodist, Refol'm8d and other chu.rchee who have 

not had episcopal confirmation, and making it necessary for that to take 

place. The suggestion from FOAG, based on Lima, is that it may be asked 

•how far Anglicans themselves are responsible for causing confirmation to be 

perceived as a ceremony conferring admittance to a particular denomination 

through their custom of using the ~•rvice of confirmation as a means of 

admitting into their Communion'theae people. It goes on to ask whether it 

would not be preferable to uae a distinct ceremony .other than confirmation fl 

this purpose. I hope that this will be taken ver., seriously and some way 

found. 

It is pointed out in paragraph 129, as has already been pointed out to me by 

rrr:t United Refoi-med colleague in Woughton,that in our Covenant proposals we 

were ready to go in and accept non-Anglican members in full standing in 
their own church as full participants in our fellowship, without the need 

for confirmation. If we can do that in theory in the Covenant proposals, 

why can we not do it now? FOAG pOints out that now the Roman C.atholic 

Church allows the administration of confirmation by presbyters - interesting 

word - albeit with the use of episcopally consecrated chrism. 

I will not delay the Synod further, except to point out that there is a lot 

of work to be done on this question of episcopacy. Lima shows the way 

forward. l hope that the Synod will support the resolution before it. 

Canon MM Wolfe (Liverpool}: I join with.many others in voicing appreciation 

of both this report of 0 the Faith and Order Advisory Group and the resolutions 

before ua now. I note that paragraph 269 of the report, to which this motion 

refers, speaks or the Church or England joining 'enthusiastically with other 

churches in Britain, in search for a common understandiD& of the nature 

and purpose of the Church'. As the Bishop of Chichester baa said, the 

proposed programme of the churches interpreting themselves, each to the other, 

leading to a series of meetinga in 1987, about which the Archbishop of York 

spoke on Tuesday, should help us in "this task. This search for mu.tual 

understanding is in the vital area of doctrinal ecumenism, and -we will surely 

wish to commit ourselves to that. 

However, I am always a l1 ttle wary about any resolution which may suggest that, 
important though it is, doctrinal ecumenism on its own is enough. In the 
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first place, such an exercise is likely to involve comparatively few people; 

and,in the second, this exercise might so easily offer an excuse for doing 

little else. It has been said that the Lima text is one 'Which does not limit 

itself just to the level of theological discussion; it is one which reflects 

a deep conoe:z;n for the. needs of the world, one which beckons the Church to 

unite, not for itself but for the family of mankind. Oikoumene, a.a we 

know, implies not just one Church but one world, uniting people across the 

barriers of race, sex, culture and, yes, other faiths, to one another and 

to the one God. Iv fear is that doctrinal ecumenism - 'unite to leal.'!l. 1 -

is inadequate by itself. Aloll89ide. it and at the same time there needs 

to be a search for and an implementation of common action by the churches 

in the community, often described as social ecUC1enism - 'unite to serve•, 

'unite to evangelise' • If as Chrie.tians we are to meet the needs of the 

world within our communities we need one another as churches, for the task 

entrusted by God to us is too great for one church to go it alone. I believe 

that the learning or truth together, the quest for a common understandiJlg, 

is not only enriched but is made credible when the churches seek to do the 

truth together. Learning and serving belong to one another. 

In this connection, the last three lines of paragraph 271 of the report are 

equally appropriate for a BEM response as they are for an AH.CIC response, 

in encouraging 'joint meetings of local hierarchies and the establishing of 

local covenants•. But I note that this recommendation is applied only to 

ARCIC in the later item on our agenda, item 13. Local covenants between 

Anglicans, Roman Catholics and the Free churches really do offer the 

opportunity for action together, and anybody who has been involved in such 

a covenant, as with a local ecumenical project, knows that for real growth 

in unity and mutual understanding to take place between Christians of 

different tra~tions doctrinal ecumenism needs to be accompanied by social 

ecumenism, by common action in the communi~y. Unity and mission, we are 

always saying, go together; and we need to act on it. 

To which, of course, should be added the third area of sharing, spiritual 

ecumenism - 'unite to pray'- undergirding the other two, for without this 

all our efforts will falter: learning, doing and praying, not in any order 

but as part of the whole. 

I hope that these two reports before us will help congregations at local 

level to realise that each and every phristian has a particular vocation 

at this time to be committed to the unity of Christ's Church and to make 

that commitment a priority. :Behind all our talking lies the uncomfortable 

question of whether we really want unity. Is it really a priority in our 

local church programmes? This is wlcy- I speak of our response as a vocation, 
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not an optional extra because it is good for others ·to see the churches 

working together. li God really is calling us to this task then we must 

obey. I hope that our House of Bishops will continue to·recommend and 

encourage the formation of local covenants in the community between the 

churches. 

Mr C P Williamson (Rochester): I had not intended to intervene in this 

debate but I feel that I must. There is an urgency about the matters which 

we are discussing. I was taught, when I was being instructed how to conduct 

industrial relations, that one of ~he recipes for failure was to put a date 

by which something had to be done, because both sides could see that if 

they did not want to do anything they only had to hang on until that date. 

I am frightened by the date of 1987 because I fear that the Church will 

say that we cannot do anything until we have had this discussion. 

I want also to react to Dr Bennett's intervention in the m:atter of the 

diaconate and expreSB the hope that it will be posaible to identi£y the 

market for the deacon's work, the state of being a servant, and a market 

for mission, the state of being sent. What we need is a rediscovery of the 

Illeaning of that outmoded wo.rd 1pareon 1 , the person who represents the church 

in a locality, in a division of society-. We need to e.xa.mine those ministries 

that we have allowed to grow for ecclesiastical convenience £or their utility 

in a world which is desperate for sor.,?one to whom it can turn for ministry, 

the dispensing of the grace of God to his world, wh;.,ther in werd or in 

sacrament or in social action. I believe that the world outside, if it 

really understood the word, would be saying, "Give us more parsons." 

The Archdeacon of the East Riding (Ven M E Vickers): I would like to support 

very strongly what was said by Canon Wolfe and to point it up in just one 

particular, especially what he said about social and spiritual ecumenism; 

and to make some reference to the relevance in this connection of the matter 

of structures of common.decision-making. 1'he Bishop of Chichester has already 

referred us to section 117, which points up the looking forward of the group 

•to the development of these aspects in Faith and Order's p%oject on common 

structures of decision-iaa.king', and the importance of this, in the light of 

what Canon Wolfe said, is emphasised elsewhere in this re~rt, for example, 

on pages 47 and 48, where it speaks of attempts to reconcile the churches 

being 'hopelessly inadequate if they are undertaken merely at the level. of 

doctrinal or institutional agreements,', or again, on the next page, endorsing 

the Lund principle, where it says that 'A greater sharing in life and mission 

is needed to support the growing theological agreement.' 

I seem to recall that one of the lessons of the CoveDa.nt proposals, as those 

of us who had to speak about it at the level of dioceses and deaneries 
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found, was that again and again we were called to what I term the 'pay-packet' 

question, about making decisions on the ground in order that we might reach 

the position where wider decision-m.ak.itl8 structures might be brought into 

being. It seems to me illlportant, as we look forward to what the 

ultimate and.wider report will have to say about structures for decision

making at a national or international level, to say that there is a need 

for sympath;y by such bodies as the House o~ Bishops where local~oups of 

churches and Christians seek, by the decisions that they make, to build up 

the collllllOn action in life, witness and mission which will provide the 

all-important support for moving towards the wider sharing in belief and 

understanding which we have been discussing. 

The Bishop of Chichester, in reply:. May I just say first of all that the 

explicit reference to these matters in the ARCIC resolutions was appropriate 

because practical steps forward are something spoken or in the ARCIC report 

itself and, therefore, needed to be drawn out specifically. May I juat 

remind the Synod that this whole operation of the Lima and ARCIC reports is one 

part of what the Church of England embarked on after the failure of the 

Covenant and that there is an important other part, the work of the :Bishop 

of Derby's working group, dealt with at the last group of sessions and 

now in the hands of the revision cOJlllllittee. That side of it deals ve-ry much 

with the points that have been made by both Canon Wolfe and the Archdeacon 

of the East Riding. I understand also that the whole subject of mission is 

a very large part of the inter-church initiative that we have been hearing 

about from the Archbishop of York, so I hope that they will accept that 

their concerns have already been taken in hand in this way. 

Since the Synod has already indicated that it does not wish to embark on 

a disc.ussion of the problems of joint confirmation, may I just .refer to 
the phrase 1eeumenical texts•, which Mr Whiffen seemed to interpret as 

meaning just Lima and A;RCIC. When we put this in the report, we had in mind 

also what is being said about episcopacy in the other international dialogues 

wllich are tak.in8 place. Certainly, we would hope that any _ consideration of 

the relation of the theology of episcopacy to our present practice would 

take account of those as well as of these two. 

The motion was put and carried. 

The Bishop of Cbichester1 I beg to moves 
I 

1That this Synod commends paragraph 267 to the attention 
of the Faith and order Commission of the wee.• 

This paragrapb,and the reaolution,piclmup a certain number of the points 

made on Tuesday but, of course, is particularly concemed with encouraging 
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tbe Faith and Order Commission to press ahead with ~ts discussion of 

ecclesiology and of the process of decision-making. A good deal of emphasis 

was put on these by various speakers on Tuesday. I do not think that I need 

say~ more about it. 

Mr R Fawcett (Durham): When I first read this report and saw paragraph 267 

in which the moat strongly worded recommendation is the .one just referred to, 
about deciaion-mak1ng, 1f1Y eyes alighted on the word •common• and I bad 

pictures of the WCC telling ua how to make our decisions, such as how to 

appoint bishops or how to appoint clergy to parishes. I therefore looked 

for the arguments in the document in favour of this recommendetion and came 

to paragraph 116 in which it says, 1'l'he ministry section points to the need 

for right structures of the Church,: structures that can witness to personal, 

collegial and communal aspects of ministry.' :Being a layman, I struggled 

with these words and what they meant to me. The 'personal' aspect of minietr) 

meant that my vicar should do a good pastoral job, which he doesi •collegial' 

means that he should go to the deanery chapter, which he does not; and 

•communal' means that he should get on with the FCC. Well, he is trybg. 

