EX /X8,

L7th November, 1083
Dear Fabhey Bulgakov, |

I am sorry not to have written to you before concerning the
meeting of the Fellowship Hxecutive, that was held on Thursday, Novéanben 9th,
It took us some time to get the Minutes of the meeting straight and I did
net want to write until I had olearly in my mind the progress of our digw
cussion. The Hxecutive wished, first of all, to express to you thelr very
great appreciation of the pyopesls you made and the time and thought
that have gone into the preparation of the documents that we had before ue.
I wag asked (o say emphatically that we welcomed the general suggestions
you made and that we are agreed that if smetion could be:@élen along the
lines suggested op similar lines it would be welcomed by us,

At the game time there are certailn points +that I was asked to
bring to your abtbention and request that you would further elucidatbte, I ean
best swmarise thess ag follows:ie

(L) The first concerns the prior interpretation to be put on any foim of
Saeramental Blessing, which should precede an act of Intercommunion,
In the Memorandum prepared by Nicolaes Zernov and approved by you,
three possible interpretations of this blessing are given - .
doubt of the vwalidity of Anglican Orders, desire bo assuage the sug-
pleions of other members of the Orthodox Chureh, who are against the
regognition of Anglican orders, and the expression of a deeply felt
nead for a Sacramental Blessing of an action which attempts to resore
the violated mmcremental unlon of the Chureh, Thers then follow the
words :"hut it is obvious thab the form of sacramental blessing sugrested
wonld actually gorrespond to the third inberprebtation™, The Kxeautive
was anxious 40 have thig whole point further developed. We did nob
foel whether 1% was sufficiently clear how far the third interpretation
was 0 be the central and even the exclusively permissible, We should be
vory grateful indeed for your further elaboration of thias,

(8) Further to bthis point we felt that we could not thmnk very much more
adequately about the proposal without seme indication of the formm that
such a Sacramental Blesaing would teke. We wondergd whether you would by
able in consultation with other people in Paris to skebeh out the form
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(B)

of this ceremony, at any rabe sufficiently for uas to c¢lear our minds
Further conserning its sifnificance and meaning.

In the same dooument in the sarly sectiouns of it the following phrase
oceures Boncerning the Intercommunion suggested - "It is started within the
Yellowship among those Anglican and Orthodox members who, on the basis of
doetrinal sgreement and undersbtanding, are prepared to go further in mani-
festation of the unity sxperienced bebtween their Churches at the Anglo-
Russian Conferences ,»

We should greatly welcome Further light on the meaning attached to the
term "doctrinal egroement and understanding”. We feel that it is imporbant
50 be elear on this polnt in view of the gravity and importance of the
aghep proposad.

The final point is not & reguesi for slucidatioh so mudh as a formulation
of what was a growing conviction in our minds as our discussion proceesded.
It covers the nature of the aet that ghould precede any ntercommunion, . .
goming originelly from Mr.A.F.Dobbile-Batemand,; but finding more and more
sympathy in our minds, was the idea of repentance. It seomed to us that one
necessary element at least in any restoration of the broken unity of the
Chureh, must be the general and public confession of penitence before the
body of the Universal Chureh for the sing of those communions to which we
belong in relation to the divisilons of the Body of Chriégt, We felt
inereasingly that none of us here is without sin and that it might be
pogsible thorugh repentance and the Sscvament of Penance to prepare for
the aet of restorstion, I think it is true to say of our discussion that
this idea found more favour with us than that of Sacramental Blessing, and
we should like %o put it forward foy your consideration, as an albernabive
to your own suggestion and possibly as an element in that suggestlon.

We Telt that we needed & great deal more enguiry, discussion and prayer
concerning this whole matter before coming to any final or definite
conelusion. We are therefore plaenning an informal meeting of our Execubive
with certain other old mwembers of the Fellowshlp for December 14th when
we hove o ¢arry on ang thinking further and get some more light from other
people. We wondered whether if you plan, ss Nicolas hinted, to come to
England in the NemrYear, we could arrange the next meebing of our Executive
for @ date early in February, when both you and Nicolas could be there? It
would, T think, be a great help if this were possible, ‘

80 much for our msebing. Wicelas will, I expect, have told you of his

conversation with the Bishop of Truro. It is still unclear what exactly the
position teken up by the Blshop amounts to and how it will affect our thinking
about the whole thing, Fr.Maseall and Mr. Dobbie-Buteman are going to dine

with the Bishop next Thursday, when it is hoped to secure a wore deflunite stateoment
from him. In the mean time we are golng on thinking and praying about your
proposals, and we belleve that if we are falthful we will be guided aright.

I send you the warm greseting of my fellow members of the Executlve.

v

With all kind regards, : S

Yours sineerely, ) -
eI C Flwrn



SOME EXPLANATIONS OF FR,BULGAKOV'S SCHEME FOR INTERCCMMUNION.

{ Drawn up by Nicolas Zernov and approved by Fr.Bulgakov ).

The whole scheme arises from a deep conviction that we live under such excep-
tional circumstances that they authorise us to take some prompt and decisive action,
Any failure to use properly the opportunities,which have been offered to us quite
unexpectedly, would imply unfaithfulness %0 the gifts received and represent
heavy guilt

1.