This is what the words meant to me and I felt that the arguments had not 

been made. I therefore listened with interest to the debate on Tuesda7 and 

understood that the reason for the concem of the Faith and Order Advisory 
Croup arose . really from the discussions on authority arising from ARCIC. 

i'tY question to the mover, therefore, is: have I got it right? 

The Bishop of Chichester, in reply: Yes and no. Yes, in that it 
concerns authority, no, in that it does not simply arise from the discussion 

of authority in ARCIC but from a much broader concern of all the churches 

about the problemsof authority. 

The motion was put and carried. 

The Bishop of Chichester: I beg to move: • 
1That this Synod recognises that: 

(a) the Windsor Statement on the Eucharist together with its 
Elucidation (The Final Report PP• 12-25} is consonant 1n 
substance with the faith of the Church of England; 

(b) the Canterbury Statement on Ministry and Ordination 
together with its Elucidation (The Final Report pp. }0-45) 
is consonant in substance with the faith of the Church of 
England and provides a firm basis upon which to move towards 
the reconciliation of the ministries of our two communions; 

(c) the Venice Statement on Authority I together with its 
Elucidation and Authority II (The Final Report PP• 52-98) 
record sufficient convergence on the nature of authority in 
the Church for our communions together to 8Xplore further 
the structures of authority and the exercise of collegiality 
and primacy in the Church.' 
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At the beginning of what is obviously going to be a .rather more substantial 

discussion of this resolution, all I •wish to do is to emppasise the difference 

between the language of (a) and (b) and the language of' {c). I can perhaps 

put it briefly by saying that the statementson the eucharist and the 

ministry, we ·hoped, could be regarded as having laid foundations on which we 

can build in coming together, whereas the statements on authority are much 

more in the na-ture of clearing the ground and marking out paths that we have 

to explore together. That is really the best I can do in explaining why, in 

one case, we think it is important to say 'consonant with' the doctrine of 

the Church of England and, in the otb.er case, we say •record sufficient 

convergence' for us to go ahead with discussions in this way. Members may 

be interested to laiow that some eigpt or nine other provinces of the Anglican 

Communion have already passed this resolution in this form, appropriate to 

their own description. 

Canon R c Craston (Manchester): Mr Chairman, you have not indicated whether 

you want to consider (a), (b) and (c) in order. I wish to speak to (c). 

Is that in order? 

The Chairman: I think that you should speak to any aspect of this item. 

It will be open., if people so wish, to suggest that when it comes to voting 

we should di.ude the motion, but at the moment I think that the debate should 

take place on the whole of the item. 

Canon R C Craston: Thank you. 

That the ARCIC texts represent convergence on the nature of authority in 

the Church we may generally agree. That they offer sufficient convergence 

for .further exploration may be granted. But it would be folly to conceal 
deep ooncern among Anglicans about eome aspects 0£ the way in which they 

seem to be pointing. A major problem whenever the word 'authority' is 

discussed is the diff~nt uses to which it· is put. we can be talking about 

standards of belief, what we can believe, or the way the Church is govemed, 

the process and forum of decision-making. The different uses cannot be 

contained in watertight compartments; they act upon each other. There 

may be at one end of the spectrum the creation and development of personal 

faith as the Holy Spirit applies the word of the gospel. In operation there, 

we have the authority of the word of God contained in Scripture and witnessed 

to in the Church. At the other end of the spectrum could be a synod agreeing 

on its budget for the coming year. There too authority is being exercised. 

Throughout the rest of the spectrum may be synods, bishops' conferences and 

other bodies, attempting to apply principles of the Christian faith to new 

and contemporary issues of belief, morals and practical policies in society. 
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For al.most 40 years, that is, since the first Lambeth Conference aftex the 

war, it has seemed increasingly appropriate to speak of Anglicanism 

aa committed to the concept of 'dispersed authority'. That applies to the 

realm of both belief and government of the Church. While, as the FOAG 

report says :in paragraph 233, a 'unique and supreme place is occupied by 

the Bible', the authority of Scripture operates as it is interpreted. So 

Lambeth 194B saw tradition, the Creeds, th~ ministry ot word and sacrament, 

the witness of the saints and the consensus fidelium as providing the 

context in which the Bible is interpreted from generation to generation. 

The authority of the Bible in actual,living experience is the Bible as 

interpreted. 

In the practical exercise of autho::i;ity in the Church, the realm of decision

making, of church government, we have seen since Lambeth 1948 a developing 

tradition of dispersed authority such as the Lambeth fathers then could 

hardly have anticipated. In addition to the Lambeth Conference there is now 

the qlioan Consultative Council which, for the first time, has bro1J8ht clergy 

and laity into the leadership of the Communion; there is the Primates' 

Meeting, a sort of worldwide House of Bishops; and we have considerable 

development in the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury, particularly over 

the last ten to fifteen years-· perhaps I should say even over the past 

five, for the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury is developing quite rapidly. 

T'aose of ·us who have the privilege of representing the Church of England on 

the ACC cannot but be much impressed by the developing tradition in our 

Communion of dispersed authority. 

Paragraph 177 of the ~port affirms that the Anglican view of a living 

tradition helps us to receive new insights which have not previously been 

part of our experience and yet are, we believe, consona.nt with the faith 

of Anglicans.-· That admirably describes what has happened in the exercise of 

authority. We are, th~refore, open to continuing development. However, 

I would want to maintain as strongly as possible that development in 

response to Rome must not reverse or jeopaxdise the develapcent of dispersed 

authority. My concern revolves round a universal primacy and collegiality. 

As far as universal primacy is concerned, we can recognise the value and 

role of one chief pastor as a focus of unity. That the Archbishop of 

Canterbury is so recognised across the Communion is cause for thanksgiving. 

:But there is a tremendous difterence·between his authority, role and style 

and the authority, role and style of the papacy, not least as exercised at 

present. As for collegiality, the vital question is what the word means. 
May I quote from what the .Anglican Consultative Council's sixth meeting said 

last July. 'ACC 5' - that was in 1981 - 'recognising the use made of the 
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terms "collegiality" and "conciliarity" in recent Ro.cian Catholic discussions 

asked that a study be done which might encourage their use within Anglicanism. 

We do not find, however, that the interpretation and use of these words 

within ROJDan Catholicism are helpful to Anglican self-understanding. It is 

better, we believe, to speak in terms with which we are more familiar, of a 

Church which is both episcopally led and synodically or by cowicils and 

conventions governed. The point we wish to stress is that the Church is 

the whole people of God and we believe that the best forms of Church 

governance should reflect this, with laity, bishops and other clergy 

participating together and playing their proper roles according to office, 

authorisation and training. Within the whole body bishops are the personal 

symbols of continuity and unity for the Church and leaders of apostolic 

m.in1.stry and teaching of the faith: The basic ecolesial unity of the Church 

is the diocese where the bishop in council is responsible for the maintenance 

of the Church in apostolic faith and practice. The bishop in council concept 
is expressed in synodical government where the bishop deliberates with 

the clergy and laity on all significant issues. As we have already 

recognised, bowever,Anglicanism is not a collection of independent dioceses. 

Their co-ordination and fellowship find expression in provincial synods or 

conventions, in the ACC and in House of Bishops• meetings, Primates' Meetings 
and Lambeth Conferences. It is in. the context of meetings of bishops that 

one might_ properly employ the word · •collegiality" within Anglicani$m, 

recognising its ancient usage. In Anglican governance, bishops often play 

a vital role, meeting and actilgtogether collegially. As the servants 

of the whole people of God, however, the bishops never act without reference 

to -the means of governance of the whole people'. Perhaps we are a little 

bit strong in our affirmation there; perhaps we should have said ''never 

should act". 'It is with this in mind that the the Archbishop of Canterbury 

has asked the archbishops to bring their dioceses with them to Lambeth 1988. 1 

FOAG backs up that sort of approach in its own quotation on page 86 from 

the forerunner of this Synod, the Church Assembly: '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'. In relation to section (c) then of this item and also 

items 14 and 15, we must send a strong signal to our Roman brethren that 

there are at present unresolved issues between us on primacy and collegiality 

and that any conclusive Anglican Judpent by 1988 and the Lambeth Conference 

is hardly posaible. ACC meets aeain in March 1987 and there is no time between 

then and 1968 to offer guidance to the provinces and receive back and assess 
their response. 
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Mr OW H Clark (Southwark)s I would like to jo~ wholeheartedly with all 

those who ~ve expressed appreciation of the FOAG document as a whole. I 

reg.ard it as one or the most remarkable and welcome ever to have come 

before this Synod, and nothing that I say in criticism of it ~ow will 

deter me from voting wholeheartedly for it and for ite recommendations. 

Iv criticisms centre exclusively on paragraph {c) of this reaoh-tion and 

certain omissions and weaknesses, as I believe, in the collllll8ntary on the 

authority section. I concentrate on that because it embraces the area 

of the greatest sensitivity and pre-judice, as m,y own Protestant undershirt 

will doubtless reveal to the discomfort perhaps of some of my more 

papalistic friends. Of course, the authority section differs from the 

rest in that it focuses on norms rather than on present agreements and, 

0£ course, some problems are not goin8 to be solved until we have actually, 

positively and visibly lived together for a while. None of that, however, 

excuaea, for example, that which has alrea~ been referred to, the to-tal 

inadequacy of FOAG's treatment of the place of the laity in the understanding 

and exercise of authority. 

The ABCIC co-chairman affirmed as long 880 as 1976 1 the Roman Catholic Church 

has much to learn from the Anglican synodical tradition or involving the 

laity in the life and mission of the Church'. Apart, however, from a couple 

of innocu?us paragraphs belatedly introduced in 1981, the point wae hardly 

pursued by A:IlCIC, save in terms o·f the receptive and assenting role of the 

laity upon which POAG comment in their paragraph 224. But the role of the 

laity ie not exhausted by refiection, reception and assent, and that sounds 

far_ too like the pyrami_dal concept of authority 11i th the Pope at the apex 

and the laity at the base, grovelling around in total submission or 

haillllessly occupied in hunting, shooting and fishing and such other discreet 

diversions as safely ensure no active and effectual contact with the 

decision-taking processes of the Church. As Mrs Mayland properly indicated 

on Tuesday, it simply will not do to treat so faintly this aspect of the 

layman's role. But then one baa to say that, apart from one deaconess, 

FOAG is a wholly clerical body in its membership, as indeed was the Anglican 

element of ARCIC I. 

Furthermore, if you look at all the current inter-church discussions listed 

in Anglicans in Dialogue and now taking place, only one lay naJDe is included 

among the many Church of England members. 

It may be that since Vatican II the Roman Catholic Cr-urch in this country 

1s more dispersed and more local than 1 t used to be, but its recognition of 

the lay place 1n church government is at a level which is not pre-1970 and 
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Lord Hodson but pre-1870 and Henry Hoare. It was really the height of 

iron,y that in the Partners in Mission debate in York we should have been 

told, no doubt truly and certainly charmingly, of all our imperfections as 

a Synod by a lay partner who was a Roman catholic. How many of the laity 

are going to. be present as members of the Pope's Synod this coming autumn? 

Apart from a few and media men? 

Certainly, as the Bishop of Chichester and, I think, Professor Chadwick have 

said, there are different forms of authority for different situations and 

circumstances. That is, after all,. what our Article 6 and Article 7 

procedures, imperfect though they are, are designed to ensure. But it is 

a fact today, thank goodness, that iil · the general policy decisions of the 

Church of England the lay voice is now given an appropriate place at ever:y 

level. There is a serious difference between our churches on this point 

and the laity will expect to find it more worthily and more robustly treated 

in the final response of the Church of England to this paper. 

An equally serious omission, I suggest, is FOAG's treatment, or non-treatment, 

of the Marian doctrines. As Professor Chadwick suggested last time, they 

may not rank high in the Roman Catholic hierarchy of truths, but they have 

a major place in the hierarchy of objections of many ordinary Church of 

England members. As pious opinions they could perhaps be interpreted in 

an evangelical sense, to quote Professor Chadwick again, but we are not 

talking about pious opinions or differences of emphasis, we are talking 

about formally promulgating dogmas with no basis in recorded historical 

fact, and the only two to have been promulgated by a Bishop of Rome apart 

from sin. And of all this there is no substantial treatment in the FOAG 

report. Some Roman Catholics may indeed claim that these dogmas are not 

universally binding but that, as I understand it, is not the view of the 

Holy- Office. ··And whatever our hopes may be, we do have to start with Rome 

as it is, just as they have to start with us as we are. 

The same is true of the official Roman claim that the Pope is the Vicar 

of Christ on earth. It was the Bishop of Oxford, I think, · in a fairly recent 

book review who pointed out that that claim presents greater di£ficultythan 

that of infallibility - and the olaim still stands. There is no explicit 

treatment of it in FOAG or ARCIC. 

If we are to converge, we must at least commence. How much more frank was 

the action of the Archbishops of Canterbury a.nd York in 1897 in their 

official reply, Saepius officio, neglected by FOAG, to the papal letter, 

Apostolicae curum. They concluded with the words, 'That error, which is 

inveterate in the .Roman Communion as substituting the visible head for the 
invisible Christ, will rob the good words of our brother, the Pope, of any 
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fruit of peace.• It is pleasing and it is proper t~ avoid the polarised 

language of pastpolelllica,to search behind ancient controversies and 

£ol:IIIU.lae,to seek the tradition behind the traditions, to see not whether 

things are Anglican but whether they are true. But this is n9t achieved 

by silences nor by postulating over-much some golden age in the Church's 

past when all was clarity, harmony and uniformity. That is no more t:rue of 

doctrine than it is of liturgy, Hippoly,tus .notwithstanding. Professor 

Macquarrie says somewhere that the quest for historical ministry is ae 

hopeless as the quest for the hist~rical Jesus. It does not help, to 

min1m1qe po~itions and difficulties, The divine efficacy of the sacraments 

duly administered is more than a matter of tradition in the Church of 

England. The sustained opposition.of the Boman Catholic Church and the 

Orthodox Church to the ordination of women is more than a mere reservation. 

The transparent poverty of the case made in the two .ARCIC documents for a 

universal primacy necessarily baaed on Rome is more than a matter of unease. 

We need stronger and firmer words. So, in regard to infallibility, it is 

neither su£ficient nor straightforward to talk of a surviving uncertainty, 

when what we are pointing to is a basic chasm, if not a conflict, between 

the fact of the decisions of 1854 and 1870 and the assertion in ARCIC which 

we are invited to welcome and which we should love to be able to welcome, 

that in the Roman Catholic understanding of teaching authority there is no 

power to ~reate new truths or add to the faith. 

Nor do FOAG or ARCIC take any note of the increase in the iJa:pal claims 

since 1870. It was as recently as November 1964 1 in the decree Ad Lumen 

Gentium, that it was laid down: religious submission of will and of mind 

IIIUBt be shown in a special way to tne authentic teaching authority of the 

Roman Pontifr, even when he is not speaking ex cathedra, that is, it must 

be shown in such a way that his supreme magisterium is acknowledged with 

reverence and the ju~nts made by him sincerely adhered to, according to his 

manifest uind and will. Or, as Cardinal Ratzinger would put it, 'the 

pastoral Qagisterium of the Churchras declared itself', 'Roma locuta est, 

cauea finita est•. That sort of thing is quite intolerable to many Church 

of England lay ears, and it needs to be said openly and not in code. 

Of course, we have to be equally frank in our own answers, as the Cardinal 

fairly asks of us, and it will not do simply to rest on 1We 1ve got a dispersed 

authority; we speak with many voicesf. 

Whilst I believe these criticisms to be deserved, none of them diminishes 

my support for the quality and substance of the document as a whole. I hop, 

that the criticisms may suggest that even the good may be made better and, 

in a few important places, must be made better if the ~ocWllent is to receive 

the imprimatur and Nihil obstat of the Church of England. 



617 · 

Revd J K Oliver (Exeter): Like the two previous speakers, I want to 

speak fairly critically of paragraph (c), but I ought perhaps to make my 

position in relation to the Roman Catholic Church clear. · I think I know 

that Church. I love that Church. I respect it. I admire it. I suppose that 

if I were so!ll,ewhere where there were no Anglican presence, I would belong 

to it. I do not believe that I have a Protestant undershirt like !-1r Clark 

although I must say that in this climate I ~ather wish I had. {Ny friends 

might say that I had, really.) But I am very uneasy about the section on 

authority. I would certainly want to echo what Mr Clark has said about the 

place of the laity. I do not think that that has been taken seriously. 

ARCIC has taken se~iously the question of the relationship between universal 

primacy, collegiality and consensus _fidelium. There was a good deal of 

coding but I am quite prepared to accept that that is the way it has to be 

at the moment. There are a lot of loose ends. I am certainly glad that 

the language of l2(c) is more tentative than that of 12(a) or {b). lJhat 

really worries me is the failure of ARCIC to go behind the structures of 
authority with which it deals very adequately to the natul.'e of Christian truth, 

what it is ultimately that has authority and is to be proclaimed and received. 

We are, in fact, back where we were yesterday morning. I·~ plea is for the 

importance of facing this issue, which seems to have been isnored, not even 

to have been recognised in terms of code in ARCIC II. 

Can I give one or two brief quotations? Yesterday the Bishop of ·~;inchester 

warned us agai11.St too firmly divining truth. In the 1981 report, l3elievw 

in the Church, the present Bishop of Salisbury, writing about the developcent 

of doctrine, said, "There can be no infallible ~tees that any particular 

development is of permanent validity. We have to live with our p~isionality." 

Or go back nearly 50 years to Michael Ramsey and The Gospel and the Catholic 

Church: "The Church never fully apprehends the truth. Dimly it understands 

what it teaches. Its t4:aching office is perilous since its grasp of truth 

is tentative, fragmentary and fallible." Now compare that characteristically 

Anglican attitude .-ith the ARCIC Final Report, particularlY. pages 92 and 93, 
paragraphs 25 and 26, which I do not want to read in extenso but which end up 

with the claim that 'through both these agencies the Church can make a 

decisive Jud81Dent in matters of faith and so exclude error•. We are in a 

totally different world. The contrast beween the Anglican and the Roman 

Catholic concepts of the nature of Christian truth is very sharp. To use the 
' 

sort of categories which Canon Houlden i.sed yesterday, the Anglican is 

Platoniat, personalist and open, the Roman Catholic is Aristotelian, 

propositionalist and closed. 

-
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The text of ABCIC at this point is not convergent. _it is actually 

divergent. In seemingly ignoring this crucial problem, the Anglican 

members of ARCIC have done us a considerable disservice. I would plead that it 

be taken very seriously indeed in discusaiona which lie ahead. Not only 

have they done us a disservice, they have done a disservice to many members 

of the Roman Catholic Church. The Bishop of Chi.cheater, in his introduction 

to the debate on Tuesday, referred to the l?eeponse of the Congresation of 

the Doctrine of the Faith and pointed out that it vaa not the only Roman 

Catholic reaction, that there are those in the Roman Catholic Church who 

welcomed ARCIC on authority. They welcomed it as it stands. I believe that 

there are those in. the Roman Catholio Church, not a few, who would have 

welcomed it also even if it bad t~en seriously the Anglican position on 

the nature of Christian truth. I have a nasty feeling that our qlican 

members on ARCIC have sold out on this point which is one of considerable 

difficul.ty and real controversy in the Roman Catholic Church. 