2.

S

5.

6,

Intercommunion is suggested as an attempt to restore Unity between the
Fastern and the Western Churches.

It is started within the Pellowship among those Anglican and Orthodox
members who,on the basis of Aoetrinal agreement and understanding,are
prepared to go further in manifestation of the unity experienced between
their Churches at the Anglo-Russian Conferences. :

This does not commit other members of the Fellowship to participation in
such an action. It is in no way an attempt at full corporate reunion
between the Orthodox and the Anglican Churches, and is done on the personal
responsibility of those Orthodox and Anglicans in the Fellowship, who
desire to do so.

The final aim of intercommunion, however, is the achievement of full
corporate reunion between the Orthodox and the Anglican Churches. And this
aim alone justifies this action on the part of some members of the
Fellowship.

The molecular process of Reunion is based on 2 principles:=-

(a) That a group of members of the Church, who have already reached doctrind
agreement, proceed to further action without waiting for the whole body
of their respective Church to be prepared to share in this experience.

(b) That this particular group of Church members retains its full and
complete contact with the rest of their Church and that the action is
taken with the sole intention of helping others in the Church towards
this vision. It is obvious therefore that such intercommunion in the
Fellowship,between a section of the Anglicams and Orthodox, cannot
pretend to be a substitute for an authorised corporate reunion between
the two Churches. :

The molecular process of reunion cannot expect sanction from the highest .
corporate authority of the Orthodox and Anglican Churches as such, for the
very aim of this action is only the preparation of a future corporate
reunion,authorised by the Symods of the Churches., It is sufficient for
molecular reunion to be approved by the diocesan bishops on the Anglican
and Orthodox sides.
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10.

2o

This approval must be expressed through a sacramental blessing, which
will consist of two parts:- '

(a) The Bishop of one's own Church must authorise participation in
this intercommunion, and the Bishop of the other Church must
signify agreement by accepting people into participation in the
Sacrament of his Church.

(b) A sacramental blessing will consist of prayers and possibly the
laying on of hands by the Orthodox Bishop, with a corresponding
action on the Anglican side., It must not be confused with reordina-
tion, or conditional ordination, or any other sacrament of the
Church, yet the fact of this sacramental blessing in this particular
case is no precedent for the form of future general reunion of the
whole Churches. Such a rite would have to be defined by the general
synods of both Churches., The sacramental blessing only serves the
purposes of partial reunion within the limits of a diocese or some
particular group like the Fellowship.

The exact form and wording of the sacramental blessing has not yet been
defined and needs further study end investigation on both sides.

The sacramental blessing might be interpreted in 3 different ways,
gspecially on the Orthodox side:-

(a) As doubt of the validity of Anglican orders.

(b) A desire to assuage the suspicions of other members of the Orthodox
Church, who are against the recognition of Anglican cordination.

(¢} As the expression of a deeply felt need for a sacramental blessing
of an action which attempts to restore the violated sacramental
union of the Church,

But it is obvious that the form of sacramental blessing suggested would
actually correspond to the third interpretation.

This corporate and yet partial inbtercommunion will place those who take
part in it (both priests and laymen) in a special position, which will
authorise them to continue intercommunion under very special circumstan-
ces, such as - conferences, pilgrimages and other particular cases
approved by their bishops - gtrictly limiting this to all who have
received a sacramental blessing for such intercommunion.

j
v\' . L4




FELIOWSHIP QF ST, ALBAN & ST.SERGIUS.

Confidential Note for the Executive;

Not for publication.

1. In presenting to the Executive this note on conversations in Paris relative to
Pather Sergius Bulgakov's proposals for Partial Intercommunion I wish to stress
both their confidential and their occasional nature. The conversations were
personal and they do not exhaust the question. This report is written solely
as an assistance to the Executive. My own opinions on the substance of the
proposal are excluded ex hypothesi, The conversations took place in Paris
between lst and 8th Oct., 1933 ,

2., Father Bulgakov's scheme is a whole consisting of several parts. The specific
proposal of a sacremental blessing is an essential part of the scheme but not
the whole. In particular, a general question whether partial intercommunion
is possible is here linked with a special question regarding Anglican orders.

The highly delicate nature of the special question gives it an almost sensational
emphasis and the general question tends to become obscured. It is, I think,
essential to keep the whole scheme in a steady perspective.

3. The general question may be put more specifically in the form whether
it is possible to proceed to partial intercommunion by "capillary" or "molecular"
action. Here a beginning or proeess ("partial") is contrasted with the endeavour
to obtain full intercommunion in one act by the "diplomatic™ method. I found
complete disbelief in the diplomatic method, a disbelief based on two consi-
derations. The first is that reunion must be a spiritual act, unattainable by
negotiation. The second is that in any case the diplomatic method is in point
of fact powerless within its own sphere. If the diplomatic method is to prevail,
then the situation is hopeless, since the Orthodox Church has not succeeded in
achieving diplomatic co-ordination within her own body, But Pather Bulgekov .
expresses himself strongly against the "shadow of the Vatican" ; it is alien:to
the spirit of Orthodoxy to regard the Oecumenical Patriarch or the Archbishop
of Canterbury as minor Popes, who alone are competent. Moreover, he cannot
accept the sharp distinction between prayer and negotiation laid down in the
Truro memorandum.