I say this because or the experiences that I have had over the put six 

years of exchanges with people from the French Church, parochial clergy 

and theologians, as a result of the twinning which baa existed between 

Exeter and the diocese of :8ay.eux/Lideux. We have .round. ourselves in 

very close agreement about a great many things; it bas been an extra.ordina1')' 

experience, stimulating and rewarding. Over the question of authority - and 

I do not mean just who decides but also what is decided and what is taught -

I have often found that they are very close indeed to us. They have been 

locked in conflict with Cardinal Batzinger, for example, over the substance 

of catechetical instruction. There are many Roman Catholics who would 

actually welcome a more Anglican approach to this question of the na~ of 

Christian truth, and not just to how authority is structured. 

I would beg those members of the Commission who represent us to define more 

clearly, describe more ~dequately and 

characteristically Anglican attitude. 

defend much more robustly this 

It is not good eno\JBh to leave ARCIC 

where it stands at present, particularly in this matter. 

The Chairman, Perhaps you would like to speak in general terms at this 

stage, Prebendary Pearce, and then move your amendments formally when we 

reach that point. 

Prebendar;y J Pearce (London): I re~er to paragraphs (a) and (b} of the 

motion and also my amendments on the sixth notice paper. I speak to both. 

We are all grateful for the work of the Commission and for the Faith and 

Order Group's report which is a quite remarkable document, produced ao very 

quickly. Nevertheless, I submit that the Group are wro~ and that the motion 



619 

before us is inaccurate. we have convergence on matters of eucharist and 

ministry but we do not yet have a statement which is consonant in substance 

with tbe faith of the Church of England. There iB much gro-und gained, many 

misunderstandizl88 are done away; but there remain serious differences between 

our two co~ties. We must have good hope that agreement may yet be 

obtained. We need to remember that the past history of the Church of England 

has been ecumenically disastrous because we did not make sure of adequate 

agreement among ourselves at the early stages. In our relationships with 

the Roman Communion, we muet try to ensure that we do get things right at 

each stage, even if the progress is· slower than we would hope. It may, 

therefore, be the more sure. 

Why then do I talk about convergence on matters of eucharist and ministry 

rather than consonance? There are ·three issues which remain unresolved in 

the ABCIC papers. The first is the matter of the eucharistio offering. 

nr John Stott in his response to ARCIC on behalf of the Chur.ch of England 

Evangelical Council says this: 'If Christ's self-offering was unique and 

um-epeatable, how can the Church "enter into the movement of hie sel£-offering"? 

Again, how can the Church enter into the movement of Christ's self-offering 

saoramentally if it did not do so historically?' Of course we respond to 

his self-of£ering for us, but to do this is a quite di.f'ferent idea. Indeed, 

to quote John Stott again, •to participate in the benefits of Christ's 

sacrifice ,and to participate in the offering of it are concepts which move 

in opposite directions' • Certainly, the Church of England fo:rmularies speak 

only of a responsive offering. 

The second unresolved point concems the real presence. Could I compare 

ARCIC with Richard Hooker, who haa been quoted probably too often already 

in these debates. ARCIC states that the bread and the wine become Christ's 

body and blood. There is a radical change in the inner reality of the 

elements. But Hooker s~d, 'The real presence of Christ's most blessed body 

and blood is not to be sought for in the sacrament but in the wortey receiver 

of the sacrament' or as Cranmer said in his answer 'Figura~ively he is in 

the bread and wiie and spiritually he is in them that worthily eat the bread 

and wine'. This conflict must be resolved and, I am quite certain, could 

be resolved,if we are to go forward. 

The third point on which we are not yet agreed concems the ministry. There 

are~ very useful statements in the ARCIC agreement but there is not yet 

an agreement on the nature of priesthood. w'e are told that the ministry of 

ordained priests is not an extensioD of the co111DOn Christian priesthood, 

but belongs to another realm of the gifts of the Spirit. What does that 

really mean? It is clear that further workmeds to be done on the doctrine 



620 

of the ministry. It really does seem to me remarkable that the FOAG 

document states unequivocally on page 78 that all Anglicans would accept 

some distinction between the common priesthood and the priesthood of the 

ordained ministry. I am not sure that that is right. We woul_d all accept 

some distinction between the ministry of the prieat and tba t of the laity 

but we all share, laity and priests, in one common priesthood. 

It is for these reasons amongst others that· I hope that the Synod will be 

cautious today and accept ray amendments and then vote for the motion only 

it it is amended. Consonance has not yet been reached, but we must hope 

that it will be very soon. There is convergence and for that we are thanki'u.l. 

Let us assert this with gratefUl hearts. We are moving together but we are 

not yet fully agreed. 

1-{ay I conclude with a plea? As we go forward, do not leave some of us behind 

We want to come with you. If we seem a little slow, wait for us. Then we 

shall all arrive together. 

The Dean of Bristol (Veg Revd AH Dammera): I wish to speak as others have 

on section (c) and refer to paragraphs 215 and 216 on page 82 of the FOAG 

report because I believe that these are crucial and give us a way thro1J8h 
some of the difficulties which have been mentioned today, particularly 

paragraph 216 where an attempt is made very briefly, no doubt, to root our 

doctrine and practice of authority firmly in the biblical perception of the 

nature of God's own authority as revealed in Jesus Christ. I -would just 

like to quote that. 'We believe• - this is what FOAG eays - 'that had the 

Commission' - that is, the ARCIC Commission - 'drawn out at the outset some 

of the characteristics which belong to Christ's own authority, these 

might have pe::cmeated and strengthened all that followed. Amongst such 

characteristic~ we would emphasise the doctrine of God as at once powerful 

and yet giving his children freedom to cha;lenge him; or God who in Christ 

took the fo:rm of a servllllt and suffered, thereby demonstrating power as of 

the powerless in worldly te1'1118 (it is the power of the crucified that ie 

lodeed in the Church); and of God whose authority is exercised in enabling 

his creatures to respond freely. :my exercise of authority in the Church 

must be informed both by an understanding of the nature and being :of God 

as revealed in Christ crucified and risen, and also by an aclmowledgement 

of the fact that Christ's authority is mediated through the authorities of the 

Church which are "subject to the limitations and sinfulness of human nature"•' 

I believe that that is well said and is the starting point - a starting point, 

at any rate - for further discussions between our two communions on authoritJ 

I want to express the hope that in these further discussions for which (c} 

calls we should have a firm root in a biblical understanding of the way in 
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which God bimself in practice exercises authority in his world and in his 

Church. I believe that to this understanding the Englishness of our Church 

of England has a vecy important contribution to make. The English down the 

centuries have been pioneers in the dispersal of authority and the liberation 

of the people from the tyranny of any arbitrary authority. 

Canon CO :Buchanan (Southwell): I wish to be brief and I wish to make a 

speech that leads to a point of order. I was myself rea~ to vote for thia 

package as it stood, but with some discomfort; as that discomfort has now 

been spelt out very firmly by persons, as it were, from the top, bottom and 

centre of the Church of England and with great weight, and as I do not think 

these speeches have been refuted, I believe that we are reaching the point 

where we would benefit considerably.if the motion were divided and we were 

able to vote separately on (c). 

I am very grateful to Mr Clark for l).is very strong anti-Roman polemics. 

I hope that all that is heard in the right places. :But I do not wiGh myself 

to discuss the matters of substance. I have my own position on those and 

I had thought that I might try to do something in the diocesan synod later 

on rather than in this Synod. Btlt I have asked myself what would be the 

effect of passing (a) and (b) and discarding (c), and I think that it would 

give a signal without stopping a process; that might be sheer gain to this 

Synod and to our Church of England response to A.t1CIC's :Final Report. If (c) 

were eliminated, nevertheless the whole Final Report would be referred to 

the dioceses under item 13, that is, if item 16 were duly passed, but the 

only positive things would be said about the two previous statements and the 

Venice statement would simply not be referred to, with these specilic, 

hopeful comments attached to it. Even if (c) stood, and stood by a narrow 

majority - and it might make sense to take a count in such a case - that also 

would issue a warning that this General Synod had not got a consensus behind 

(c) but indeed attached.a certain question ·mark to it, which would be an 

invitation for dioceses also to look more caretully at it when it came down 

to them. 

It would help, therefore, if we spotlighted this, whieh would then, no doubt, 

come through in the reference document to the dioceses. lf I may, therefore, 

pass from a speech to a point of order, under Standing Order 26, Mr Chairman, 

would you please use your discretion to divide this motion between (a) and 

(b) and (c)? 

The Chairman, Canon Buchanan cannot make a speech and then pass to a point 

of order. However, benevolent as always, I can assure him that we will 

take such a point of order when we come to vote on the motion. The debate 
continues on item 12. 
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Revd Professor H Chadwick (Universities): I would !ike to begin by saying 

how grateful I am for the points which have been macie and,perhaps more than 

that, for the manner in which they have been made. I would like, however, to 

speak in defence of the report of which· some criticisms have been offered, 

both the ARCIC report and the report of the Faith and Order Advisory Group. 

I would like first to take a point about the word 'code'. It is a loaded 

word. It suggests g0bbledygook - at any rate, to me. l do not think that 

it is a fair word. The subject is one which has been beset by the wreckage 

of emotional slogans, and the attempt has been made to, as it were, bore a 

hole in the old rusty bomb and put SOJDe steam into it to get the explosive 

out. What has been done is that an attempt has been made to state with the 

maximum of clarity that the subjec~allows precisely what the question to 

be resolved is. If you then find that the question is not stated in the 

familiar landmarks, that is not to code it, or to put it into cipher, it 

is to say that behind all the problematic, emotive, polemical language of 

the past FOAG believe that this or, at any rate, somewhere near it is the 

question to which we actually need to address our minds. 

The language tbat has been used in this debate suggests that there are those 

ill the Church of England who still feel that the controversy with our 

brothers and sisters in the Church of Roman allegiance has to be conducted 

in the language of 1550. I happen to be a passionate admirer of John Fox 

and his great book on the Acts and i•k>numents. It is a long book to read; it will 

take you about two and a half months if you spend about two hours a day. 

But what a great monument or the statement of the feeli.n« of the Church or 

England of that age, of the Pope as the very scarlet woman of Babylon, 

as Antiohrist and therefore the great eneuzy: you really cannot have too 

long a spoon to sup with such a lady. I ought to say that the identification 

◊f the Bishop ·or Rome as Antichrist is a lot older than the Reformation 

and Martin Luther. The_first Englishman to state it eloquently was that 

great Catholic Bishop of Lincoln, Grossetete, who thought the Curia 

somewhat obstructive to the gospel in some of its ways of proceeding. 

I might :remind the Synod that, of course, in the Reformation age the memory 

of Julius II or Alexander l3orgia was very vivid in the mind, that the papacy 

of the fifteenth century was in many respects a most unedifying institution. 

You may recall the paradox that the noblest defence of Alexander Borgia was 

written by Mandell Creighton, and tha,t our Anglican Bishop Crichton 

wrote this defence to incur the unmitisated fury of the Boman Catholic Acton, 

who thought that anybody who could defend a :Borgia pope really needed his 

head examined. 
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AR.CIC did not begin from there. Nor did FO.lG begin_ from there. It began 

with a simple attempt to ask where we are now. 

I would like to direct your thol.18hta to some of the polnts made by Prebendary 

Pearce. I was grate.t'ul for the way in which he made them. The sacrament of 

our redemption is given to us by Ow: Lord and the first meaning of that 

sacred act is the memorial of his sacrifice for our salvation, his 

Resu.rrection for our vindication. If one r·eads, say, a great classic of 

Ro.man Catholic statement on the subject, the Moehle Symbolik 

one sees there that the first and primary significance of the eucharistic 

celebration is that it is a sacrifice of praise and tbanksgivil'lg. The 

Lord's Supper, we know - the Apostle Paul was at great pains to tell 

the Corinthians so - is not just a _meal and it is not only a sign of the 

love that Christians ought to have among themselves, one for another. 

we know that to all who rightly believe and with faith receive it, the 

bread we break ia a partaking of the bo~ of Christ and the cup of bleasing 

is a partaking of the blood of Christ. So our venerable formulary tells us. 

That is surely what we mean by the reality, the truth, ofthe presence of 

the Lord and the reality of the participation in his offering and the 

benefits of his passion. 

It has been_ a classic of Anglican criticism of the Council of Trent that 

the Counc~l ,of Trent, especially in its anathemas, or some of them, put 

School doctrines in place of articles of faith. It is a School doctrine, 

I think, that the real presence of the body and blood c.r Christ bas to be inter

preted in figurative and metaphorical language. It is an article of 

faith that the Lord is .truly present. We do not at all want to say that 

the presence of Christ, the radical change, is a matter of physics 
and chemistry. We do not want to affirm that the Lord who comes to hie 

people in time and space is circumscribed by the necessities and limitations 

of time and apace - . . hence all ou:r probiems about freezing a particular 

moment of consecration and so on - bu.t we who receive are at a particular 

point in time and space. 

Our Church has ver., rightly rejected in round terms the notion that the 

sacrifice of Our Lord on Calvary offered expiation only for original sin 

and that for our actual sins we have to turn to each independent celebration 

of the Lord's Supper. That view, roundly and rightly rejected, was held by 

one or two rather imprudent theologians of the sixteenth century, but you 

will not find it in the documents of Trent and the Roman Catholic theologians 

of today do not believe at all (I am not saying that you could not find one 

in the back of beyond but it is not the general, consensua view} that we are 

speaking of a destruction of the victim. A massive shift in Roman Catholic 
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practice has, after all, taken place 1n the last 25 _years. At the 

Reformation our forefathers hated the late l•tediaeval practice, and surely 

they were right to £eel as they did, whereby the celebrant alone commwu.cated 

and a passive congregation said their prayers at the back of tlle church 

while an isolated priest offered propitiation on behalf of the praying 

people, with somebody to ring a bell to tell one to put aside the Nevs of the 

~. because the consecration was about to take place. On a much older 

view, the elements were consecrated in the morning to be adored at 

:Benediction in the evening. I susp,ct that not all of us are quite aware 

that Benediction is now a very rare service indeed and that we would have to 

go quite a long way to find one. I am not saying that you could not find one, 

but it is essentially a minority in:erest, like certain composers. 

Among our Roman Catholic brethren ths eucharist is now a community act at 

which there is very great participation by the congregation. They make 

their collllllUnion and in maey parishes they receive in both kinda. 

I beg leave to aay nothing on priesthood because everything on the subject 

that needs to be said is in print in the FOAG report. I think that the 

answer to Prebendary Pearce is in print in the report, of which he was so 

generous as to take so favourable a view in his opening remar~s. 

May 1 conclude by making a remark about Mr Oliver and the nature of truth? 

~'hat is to say, it will be about the nature of truth and not about }fr Oliver. 

All theologians oscillate between confidence and diffidence when they are 

trying to formulate truth about God. The negative way is the first thing 

that the theologian has to learn: how much you do not know, ho.r you see 

through a glass darkly. · Then at the end of the negative way you ask what 

we can affirm? Are we simply consigned to an absolute silence, follow 

Wittgenstein and say, "Of that of which one cannot speak one can only be 

silent"? Then this question will arise - ~nd it was, after all, one of the 

maJor questions undtrlylng that great debate yesterday morning - are there 

any circumstances whatever in which teaching can be identified by the mind 

of the Church as being in any way outside what is officially thought by tne 

Church. I had the impression yesterday morning that there were a very large 

number of people in this assembly who thought that the answer to that 

question could conceivably be yes. That is the crw1ch. 

Prebendar;y J Pearce (London): I beg ~o move as an amendment: 

'In item l2(a) leave out the words "is consonant in substance with" 
and insert "convergent witb".' 

The Chairman: I will ask the Eishop of Chichester to comment on the debate. 
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The Bishop of Chichester: There i s not very much_ for me to add to ._.hat 

Professor Chadwick hae alreaey- said, It seemed to me, listening to 

Prebendary Pearce, and acknowledging tne vecy kind te:t'Qs in which he spoke 

of the report, that be bad nevertheless not taken any account.of t . .ae fact 

that the points that he was making about the eucharistic statement were 

all made when it first appeared, were made in the comments that the Church 

of England made about it and are discussed in the Elucidations by ARCIC. 

The view of FOAG was that although the points were very real points in 

relation to the original text, if w_e now read them in the light of the 

ElucidatJone we can be satisfied. 

May I draw the attention of the Synod to paragraph 185 of the report? 1lt 

is in the light of the biblical concept of anamneeis that we understand 

the assertion that "(Christ's members) ••• enter into the movement of his 

self-offering". This phrase has been seen as problematic by some and 

attention was drawn to it in the earlier response of the Church of England. 

'ne understand that the words of the •,;indsor Statement and the Elucidation 

imply a solidarity of Christ with his Church and the Christians in Christ 

whereby il'l our whole Christian life we participate in his self-offering 

to the Father, sacramentally expressed in the eucharist. 1 

~ith regard to the other point about the presence, this again is dealt with 

in paragr~pha 190 and 191. Towards the bottom of pat;e 72, the word 'beco~e• 

is very carefully discussed in terms of what it can mean and what it cannot 

mean. I WC:>uld hope that the anxieties of people about that would have been 

very adequately answered there. 

If I may turn over the ·page to the conclusion of that section, this 

c.onclueion, of course, points out that the 'w'indsor Statement, the eucharistic 

statement, was concentrating on the two main points about which there has 

been disagreement in the past, and FOAG, w~ich I cay perhaps emphasise again 

is a very representative bo~, covering a very wide spect;rum of Anglican 

tradition and opinion, says without dissent, 'In the light of the 

understandings above we believe that the ~incisor Statement together with its 

Elucidation has reached agreement on the two essential points where Anglicans 

and Roman Catholics have diverged in the past': these two · things. The 

importance of this, as I said at the bqinning, of being able to say that 

this is consonant with the faith of the Church of England is that we lay 

a foundation stone for building; this, if it is asreed by the whole 

Anglican Communion, becomes along with the ministry statement the essential 

thing which will enable us to move forward in the direction of euoharistic 

sharing and the Roman Catholic Church to reconsider its attitude to our 
ministry. I therefore hope that the amendment will not _be accepted. 



The Chairman: I wonder whether, Prebendary Pearce, . in moving the amendment 

you would leave out the word 1is1 , in the in.terests of grammar? As 

it etandB, it iB replacing 'is consonant in substance with' by 'convergent 

with 1. 

The Dean of Rochester (Ver;y Revd J R Arnold): I had not intended to speak 

in this debate until I saw Prebendary Pearce I s amendment. Then I thought 

that I was against it witil I listened to him speaking, and I must say that 

I found JD¥&elf ver) much sympathising with what he said, and especially 

with those for whom he speaks. I am, like all of us, very liable to 

temptation, and I fowid myself really tempted to go with him, even if at 

a slower pace, because we all want to go together; we lmow that there ia no 

point in moving towards wider reunion at the cost of intemal schism. 

I was particularly attracted by 1he prospect of that journey because I vould 

go on a joumey with anyone, even in a slow coach, who reveres Cranmer and 

Hooker and even Fox; I would join a slow boat to China for two and a bal! months 

and read Fox. 

However, I am going to resist the temptation and I hope that the Synod will 

too. This particular form of words in the main motion is common to all 

the provinces of the Anglican Communion. Everyvhere all over the world 

people are debating this form of words, and incidentally so are the Roman 

Catholic bishops' conferences. while we are at perfect liberty and have 

the right to break ranka, even on a fom of words, I hope that we Will not 

because I think that we would be holding up unnecessarily the process of 

establishing a common mind on matters which have been before us really for 

a very long time. 

wben we come to (b), the second of the points on which we have considerable 

agreement, the way ahead is very long indeed, and it is a way which changes 

its nature because we move over from discussion to negotiations, and members 

of ABCIC II and others will take the road to Rome and no wise man would go 

to Rome with his hands tied behind his back. The texm •consonant in substance 

with' is a very carefully and well chosen phrase; it has the hall.JDarks 

of being shaped and polished, and it means what it says. It does not mean 

total agreement in every detail and emphasis. 