4, Does the criticism of the diplomatic method lead to acceptance of the molecular
method for the actual restoration of communion between the Churches? Not .
directly. Father Florovsky sees the danger of damage to the sobornost of the
Church. Between the emptiness of the diplomatic method and the violation of
communal catholicity he sees no easy way and he can only counssl waiting,
Professor Kartashov on the other hand does not admit that the molecular
method necessarily violates communal catholicity, since sobornost is not the
question of a moment in time., It can be end has been vindicated by minorities
and by direct action, he instances the Donatist controversies in the past and
the de facto liguidation of the Bulgarian schism in the present. True, the
successes of the method have been within the sesme cultures; nevertheless the
iron can only be welded creatively, enthu31astlcally and prophetically.
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6.

2.

How is partial intercommunion to be understood? Father Florovsky finds it
a difficult notion, involving the possibility of being in communion with some
Anglicans and not with others. The notion would not - be so disturbing to
Professor Kartashov who sees in "comprehensiveness" the irritable symptom of
imperfection, but a fact inescapable, if there is to be creative spiritual
freedom, Father Bulgakov observes that in point of fact there is already
partial intercommunion, since common worship is already a common spiritual
act and he wishes to raise this present fact to its highest possible power.
The question is whether the highest power of intercommunion (at the Mass) can
be obtained with part of a church, Father Bulgakov thinks it can - on one
condition.

‘The condition relates to Anglican orders. Neither Father Bulgakov nor
Father Florovsky disputes the validity of Anglican orders, though they do not
accept Anglican orders as entirely self-sufficient. Pather Florovsky points
out that the Anglican Chuyrch has passed through two secessions, the secession
of the West from East and the secession from Rome., He does not use the tem
"schism™; nevertheless these are two definite historic acts of self-isolation
which cannot but affect the mystical life of the Anglican Church. A sacramental
blessing would be in intention a procalamation by the Anglicans but canonically
a reception of the Anglicans back into the unbroken tradition, i.e. an equivo-
cation, It is for Anglicans a question whether they follow the path of Keble

- or of Newman, On the other hand Father Bulgekov insists that this proposal of a

7
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sacramental blessing (with a corresponding ceremony for the laity) would not be

a reception of Anglicans into the Hastern Orthodox Church, since they would remain
Anglicans, but their isolation would be removed, These ceremonies he would regard
as an insurance , since otherwise the Orthodox clergy who took part in acts of
intercommunion at Mass might be accused of having lost their priesthood. But
essentially his proposal is a greater recognition of Anglican orders than any
documentary recognition which led to no practical results, since here the avowed
purpose was real inter-communion. He instenced as a parallel the South India
scheme, though the parallel is not complete, since the South Indian scheme
involves the question of communion with clergy who have not been episcopally
ordained,

My last conversation was with the Metropolitan Eulogius. The Metropolitan
thinks that the proposal of Father Bulgaskov is very daring; but, it is impossible
to move the large masses of churchmen in a matter like this and he admits the
possibility of the proposal,

I have deliberately simplified the discussions, although it is not possible
to produce a strictly logicel analysis of five separate and individual conver-
sations. The main difficulty throughout the discussions was not so much certain
obvious and deep differences of outlook between the speakers; these differences
mey be susceptible of removal., The real difficulties are the relative impotence
of the spoken word to formulate spiritual facts, since every emphasis &nd
every nuance ocounts. There is every necessity therefore to be careful, since
otherwise, as Father Florovsky says, we produce merely a caricature of the reality,



3.

Indeed, in relation to the problem as a whole, Father Florovsky considers this
danger of caricature too great for the Fellowship to master in a discussion
requiring exactitude of word and knowledge.

9. The above note has been subtmitted to Fathers Bulgakov and Florovsky and to
Professor Kartashov for amendment or comment, as might be necessary. It remains

as I wrote it immediately on my return from Paris and I attach translations of the
three replies, '

A.F.DOBBIE~-BATFMAN.

21st Oct., 1933,




A, - LETTER FROM PROFESSOR KARTASHOV.

As far as concerns my ideas, I find that they are represented correctly.

But the whole of your statement is so laconicaelly comcise that, for example, the
historical references to the reunion of the cloven sections of the Church in the
epoch of the Donatist disputes (to which I would add the Arian epoch in the
East, A.D., 350 - 380) may not be intelligible to your readers., The point here is not
in the facts, but in my commentary on them. Others may interpret differently.

Besides what I said to you, I add further, A diplomatic alliance of the churches
in their whole membership seems to me something unrealisable and unreal. On the other
hand the intercommunion of separate groups leads to their exclusion from the member -
ship of the churches as schismatics. The churches as a whole will remain divided as
before, Tertium non datur., Is the suggestion, then, that only despair and inaction
are left?