If I may use terminology- which is very Anglican, which is very dear to me 

and is found in the Articles, the Prayer Book and Hooker, it is sufficient 

for the end to which it tendeth. It is not infallible, it is not perfect; 

it is enoU8h,. In this matter I believe that enoll8h is enough. BEM and 

ABCIC through the grace of God have got the ecumenical movement going again. 
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I am not go1.n8 to slow it up by going into the theo~ogical substance of 

the argument because I think that the General Synod has now gone beyond 

the point or theological di110UBsion to the point where we take decisions. 

These decisions are of the kind that a driver takes in travel~in&'• Do we 

keep our toot on the accelerator, just a little way down, not right down 

on the floor, or do we put on the brakes? I hope that we will not put on 

the brak.ea although I also hope that, at the end of a very long road, 

Prebendary Pearce and hie friends will be with us. 

Revd E G Stride(London): The daneer with the ecumenical movement is that 

it radiates euphoria, and euphoria ie dangerous to the lol18""'term interests, 

it seems to me, of-the unity of the Church of England. I support what 

Prebendary Pearce has said because _l do not myself find that the handling 
of what was done at the Reformation and revival 0£, as I believe, the true 

religion of the Church of England ia being carried out effectively and 

properly. I appreeiated ver::, muoh what Professor Chadwick said; I always 

do appreciate what he says because he is such a good speaker. But I would 

rather we did something to make clear that we are not all content, by a long 

way, with the definitions of ministry and so on in these reports. On that 

account, I shall support Prebendary Pearce in his amendments and I hope 

that other people will do so also because this reflects the realities of 

our situation in the Church of England better than might otnerwise be the 

case. 

Canon T R Chriatie (Peterboroup): I beg to move: 

1That the question be now put. 1 

The amendment was put and lost, 

PJ;ebendaty J .Pearce (London): I beg to move ae an amendment, 

'In item 12(b) leave out the word~ "consonant in substance with" 
and insert "oonvergent with 11 • 1 

The Bishop of Chichester, in comment: I would draw attention to the tact 

that the phrase which Prebendary Pearce referred to was again something 

which caused a good deal of concern at the early stage and, in the light 

of that concem, was discussed by ARCIC I in the Elucidations. Perhaps I 

may draw attention to the sections of the FOAG report about this, paragraphs 

203 to 207 and, in particular, 205, where the phrase itself is specifically 

referred to. 1Some, believing that £11 the eucbarist all the faithful are 

united with Christ aacramentally in bis self:.orrering and so share in 

hia royal priesthood, welcome the further suggestion of the Canterbury 

Statement that there is a sense 1n wbioh the minieter who preeidea, and only 

that minister, acts in a priestly way in "reciting again the words of 
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Christ at the Last Supper and distributing••• the holy gifts", tbe;reby 

relating 1n a different way to the priesthood of Christ. They see this 

view re£lected in the later statement that the ministry of the ordained is 

not an extension of the common Christian priesthood but belonga to another 

realm of the.gifts of the Spirit. While other Anglicans have criticised 

this statement - its meaning is far from clear - all would aocept some 

distinction between the co11111on priesthood and the priesthood of the 

ordained ministry in the sense that the latter is not simply a delegation 

"from below".' The paragraph goes on to refer to the Luteran-Boman Catholic 

statement as supporting that view. 

I can only say that we in FOAG believe and have tried to set out here our 

reasons for believing that the turtper discussion and elucidation of 

the phrase, while leaving it something that we would on the whole prefer not 

to be there, shows· it to be something which should not be regarded as 

destroying the consonance of the ministry statement with the doctrine 

of the Church of England. 

Canon D Bh.ymes (Southwark)s I beg to move: 

'That the question be now put. 1 

This motion was put and carried. 

The amendment was put and lost. 

Canon C O :Buchanan (Southwell}: On a point of order, Mr Chairman, under 

Standing Order 26 will you please use your discretion, with the consent of 

Synod, to divide this motion? 

The Chair.man: Would the Bishop like to indicate his mind on that? 

The :Bishop or Chichester: I am perfectly happy with that so long as I can 

reply to (c). ·· 

The Chairman: It has been proposed that the votes on this item be taken 

separately on paragraphs (a), (b) and (c).This requires 'It1¥ consent and 

that of the Synod. It bas mine. Bas it the general consent of the Synod? 

{meed) 

The Cbairmans Bishop, would you like to reply to each section individually 

before I put them to the vote? 

The Bishop of Chichester: I do not w~t to say anything more about (a) and 

(b), but I do want to say something about (c). 

Paragraph (a) was put and carried. 

Paragraph (b) was put and carried. 
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Paragr;aph (c) 

The :Bishop of Chichester, in reply_: In view of the number of speeches that 
related to this, I must say something about 1t. Mr Clark's speech., with 

its sharp attack wrapped in wann approval, reminded me rather -of the com.ent 

on Puaey's Irenicum, that it was an olive branch discharged from a catapult. 

The points that have been made in criticism of the authority statement are 

all perfectly good and valid. The question· that the Synod really now bas 

to decide is whether the right way of dealing with them is to refuse to 

pass this motion or not. I would like to ~st to the Synod that if we really 

want to proceed in this matter of the exploration of authority the right way 

is indeed for us to pass the motion as it stands. I would like to say to 

the Synod that everything that has _been said this 1110rning will be heard by 

ARCIC II. The Anglican co-chairman of ARCIC II has been present throughout 

Tuesday afternoon's debate and the debate this 1110ming, as also have been 

two other members and the secretar,y. A full record of all the discussion 

will be sent t .o .ARCIC II. 

As I ea.id at the beginning, the language of this motion was deliberately 

chosen to be d.ifferent1rom. the other two because, quite clearly, the 

statements are different in their character. 

In mild defence of FOAG I would just add that, as I think was recognised 

earlier cm, we had to work a good deal against pressure of time in 

producing this report. We started at the beginning with the first two 

statements and we felt it important to give a lot of our time to those 

which were the things of which it was hoped that we would be able to say 

that they were consonant with Anglican doctrine; we had much less time to 

give to something which was admittedly only in a very tentative form. 

Nothing that has been said in this debate in criticism of ARCIC II, as far 

as I can see, would be excluded by the ree9lution. I think that the right 

way to deal with them, the right way to put up markers for this further 

discussion on authority, is by passing this resolution with the knowledge 

that all that has been said will be considered seriously by the body that 

has to carry on this discussion rather than just refusing to say that there 

is any basis here on which to carry on the discussion. 

The wording of the resolution, I would s~est, does not commit the Synod 

very far. All it says is that the st~temeo1arecord su!'ficient convergence 
1f'or our communions together to explore further the structures of authority and th, 

exercise of collegiality and pri£:lacy•. Here again I must remind the Synod 

of the point which I made on Tuesday that this is is a bilateral dialogue, 

and in all the bilateral dialogues the greater amount of attention tends to 
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be given to those questions which have loomed laxgest in the history of 

divergence between the churches. Nobody can pretend that in relation to 

the Anglican Communion and the Roman Catholic Church and discussions on 

authority the great thing that looms over everything else is n_ot the papacy 

and all the dogmatic statements in relation to it. I do not think that there 

is any intention on anybody's part to minimise the problems relating to 

that, the problems of whether the Roman Catholic Church· itsel! can get 

round the definitions of Vatican I, whether it can somehow get round the 

problem of the way in which the def~tions of the two Marian dogmas were 

made, let alone the content of those dogmas, or that we have any wish not to 

press on the Roman Church the whole question of the place of the laity. 

I do wish, however, that those speaking on that point could have given some . 
recognition to the fact that the Roman Catholic Church is movillg, however 

slowly, in that field. The great pastoral council at Liverpool -was a 

significant landmark in that. The development of pastoral councils in 

most dioceses again is a pointer. We obviously would like them to go very 

much further, but there is the beginning of a movement there and I am 

sure that we can encourage all this much more by saying that there is 

enough here to warrant our going on talking together than by just flatly 

turning down this resolution. 

Mr T G Penn.V (Exeter): On a point of order, Hr Chairman, will you take a 

count by houses on this vote? 

The Chairman: A division by houses? 

Mr T G Penny: I asked for a count, I-lr Chairman. 

The Chairman: I do not think that there is such a thing as a co'Wl.t by houseF 

If there is aey uncertainty about the vote, I will ask for a oount of the 

whole S,nod. -· 

Pxebendar;y M J Saward (London): I am no~ eure whether, under the Standing 

Orders of the Synod, there is any means other than by a division by houses 

that abstentions can be recorded. In both the two earlier cases, it was 

quite clear that members of all three houses were abstaining. In a matter 

or this kind, many people would feel that the most they~ do, if they 

wish to register some degree of dissent, is to abstain. Is there any 

possibility of that? 

The Chairman, I would like to count abstentions if there is any uncertainty. 

I do not think that there is anything in the Standing Orders which prevents 

the Chai.man from asking for the abstentions to be counted. 

Prebendar;x: M J Saward: Would it be poasible, Mr Chai:man, for abstentions 
from the previous two votes to be counted? 
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The ChaiJ:man: No, not at this stage. We are dealing with 12(c). I would 

like to put 12(-c) to the vote. 

That is very clearly carried. Would people like a count? I think that 

it would be wiser, in the circumetanoea, in view of the anxiety, that ..,e 

should have a count of the hands. 