No. Subjectively there is left the choice between the one path and the other,
Cbjectively action is open only along the second path, by molecular transformation.
Here, in fact, is revealed a certain tertium, the appearance of a new confession of
reunited churches, This new formation will be a centre of attraction, inducing the
churches to general union. That will be so even in the worst event, the exclusion
of the reunited from the bosom of the majority.

Is this method of action catholic, is it of the Church? By external signs it is
not catholic, not of the Church, but revolutionary.

Is "revolution" admissible in the history of Divine Revelation, in the Church?
Human revolution is inadmissible, But what of the manifestations of the Holy Spirit?
They imperceptibly change the face of revelation, create "new" dogmas, ™ew" sacra-
ments, "new" covenants, a "history" of revelation, all the newness in the life of
the Church.

The sign of the manifestations of God's Spirit is their unexpectedness and at the
seme time a certain ease of entry into life, an ease of incarnation, an easy and swift
end to scandals around it, a quiet viectory,

How can we discern what is of the Spirit and what is of men? There are no externdl
guarantees for the agents themsevles, while for onlookers the sole proof is in
experience. According to the words of Gamaliel, "if this is of men, it will perish,
but, if it is of God, then take care lest we be found fighting against God".

This is the line dividing men of different types. Some will never go “against the
current”.0Others are drawn to create anew, are consecrated to risk,

The problem is paradbxical on everylside, theoretically, mo}ally, practically,
May the Lord give you wisdom, .
15,X.1933.
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B, - REMARKS BY FATHER GEORGE FLOROVSKY,

Psyehologlcally I well understand Fr.Sergius's wish to meke some kind of real
s%ep forward, I em completely convinced, however, that any such step now would uild be
a false one, It is given to us to bear the cross of patience and we must "endure
to the end" ., Our way lies in patience. Patience is not inactivity. And we have
already anticipated the gift of common preyer. This is our action. Even more.
Through our mutual love and recognition we also have a mystic intercommunion .
+in Christ, for the Eucharist is always one and indivisible. Unity of faith allows
us to discern this identity even in empirical disunion,

I regard as uncatholic, particularist and even sectarian an attempt to achieve
intercommunion within the limits of an individual and arbitrary group, such as the
Fellowship, regardless of its size and the conditions of intercommunion. Of course
sobornost is not a magnitude in space and time, but a spiritual attitude. But
I consider it precisely as uncatholic to let the image of the Fellowship over-
shadow the reality of our Churches - Orthodox and Anglican.

It would be "catholic" to continue our work with &ll possible perseverance and
with an increased zeal in the organic cells of our Churches, in order that =~

{a) the whole body of the Church - or at any rate its living and responsible cells
- might feel the actual need for Reunion (not only Intercommunion), and

(b) we might not in any way separate ourselves and cut ourselves off from those
organic ties in which we are born.

The dogmatic premisses of Fr.Sergius I leave on one side, although I do not find

them quite clear. I consider a discussion of the question very desirable and
possible, but in the most private way possible, without any premature publicity.
We are still too few and we ought not to experiment even in words and proposals,
I fear that the mere publication of Father Sergius' proposal may in many places
give rise to anxiety and prejudice, which will hinder the work of information
and propaganda which is already difficult enough as it is.

l6. X, 33,




C. - LETTER FROM FATHER SERGIUS BULGAKQV.

Thank you for your note which you have written with innate accuracy and good
faith. Although you grasped the basic themes of those with whom you conversed, yet
I fear that its unavoidable shortness makes your memorandum like an unfinished
photograph, which requires to be fixed in oral conversation . However, it can
serve as a starting point for discussion, particularly on the understanding that
Nicolas Zernov will fill it in with his account. Of course, I cannot admit that
my opinion is stated with exhaustive completeness. This question has two sides,
which in part do not coincide, the Orthodox and the Anglican, and the general
theological premisses, on the basis of which I advocate the idea of partial
reunion snd additional (sacramental) blessing, are not touched upon in your
statement.,

I am obliged to decline, however, the attempt to state my ideas (as I know,

Anton Viadimirovich Kartashov has done), since I hope at some time or other to
do this orally. It is quite out of my power in the sense of tdme.,

19.X.,1933,




» " The Fellowship of St. Alban and St. Sergius

' ‘J_;,a{' Honorary President—The Lord Bishop of Truro
Telephone No.: SPEEDWELL 2311 Chairman—The Rev. E. L. Mascall
" Executive Committee—The Rev. H. Frank Bishop The Rev. E. Fenn
Miss Xenia Braikevitch ¥. H, House, Esq.
The Rev, O. F. Clarke Dr. Nicolas Zernov
ANNANDALE,
NORTH END ROAD,
ER /XB. . GOLDERS GREEN,

LONDON, N.W.11
15th December, 1933,
Dear Nicolas,

Tast night we had a meseting of the Executive gommittee for further
discussion of Pr.Bulgakov's proposals, and I am writing to let you know in
broad outline what happened.

Since our last meeting the follow1ng steps had been taken:-

1. You and Dobbie-Bateman saw the Bishop of Truro, and the general imprasslon
of the interview was gloom.

2. Mascall and Dobbie-Bateman had & long interview with the Bishop the gist
of which is contained in the most recent Memorandum. It appeared from that
that the attitude of the Bishop was by no means as negative as had been
thought.

3., I sent the last Memorandum to & group of old members of the Fellowship asking
them if posgible to come to our meeting yesterday, and if not, to send me
their comments.

4. When we met (only Miss Fairfield was able to come to the meeting of those
I'd wrrtten to), we had before us letters from Ivan Young, H.J.Carpenter,
Amy Buller, Eric Grahem, Brewis and Canon Goudge, together with Fr.Bulgakov's
reply to my last letter.

We got launched on an extremely intricate discussion arising out of the
points raisedfin the letters , and some misunderstanding of sections of
Fr.Bulgakov'’s letter. There were, however, certain things that became clear
and which are important for 1ndlcating further policy:-

1. Iﬁ is quite hopeless to expect people to understand what is proposed by
correspondence, We need conversation and discussion on a rather extensive
acale, '

2. Therefore we think that the next Fellowship Conference should be centred
in this proposal, clarified further through the work of the Executive and further
work in Paris,

3. We asked Frank Bishop, Erie Mascall and Dobbie-Bateman %o work over the
proposals sgain, especially taking the last section of the document as a basis,

hpos B |
ﬁ?;wﬂug“ @wa?” We agreed to meet on February 13th to consider further their report.
@&@f s : .
%ﬁ%ﬁj;; \ I raised the question of Fr.Bulgakov's visit, which we thought of for
February. There are a good many practical difficulties in the way, but the



2.

Committee felt strongly that February would be too early for conversations
to be of supreme value, We should very much prefer more time to work on the
proposals in order to have some definité questions for discussion with
Fr.Bulgakov. We cannot work &t the Executive continuously at high pressure
and therefore it seemad bto us that we should 1eave the matter until later
in, the year. ‘

One alternative would be for us,when we have got the thing clearer
from the Anglican side,to send a member of the Executive across to Paris
to discuss the whole questlon with Fr.Bulgakov, and Florovsky,snd
others,

One of the particular practical difficulties in Fr.Bulgakov's
viglt is the question of finance, which could only be raised if the
Executive had felt fully convinced that it was vital for him to come
over for that time. Since that was not the case it would be extremely
difficult to find the money necessary.

I have made some enquiries in Cambridge about the possibility of
lectures, but it is quite clear that we could nothope to cover his
expenses in this way. They would only come off at all if we were able to
say that the only expenses the Cambridge end would have to meet were
travelling from London and hospitality. -

I am very willing to write direct to Fr.Bulgakov about all this, but
thought I'd better write to you first. I don't think, in the light of it, he
should think of coming in Pebruadry.

With regard to your own'work here. Xenia is going to &ry to get ready
& geographical register of Fellowship members on the basis of which we can
really do some serious planning. The difficulty has been that the printing of
the Journal and getting it ready at short notice has taken up & lot of time
and we have not yet got at the planning of your own tour.

I should be glad %0 know what you think in Paris of the proposal to
centre the Fellowship Conference on this Intercommunion question? As far
ag Ingland is concerned I am pretty clear that it is the only way in which

we can get adequate discussion of it. )
Yours ever, ' Hiwf‘auuj fyé -ttt .
<4 s 2o éﬁé&y A&*4V@«0?2&~
Dr.Nicolas Zernov, = Au
18, Rue Lacretelle, /p fotan Gt Clotssn lusans
Paris 15e. ‘

(> .



Confidential.

FELLOWSHTIP OF ST, AIBAN & ST. SERGIUS.

PARTTAL INTERCOMMUNION,

Summary of Position as at 27th Nov,l933.

l. On 28th June 1933 at High Leigh Fr.Sergius Bulgakov arguing from the premiss that
"it is spiritually dangerous and unsound to continue for ever in mere discussion
of differences" between Orthodox and Anglicans, put the question whether Reunion
may be accomplished only by Churches as a whole or partial intercommunion is
possible between those who meet on a common dogmatic basis and bhear a persomal -
responsibility for the work of Reunion. He suggested that in the given case par-
tial intercommunion is possible on certain conditions:-

(a) If the principle of econocmy is to help, nothing must be done t6 obscure
discussion of the general question by the church.

(b) Nothing can be done at all without the consent of canomical authority.

(¢) The Anglicans should as an act of sacrifice accept a sacramental blessing
from the Orthodox hierarchs.

2. In reply the Bishop of Truro made five points:-

(a) The Communion in worship between the two sides, though not fully sacramental,
is very real and the remoteness of sacramental union is not as great as is
sometimes supposed.

(b) The practice of economy or dispensation between the two sides is easier than
between Anglicans and the Free Churches owing to the prineciple of validity.