The motion was put and carried. 238 voting for, 38 asaipst and 25 abstaining, 

The Bishop of Chichester: I beg to move: 

'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.• 

Paragraph 271 of the report lists a· number of thin8&, some of which were 

mentioned in various speeches on Tuesday, where some move forward might be made 

and also certain thi.nga which need to be carefully considered as part of the 

movement forward. Some of them will obviously need to be handled with a 

good deal of delicacy in the light of paet experience, notably the 

question of eucharietic sharing and the whole business of Apostolicae Curae, 

whether it should be bypassed or faced head-on or quite how it is to be dealt 

with. However, what the Synod is being asked to say here is that the Final 

Report of ARCIC really offers us now a basis for going forward and facing 

these things, as AHCIC II will have to do. I would like to emphasise the 

end of paragraph 271 because here axe a lot of things which are not to be 

left to ARCIC II, which ought to be faced by all of us in our own localities. 

Dr Kendall on Tuesday spoke particularly about the whole question of joint 

educational facilities and so on, and there is the meeting of local 

hierarchies, establishing of local covenants and so on. 

Canon D Rhymes- (Southwark): The report speaks of I the degree of eucharistic 

sharing which can be appropriately supported by the theological agreements•. 

I hope that with, of course, tact and diplomacy it will also be mentioned 

bow far eucharistic sharing is a matter of theological agreement and how 

far it is a matter on which there are widespread differences in points of 

view in the whole Roman Catholic co111111WUty. I say this because my 

experience of eucharistic sharing has been utterly different in different 

parts of the world. I have been invited to ooncelebrate with Roman Catholic 

priests in both America and Holland on more than one occasion. I have 

certainly been invited to partake of communion in :!!"ranee on more than one 

occasion. I have never been invited to concelebrate or to partake in 

communion in England. I wonder, therefore, how far eucharistic sharing is 

also bound up with questions of political and national feeliJl88, and all 
the rest of it. I would like that investigated. 
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Tbe other question I would like to ask is for clarification of how we may 

live together while holding different views on the ordirurtion of women to 

the priesthood. As members will know, I have many times asked the question 

iDGeneral SyrJ.Od whethe.r the Roman Catholic Church reeards this as a matter of 

faith and doctrine, diving 1ure, or whether it is a matter of tradition and 

practice and discipline. \r/e have never had ~ kind of explicit answer. 

I have asked Roman Catholic priests individually. One of them, someone of 

some importance, actually said, 1Well, of couree, we don 1t actually want to 

make it a matter of faith and doctrine because there may came a time when 

we have to consider this matter ourselves in our own Church.' If this is 

so, it is qUite interesting to know it. In other words, one is not sayi.J:1« 

sometb.in& because one is leaviJ:lg tlie way open. If, on the other hand, one 

does not wish to leave the way open, it is very difficult to understand wey 

one should not be quite explicit about the matter. Since I consider it a 

matter of some substance for many people in the Church of England with 

regard to their view as to whether to proceed finally towards the ordination 

of women, it would be ve-ry desirable for us to exercise some real degree of 

preesure an the Roman Catholic Church to be a little more explicit on this 

matter. 

The llishop of Chichester, in replyi I understand that both the questions 

put by Canon Rhymes are on the agenda of ARCIC II. I would only say about 

eucharistic sharing that we must all of us be familiar with the situation 

that he has described. It is one that requires of us a great deal of 

sensitivity and courtesy in the matter, in the way in which we approach 

other people, not pushing ourselves, as it were. 

The motion was put and carried, 

The llishop or· chicbeater: I beg to move: 

1That this Synod invitee 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~ 
Report presents to the exercise and understanding of 
authority in the Cb.urch of England referred to in paragraphs 
251-254.' 

I hope that members have looked at paragraphs 251 to 254. This whole 

question of authority which we have spent a lot of time on this morning 

puts questions to us as well as to RQme, and they are set out particularly 

in paxagraphs 252 to 254. I hope that we shall not think that the probing 

and questioning is all going to be one way. 

Canon RT Greenacre (Chichesterh In the notes which I had ecribbled in 

preparation for this debate, I bad said, 'It is notorious that the hardest 
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problems and the gravest challenges in the Final Report concern the nature 

and exercise of authority.' It is hardly necessa:ry for ll;l8 to develop this; 

tbe whole 0£ this mo1"1UJl61B debate so far has illustrated it • .tu.1 I would 

say is that if ARCIC I seems to nar.row: down the whole limit of its 

existing disa-greelll8Jlt to one small point, the necessity er otherwise of the 

reception by the faithi'ul of an infallible pronowicement, and if this house 

seems to .find the narrowness of that gap difficult to accept, then two points 

need to be made. We think perhaps that the gap must be much wider than 

ARCIC found it. Is it perhaps because it is always difficult to absorb and 

digest the results of a collllllission that has lived together, prayed together, 

worked together for 11 or 12 years, and wrestled with it, and we are expected 

in a rather short time to catch up _with all its work? We need a certain 

amount of trust and confidence in its. work and an effort to try to enter 

S)'lDpathetically into the process by which its members have narrowed down 

these gaps. 

3econdly, _ in the relationship between the :Bishop of !iome 

and the other bishops of the universal college there is the problem that 

AROIC has been describing an ideal 1'ela tionship which will demand very 

radical changes in the theology ot authority and the structures of authority 

in both our churches. The first point I would like to make here is that 

we must not underestimate the challenges ;aade to the noman Catholic Church 

by the report, for if we are invited in some sense to take the papacy, 

a reformed papacy, into our system, the Roman catholic Church is similarly 

invited, and invited explicitly, by the report to assimilate synodical 

government with a role in decision-making for the laity and room for 

'multiple dispersed authority'. Nor must we minimise the risk inherent 

in the e.xercise of circulating the Final Report of ARCIC and indeed the 

Li.iia report to every single episcopal conference of the Homan Catholic 

Church in the whole WOJ:ld. Even if' some or these conferences are only very 

marginally affected by Anglicanism, they have now a chance - one might 

say a lever, a handle, the first real chance since Vatican II - to give their 

views on some of the still very much unresolved and ve:ry sensitive issues 

in the relationship between the universal primate and the universal college 

of bishops. A oourageous book like Jean Teilhard 1a The Bishop 0£ Ro.me will 

be exercising considerable influence on this issue which for Roman Catholics 

is not just o.f relevance to their ec"11118nical relations but relevant to their 

own internal life. 

The challenges and risks involved for us Anglicans are spelt out in 

paragraphs 251 to 254 0£ FO.AC1a admirable report. In supporting this motion, 

I would like to make brieny three observations about ~hose paragraphs. 



First, we ca:nnot - at least, we o1J8bt not - to separate this motion from 

the following one. Authority in the Church of England and authority in the 
Anglican Communion are neceearily inter-related, and there is a pressing 

need for the reflection of the standing Committee and tbe Hou9e of Eishops, 

called for in this motion, and the reflection (?f ACC, called forin the next 

motion, to be co-ordinated very closely and at every stage. Secondly, 

Anglicanism has an authority problem partly . because classical Anglicanism, 

until the nineteenth century, looked to the past with its confident 

assurance of the sufficiency of appealing to Scripture, as interpreted by 

tradition, especially that of the first five centuries, with the help of 

reason, on the hidden assumption that there would be no questions of such 

starlling and unprecedented novelty: that could not be resolved by that 

appeal to the past. So seventeenth-century Anglican divines could accuse 

papists and puritans alike of being what James I called 'novelists', by which 
he meant not writers of novels but introducera of newfangled novelties in 

doctrine, instead of being satisfied with the purest antiquity. Newman's 

articulation of the theory of development, however, was disturbingly new; 

it was new for both Roman Catholics and Anglicans. 

With our clearer historical perspective on doctrine today, both churches 

take the i~a of development of doctrine almost for granted. Indeed the 

FOAG repo:i;t speaks of the Anglican view of the living tradition - already 

refened to by Canon Craston earlier in the debate. But if we accept the 

development of doctrine, do we not also need to accept the notion of a 

magisterium, some kind of present-day authority to check the consonance of 

the developments with the historic faith? Do we not also need to go on to 

ask what kind of magisteriwn has a national church or one communion among 
many? This challenge is put to us not only through our dialogue with Rome 

but also by issues internal to our own life and to the life of our Synod 

and our debates here. 

Lastly, a peculiarly English difficulty, as paragraph 254 points out, is 

'the role played in the Church of England, both past and present, by state 

authority•, problems raised by the establishment and also by tre royal 

supremacy. The Committee on Roman Catholic Relations bas already spent 

SOJDe time reflecting on this issue. I hope that the Standing Committee 

and the House of Bishops will be in touch over this issue with the work of 

this committee. Moreover, that committee, when it meets with its Roman 

Catholic counterparts, constitutes the English Anglican-Roman Catholic 

Committee, commonly known as English ARC. The time bas now come when 

English ARC can consider serenely and honestly what are seen on both 

sides to be the real problems, obstacles and psychological hurts in the 



difficulties raised by establishment and royal sup~macy. English ARC has. 

I believe, an important work to do in this field and it i .s highly relevant 

to the prooeea of reflection for which this motion calla. Ever since the 

publication of its study guide to ABCIC, for example, it bas 'b.een monitoring 

the reports or ARCIC study groups all over the country. The answers that 

are coming in should not be without interest to the whole process of the 

Church of England I s response to ARC IC. 

May I end by paying a tribute to the work of our Anglican co-chairman of 

Ellglish ARC, John Trillo, :Bishop of·Cbelmsford, who this year retires from 

the g,;eat work that he has done as co-chairman. 

The motion was put and carried. 

The Bishop ot Chichester: I beg to· move, 

'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.• 

ACC has the responsibility for collating and eventually presenting to the 

Lambeth Conference the various replies. It therefore seems an appropriate 

body itself to consider how the Communion as a whole can carry these 

matters forward. Tb.is is in a sense a reinforcement of what we have said 

in passing the motion on authority. 

Canon R C ·craston (Manchester): 

I ask Synod's indulgence in rising again. May I ask for a clarification 

from the Bishop of Chichester? Does this motion envisage that the ACC 

carries on this process .beyond 1988? Because as the next meeting of ACC 

is in March 1987. at that meeting it will collate the responses from the 
provinces but will not have time to feed back, I think, to the provinces 

any guidance in time for receiving back their responses in 1988. If that 

ie so, it would appear that in 1988 the Lambeth Conference cannot give a 

definitive answer from Anglicanism on the matter of authority. 

The Bishop of Chichester, in reply: This must be in the hands of the ACC 

itself to determine. I had certainly not JIIYSelf envisased that the Lambeth 

Conference of 1988 would be able to give - perhaps I have mi&Wlderstood 

what Canon Craston meant by 'decisive' - a decision on authority because 

I assume that that is an area in which discussion will be going ahead for 

quite a long time. As far as I know, 'ARCIC II, for example, is not expecting 

to report to Lambeth 1988 and will be going on beyond it; and it will be 

ARCIC II that is mainly concerned with this. 

The motion was put and carried, 



The Archdeacon of Weat Ham (Ven PS Dawea)(Chelmsford): I beg to move: 

'That motions 9, 12 and 13 be referred to the Diocesan 
Synod.a for their consideration and that they report back 
to the General Synod by }Oth September 1986.• 

The Dean of Carlisle {Ver;,y Rev J H Churchill): We have listened attentively 

and worked through these important decisions this morning, following on 

our long discussion on Tuesday afternoon, because we are very aware that 

we are debating important thinpj but we have been in danger of tal.kin& 

about 1987 and 1988 and beyond. What we now have to do is something for 

the next 18 months. It is going to be very important that we convey some 

of the urgency of this debate to our dioceses and the other churches around 

us in the next 18 months. In~ waya, this ia perhaps the moat important 

motion that we are considering this moming, and we must pass it with some 

real meaning behind it. Havins' a little experience of talkh~ about ARCIC 

in the past year and a half since Mary Tanner talked so well about it to 

our Diocesan Synod, I am very conscious of the need to stir imagination 

on this. We learn by our mistakes. I would say particularly that we do not 

just want to give resumes, we want to give quotations and very good excerpts 

from. these reports. I hope that after next July we shall get some very 

good quotat~ons from these debates, ones that we have not taken down alread;y. 

Some ver., _good points have been made this moming. It is very obvious, for 

instance, that ve have got things to s~ about baptism., tald.ng this business 

about indiscriminate baptism and the need to live together with the different 

vieva on baptism. 

This is perhaps one of the points that the Synod has not altogether taken 

in from the Lima report, that what that report is telling is hov to live 

together with different views. This is one thing that we have got to get 

acroea in discusaiona with both local cbur<?hes and amongat us Anglicans. 

The other most obvious one is, of course, the question of ministry and 

authority-, which we have just been discussing this mornin& _and which are 

very fresh in our minds. I lmow that some people will be able to quote, 

word for word, those splendid things that Mr Clark said. But I would ask 

members to pay attention to the eucharist because, in both baptism and 

ministry, you are tal.lc.i:ng about 'them', other people, but in euohariat we 

are talld.ng about where we start now, where the congregation is this veek • . 
I would ask people to give considerable attention to some of those questions. 

Prebendary Pearce raised some important questions but these have been dealt 

w-ith by very good points in the debate. Some traditions have placed a 

special emphasis, ARCIC said, on the association of Christ's presence with 
the consecrated elements; others have emphasised Christ's presence in the 



heart of the believer through reception by faith. ~e have had this in the 

Synod this moming. In the past, acute difficulties have arisen when one 

or other of these emphases has·become exclusive. 

Commission, neither emphasis is inoompatible with 
In the opinion of the 

the eucharistic faith, 

provided that the complementary movement emphasised by the other tradition 

is not denied. Here is a very important quotation that one can use. 

It takes us on to some of those points that Lima is making about the 

euchariat, because LiJDa is pointing us at the world. Thie takes us back to 

the important point at the beginning of Tuesday afternoon's debate, this 

is concerned not just with the unity of the Church but with the unity of 

the world. So we go on .f'rom that quotation that was made, that the Eucharist 

involves the believer in the cent~l event of the world's history,to tte 

Lima euchariat section, paragraph 20 - 'As participants in the eucharist, 

therefore, we prove inconsistent if we are not actively participating in 

this Oll80ing restoration of the world situation and the human condition. 

The eucharist shows that our behaviour is inconsistent in the face of God's 

reconciling presence in human history. We are placed under continual 

judpent by the positions of unjust relationships and the obstinacy of 

unjustified confessional opposition.• So,it says, the Christian faith 

is deepened. by the celebration o.f' the Lord's Supper.The eucharist 

should be celebrated frequently. Many dii'ferencies of theology, liturgy 

and pract'ice are connected - 1 

The Chairman: Mr Dean, we are really discussing at the moment the referring 

of these motions to diocesan synods. Long quotations are perhaps not quite 

germane to that. 

The Dean of Carlisle: I am asking the Synod, when it does refer them to 

the dioceses, to point people to particular quotations and not Just to talk 

in general terms, because the quotations will make people see that there 

are things for us to be getting on with now, rather than waiting until 

1987. 

The Bishop of London (Rt Rev and Rt Hon G D Leonard): I bad not intended 

to speak in this debate as I had hoped that the chairman of the 1Jusiness 

Subcommittee might have made some reference to the relationship of these 

resolutions, particularly 12(a) and (b) and 1}, to Article 7. 

The rewording of motion 12 (a) and (b) from what was recommended by the 
1 

Faith and Order Advisory Group - that is, the alteration from 'faith of 

Anglicans• to 'faith of the Church of England' - would seem at fi:rst sight 

to brin8 12(4) and (b) under the umbrella of Article 7, in that they refer 

specifically to the faith of the Church of England. Item 1} certainly refers 
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to the possible reconciliation of churches. 

My concern is not in any way to hinder this process or make any difficulties 

at all but it would, I think, be unfortunate if the matter was referred 

to the dioce~es without its being known whether it was likely"to be 

declared at a later date as Article 7 business. ifothing would be worse than 

to refer to the dioceses and then later, because of som~ technicality which 

was raised, the whole thing would have to be gone throlJ8h again. 

Would the chairman of the Business Subcommittee say something about 

the relationship between l2(a) and (b) and l}, which refer either to 

the doctrine and faith of the Church of England specifically or union between 

churches, and Arti~le 7f 

Canon F Haslem (Chester): Could I make a plea that when these matters 

are referred to the dioceses they be accompanied by some short historical 

record of what has led to this referral? In the past, many matters have 

been referred from this Synod to dioceses and, quite honestly, people have 

had the utmost difficulty in pitching in at the level where we are sending 

it to them. It · bas been difficult for many of us to understand what 

has been taking place, leading to today's debate; it is more difficult for 

people who are not members of this Synod. I just plead that an explanatory 

leaflet be sent, identical in each diocese, giving a brief historical review 

of how this lllatter bas come to be referred to them, together with a 

definition of the various terms, ARCIC and so on, which do need to be spelt 

out at diocesan level. Otherwise we may well get the kind of thing coming 

back to us which could reflect a debate on issues which have not been 

adequately understood. 

The Archdeacon 0£ Weat Ham, in reply: I would like to link together, to 

some extent, what the Dean of Carlisle said and what the last speaker has 

said. It usually falls_ to the :Business Su~committee, on behalf of the 

Standina Committee, to draft the documents that go down to the dioceses. 

We have heard what bas been said by Canon Haslem. I am sure that we will 

try to do that as far as possible, so as to make it as easily understood as 

we can. That would be the aim of all of us, I am sure. 

The Dean of Carlisle will forgive me if I have not quite taken the point 

that he made. I aclcnowle~ the serious nature of it. One might make a 

comparison with, say,the Tiller report. When you get something of enormous 

size, involving three, four or five documents or, like the Tiller report, 
an enormoue book, it is incredibly difficult, even in synodical government, 

to know bow to handle such a mass. When we are asking deaneries to look at 

it as well as dioceses, it is not easy. I may .add that I think Tiller is 
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due to report back at about the same time as this, which means that there 

is goin8 to be an awful lot on the agendas of the diocese~ and deaneries. 

what I took the Dean to be saying, to start with at any rate, was that 

those of us who are in dioceses must consider quickly how we He going to 

handle this, and give it prompt and sharp arrangement. I do not think 

anyone here would disagree with that. 

I did meditate on whether to say something about i1rticle 7. Because I am 

a truthful man and believe in open government, I will say that I decided not 

to because I hoped that if I whipped up in my usual brisk style and said, 

•Let's pass this', we would all pass it and then we would have half an hour 

for the next business before lwich. Of course, what I am now dreading is 

that if I dry up in speaking there will be just 15 minutes left, we shall 

have to start the next bit of business and only just start it, and it will 

be very awkward. Moreover, I do not think: that I can prolong all this for 

five minutes, so the poor Chairman will have to do something about that. 

But it islis problem, not mine • 

.Article 7 says that provision •touching doctrinal formulae or the services 

or ceremonies of the Church of England or the administration of sacraments 

or sacred rites thereof shall before it is finally approved by the General 

Synod be referred to the House of BishQps and shall be submitted for such 

final approval in terms proposed by the ~rouse of Bishops and not other,dse 1 • 

There is no doubt in my mind, nor do the lawyers think that there is doubt, 

that this touches doctrinal formulae, even though there may be doubts about 

whether it actually changes the formulae. Therefore, it probably is Article 

7 business but it is for the Standing Committee so to designate it. I have 

little doubt, said he hopefully, that the Standing Committee will so 

designate it at its next meeting, and this will give people time to take 

it on board, as well as giving the Rouse o~ ~ishops time in preparing the 

final report to Synod. · 

The motion was put and carried. 

The Chairman: Members may remember that earlier Hr \.,bi tmey raised a point 

of order of some complexity which I sidestepped by asking him to get in 

touch with the Registrar. I now resolve the matter by saying that Mr Whitmey 

has withdrawn his point of order - if there is a Standing Order allowing him 

to do that. A!lyway, he has done it. , 