(¢) The Lambeth Conference of 1920 had said that, if dogmatic agreement were
reached and all that remained was the question of ordination, Anglicans would
be prepared , while prefering recognition, to submit to regularisation by
conditional ordination,

(d) Canon law is not unchangeable and never quite up-to-date . He suggested it
was subject to the principle of desuetuds, :

(e) He defended comprehensiveness as offering a practical approach to the problem
of Reunion. ‘

3 Fr.George Florovsky argued:-

12

(a) There is the greatest danger of taking'the wrong road towardszeunioﬁ, as Rome
had, -
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(b) It is not sufficient to be in love and charity with all men, if this

(c)

(d)

was mere human love. There is a lack of clarlty as to the nature of a
united church,

It is more difficult to be united in truth, than in love; he inclined to
the Bishop's opinion of essential dogmatic accord and then freedom.

Could essential unity be achieved simply by agreement in formula and
conditional ordination, having regard to psychological and spiritual
differences between East and West?

4, Canon Spencer‘E&lis emphasised an actual spiritual union and contrasted
schemes for co-~ordinating the ministry and those for uniting the church,

5, The discussion reached a high level of seriousness and the Executive was
instructed to examine the questiom in a practical spirit,

6. Certain memoranda were subsequently prepared:~-

(a)

(b)

7. The

a report of a conversation with the Bishop of Trurc on 17th Aug.l933,
which distinguished between a praying body and a negotiating body and
emphasised the aspect of authority.

a report of conversations in Paris, dated 2lst 0ct,1933, which set out the
question under btwo heads, "molecular action" and "sacramental bLiessing"”.
There was a difference of opinion whether molecular action was catholic,

- As regards the "sacramental blessing®” which at High Leigh had been linked

up with "conditional ovdination", the latter idea Vs now rejected as
implying doubts on the validity of Anglican orders and was replaced by
"additional ordination', which had relation to the state of secession
de facto of the Anglican Church,

A later memorandum, approved by Fr.Bulgakov, which, while summarising his
previous erguments, added the following points:-

{1) molecular action was interpreted in a diocesan setting.

(i1} the principle of mutuality was introduced with reference o the
“sacramental blessing".

(iii) the "sacramental blessing" was not to be confused with reordinmtion
or conditional ordination or any other sacrament of the Church;
it was to be related to the purposes of partial intevcommunion and
was defined as expressing the need for sacremental action in an
effort towards wrestoring the violated sacramental unity of the
Church. It would be eonferred on both clergy and laity taking part.

question was discussed by the Executive on 9th Nov,1933 with these

memoranda in view. Two members of the Txecutive supported the proposal and the
arguments used by either or both may be summarised as follows:=
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(a)

2
.

The sole basis of action was the value to be assigned to the experience

of the Fellowship at High Leigh, which they both interpreted as a spiritual
fact of the first order, demanding definite action., On this they defended
the capacity of the Fellowship to act.

"Molecular action" would be fully catholic:-
(i) On the condition of due canonical authority.

(1i) As the work, not of individuals as such, but of churchmen in their
capacity as churchmen.

(iii) As a real expression of the deeper Catholicity of the Universal and
Invisible Church.

"Sacramental action® expressed the necessity of a spiritual sign of grace

as alone sealing an act of spiritual significance, Hence, while the question
of Anglican orders was inescapable, this question should not exhaust the
meaning of the sacramental asbtion.

On this ground reference was made to a recent article by Fr.Florovsky in the
Church Quarterly Review on The Limits of the Church, which was in form a
protest against the idea that economy was suitably applied to absolve
schismatics from the duty amd obligation of submitting to the Sacrament of pe.
nitence before admission to the Church, penitence being agreed on Church
practice as the essential rite for the reception of schismatics "in their

existing orders". It was pointed out that Fr.Bulgskov's proposal did mnot
involve Yreception® into the one or other Church but did involve an imporbant
step on the path towards the supersession of secession and division

de facto. Probably no historic church was guiltless against the Universal
Ghurch and penitence therefore might be considered as an essential step
towards real unity.

One

(a)

(b)
(c)

member of the Fxecutive argued thab:-

He did not obtain from the Conference at High Leigh any such impression
as had been referred to,

The "constitutional method" was still the real woad to advance,

The present proposal was not objective and opened the door to imdividual
action based on feeling and emotion.

10. Considerations put forward by other members of the Executive were as follows:-

(a)

It was imposs1ble to escape from the experience at High Leigh; there was a
new call which meant more than an expression of what individuals wanted

to do and there is & real risk that the FPellowship may turn aside from a
real spiritual ecall to creative work, \




4.

(b} The molecular and diplomatic (or constitutiomal) methods may not be
contradictory, and successful instances of the latter have usually been
on ground prepared by the former.

(c) This was not an individualistic proposal but a call to some significant
and corporate action towards the social rehabilitation of Christendom.

(d) The note of repentance was emphasised, since a besetting sin blocking the
path to Reunion was slowness %o repent. The word "mutuality" might have
imbedded in it the same slowness.

1l. The Executive came to several preliminary conclusions:~

(a) to ask Fr.Bulgakov 10 elaborate the interpretation to be given to the
sacramental blessing.

(b) to emphasise to him the note of repentance.
(¢) %0 ask him to define more clearly "doctrinal agreement",

12, Two meetings were held with the Bishop of Truro, one on 9th Nov,., the other
on 23rd Nov,1l933, two members being present at each meeting. The attitude of
the Bishop is, briefly, that he recognises this call to active, creative work
and realises the unique opportunity afforded by the presence of the Orthodox
in the Pellowship. His conditjions for the further work of the Fellowship in this
guestion are that there should be clear and accurate thinking, disciplined and
tnhasty action., The fomm in which authority may be given, must moreover be
decided by authority. He sketched out the various heads under which this
proposal should be worked out by the Fellowship as also another possibility
of individval communion by dispensation. The heads of discussion are as
follows: -

A. Would partial intercommunion help or hinder the general work of Reunion?

B. If it can be allowed, what safeguards should be employed to govern its
- application:-~

(1) in exceptional circumstances where a person is isolated from effective
participation in the rite of his own church?
I
(ii) 1in exceptional circumstances where the two churches find spiritual
contact, as in the Fellowship, in joint work for Reunion?

C. If individual intercommunion is to be discouraged in favour of more corporate
acts of intercommunion, what doetrinal and canomical sanctions would be '
required? e .

D. Assuming some form of an act of reunion, what form should it take and should
it precede or succeed the practice of intercommunion? ‘

» AOF.D."’B.
27, ¥I. 33.




P e ;;z*s pamﬂw & S T,

Anpendudee .
ﬁ?ﬁﬂﬁ*‘?ﬁi T tle %"@maf*:& ﬁe%‘@a}‘

;ﬁm %wm‘%y, w&@»

iy Member of Smesubdve, e

& ovhowkd Adke o glve you a briel svooust of the dlsowssdon on She pehene
Ibarempnnion, swmested by Frofulgahov, whlek fook plecs 6t & m@@m% of agm
Brothorhand of Bt.0opkle on g 3&3%@ ' Ooteber, 1905 ;% in Purds, , i

This Brotheshood fneindos S mﬁ%mw of Tuenion theologisne ggvgﬁg 0 xémmgﬂ

s@mgx%@ Ty &*{&‘ﬁmm RS @%&%ﬁ% m ﬁ%a;’m gs@a:mimm@ mmﬁimw f@}w ﬁaﬁmmi@m

Hadepian, the 2%%3@%&&%@% %m ;«;@&mﬂmﬁ*g, igmmm bho H@%Wﬂf«ﬁ%%mﬁv@ky,

Frofestors i.Rartiahev, ¢ foladobow, ?‘Sa&fﬁ%mﬁﬁ@% @s

fovy and %m@w, inw:tmém@ m@@m

Lo Thn w&%mi tivbayesiminion %ugv.avmwﬁ M mwfg [ %‘ﬁ&i& wmxx ixalsg mx‘* **mmw -
fhis dnobrios i85 ofben Interpvabed e o Eﬁwﬁsihﬁﬁﬁf of *ﬁm'&:im he a@mmmmﬁm
smgi gensnieal mﬁw of &he ﬁm&k, ‘%ﬁ‘k*& ss%;sa mmammm fm wmﬁg@g immamy’ mgwmw
sonts an wrpliontion of gissal w&xw tpies of m&m&& lﬁ.ﬁ*@ o am@%m&w el a‘}‘mﬁfm

s Y wmsw fovaon in 'ﬁm el snd w

%&i@g&l@@m};m‘i paseng 43 18 an sxnression

" pevelayion of 1t ﬁwm@ Mmg e
M %&3@ i?‘fs%l*: mm%a

ﬁ‘m&w in M&:y %m&:y ﬁ‘mmimﬁ mﬁw @é‘m ﬁﬁiﬁ%&m@eﬁ

\J/"\’

Se Th Mﬁ%&ﬁ% of the Febtorabion of ﬁ%&m&z mi%@ 18 wn @%&m&:ﬁf T mgalﬁ m‘;’ €*mm?&

a’:':mf% the mﬁsmﬁa
mw, g mﬁ% ,

%%w;ﬁﬁm whioh mm ne ?;Zﬁm&%’@ﬁﬁ% in w?gmh E‘%i%m@a m s;%r:é

a Pull vovelation of the orentive powy of 144 Adving

fie1d 1o the oot sypropidate plave for the applicsiion of scomemye

e The question as o whether imberesmmnior
Cwithin e Linite m&z“ mm&wiﬁm nabion m @M@«ﬁ%ﬁ%‘l@ msﬁmm&m wﬁh gm ammm e

At dosn @ﬁ‘%ﬁ;ﬁmaiﬁ kPR ol gammgm@ m L %&m ;qmmlm am@@maﬁ% ﬁ% heam

Eiiaﬁi:@,ﬁ;ﬁm&g&%%mi% bk bhore e no éﬁ;&;s}ﬁ sertuinty)The ﬁ%;:xj%%ﬁm Chureh -

with o soobion of e ﬁwmfasm %im@ ,/f



4

‘ wmi;mmmma Pop nmm sl fa ﬁ; ERIENE

famprn, ddeoves Shils guestlon widey Yeo precstleal g

G« hhe ause 0L

sk Bk o Anghlosn prdest b She Grilwdes pripeiiond and Shed of peopesald. Tor
corpiesde Susdon 6 e bee Chusubes o Ui messy that fpem sn Gpthodox pelnt of

whan snghiesn Gedei o e mv&m&m& fa m;ﬂ.g potent lally vulid agd ae mqmww Pull

sepvbad, poesy bhrough i eet ol oeeboradien of aﬁétmmh Vil by wi%ﬁ% by - Spbhodons

Bt Ghe o ebdeh suek s vestoretion Salwn depsnde of pouren on bhe nabuee ef

W Ghapeh ol g

bamil, oo Ao doobrlnad beldeds eol asoressmial, prineipbess

Pire @?gm fm%mzs @%ﬁl a3 "'&aw ey gmmﬁtﬁ‘i‘&%‘%&f@&a o "ai%wﬁx% st "aififﬁ:?&:& &ﬁs dpens Ivehlse

ﬁf gm %mﬁmﬁm “%3‘? W‘% L ”’mﬁ‘% %m’é;, # W&*@m&ﬁzmm at mﬁzf ‘tmf, ‘.‘ s b

ol % Ms i*%&wéﬁi«&w

'%@s m%{e &ﬁ?&ﬁ’} Aoptriand snd eawondonk %%;&%‘ém o Uhe Urthoder snd of bhe el

“hﬁﬁ’é}%h miaw; fg}mﬁ% smmm *ﬁ}@& g;mf Wope of o sorpevete mﬁmm of these Yo

"m@%@%@ *@;m;;%x w@&m %m ﬁm@wﬂﬁ%«% m&ﬁ mn@mﬂm@% i*;ﬂ; Mm rﬁa# m wﬁy e;@ e

it Loviers on botls sdden. T6 malen bhe vhols work oy Resnion Pubdle wnd eves

m«%{ In ﬁ%@ zwsz%zm fom of poopds who M‘ﬁ%’

e gﬁm@m?@i}a@g mﬁ% me *&ﬁ%iﬁﬁ% %&W?ﬁiﬁ& a«%fm o ,.,M, m@ mm f“w mfm« Q@‘:{smwﬁ ﬁfrﬁ‘ éﬁ o

%é&&i%&ﬁ&%ﬁjﬁ at mmmw@ Frvares t’ﬂz ,-«m'

sl ¢ z«@mm%@a who hve mm%mz I ﬁ%@ﬁm‘m% &c@gﬁmmm% *mi;ss zmmml& mwmmmmm

-TV_— ' T T T W




Y* 4 ft goutkw*.! LW tonally -wAThliA an 1bb S WG thai & "rygaiiw tWit*» %%

N%ubl0& }*bror* ufE %\, nwn/l (HA waly bibl yldT if ngaa-Ynm! by aussh «cpan» #p
<MLwlldnid O w W ga 11X itt,mm*1 :Awmitw of  WL{%*3p% wiwa3” by ragougu *Mob e
lid mtmilj  (,Tblb m%f ™n;T nW&o# bl %8 "</altd»: «* LU$ arelcw. 0lwsiiT«« 9LLI«$

oif Is» nblwWA 1» la Wt bbiTit mi TTTH awk/Ma kh$ul.u$?, twA «willy «#mtfict«t#

UTOKTXKA'Ip VMoi?. ia ww/lly v b-ga» sObpoe* fin«fe» of «HeT It» b.w%
Oinmites» '-'LLUBbI% mm LW* WA of idoimiiit si»? %Tw of *h# obiwin la th» pafti*mle
Teagn tliici» itey mMMxnthv - 1967? VLK not «@Xr WI&I® ill® »fiyitswu eitf-' with
aAm %m;-A «f Pwli* uto;»bg »t «"f in mttwd«oa« alfci» J'le tmit'tl,»»»

Yars fcf» 1n%wr*1gaAw ALF$SCH Ne ga* it 1210ur*4lL of <LU tmlmmimi of LS
winwsT, W6 A7 ptffwopnr*&i v wwn*sl  B\LLX\%<&u, bl ¥LLALL bblTLUwo'LL of fch»
VAUaveuhip *«u n.iin«d™* 20 " *AM& %'T wobIxTwb «¢ lit* Cbwtoin irtj;4t« ifetthfiil
rag™sil» to fthvi viul <>t 1L jfelt ~ptfitj, \'o& is lite Oitej« of MfO «t! LL# Fmmrtei»
uf en* I»No»

A#G) |iv#lT *Ueeuwmx»Ara fpl'IfAcHt

11% HB¥«/TAnW: t". M LLILLL bIid,piisar i »iisxk» €««tlt «mtiactXy <% st it bil%«d if
tfo» MHVI?MME eaeoiifseids by L *wlM*LUA mid b> i» e &t ail (age tifel? Wwy v»mXif
blio it*

AL T&nbLW *» tfeflaiju A AMfATwfi'itetfi 1» as imiatsw/liiu ««e»islo*a of bttl»p

i*f tAI* Bs# @6~ Fifeq %fiitt |i»lit #f t«iti« urn Mmw\blT blTTTby 'LUT » aneHpaiolLl

»UN«it"3<ai» for Ity Milld&ix fs«* *an« I»?armi« W nmr *## mal» LW« miitiltf ftf tl»



