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Executive Summary of the Spring Meeting 

 of the 

House of Bishops 

March 16-21, 2007 

Camp Allen, Texas 

 

Friday, March 16, 2007 

 
 The meeting opened at 3:00 p.m. with a welcome from the Rt. Rev. Ed Little, 

chair of the Planning Committee. He then introduced the Most Rev. Katharine Jefferts 

Schori who introduced bishops attending the House in their new capacity for the first 

time. They were: 

 

 The Rt. Rev. David Reed from West Texas 

 The Rt. Rev. Bill Love from Albany       

  The Rt. Rev. Mark Andrus who was not new, but was attending the HOB 

for the 

 first time as Bishop of California 

 The Rt. Rev. Dabney Smith from Southwest Florida 

 The Rt. Rev. Nathan Baxter from Northwestern Pennsylvania  

 The Rt. Rev. Mark Beckwith from Newark 

 The Rt. Rev. Dena Harrison from Texas 

 The Rt. Rev. Barry Beisner from Northern California 

 The Ret. Rev. Robert Fitzpatrick from Hawaii 

 The Rev. Thomas Breidenthal, elected and consents received but not yet 

consecrated from Southern Ohio 

 The Rt. Rev. Larry Benfield from Arkansas 

 The Rt. Rev. Todd Ousley from Eastern Michigan 

 

 She also introduced The Most Rev. Carlos Touche-Porter, Presiding Bishop of La 

Iglesia Anglicana de Mexico and Bishop of Mexico. The Rt. Rev. Lino Rodriguez 

Amaro, Bishop of Western Mexico and the Rt. Rev. Marcelino Rivera-Delgado, Bishop 

of Northern Mexico, all of whom would be attending the meeting as guests of the  

Presiding Bishop. 

 

 Next Bishop Jefferts Schori introduced the new chaplains for the House of 

Bishops, The Rev. Canon Carol Wade and the Brothers Geoffrey Tristram and Jude Hill.   

She then, introduced Dent Davidson from Olympia, the musician and staff attending the 

Rev. Carl Gerdau, Sharon Jones-Combs and Ednice Baerga all from the PB office, Bob 

Williams, the Communications Officer and John Johnson from the office of Public 

Policy.  

 

 Bishop Jefferts Schori then announced that she had heard from the following 
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bishops who notified her that they were unable to be present: The Revs. Keith Ackerman, 

Peter Beckwith, Tom Ely, Orlando Guerreo, Alden Hathaway, Bob Rowley, John David 

Schofield and Mark McDonald.  

 

 She then announced that Bishop David Bena, resigned suffragan from Albany had 

notified her that he is leaving the Episcopal Church to become a Bishop in CANA. 

 

 Bishop Jefferts Schori then announced that regarding the election of a bishop in 

South Carolina, while there had been enough Bishop's consents received, there were not 

enough consents from Standing Committee received in the proper form, and so she had 

notified that diocese that it would have to have another election.  

 

 In other announcements, Bishop Jefferts Schori reported that this meeting had 

been planned by the Planning Committee and suggestions regarding this or future 

meetings should be addressed to that committee.  She also reported that two suffragans 

were being appointed for three years for the Diocese of Cuba by the three Provinces who 

oversee that diocese, the Episcopal Church, the Anglican Church in Canada and the 

Church in the West Indies.  

 

 The Presiding Bishop then shared with the House her reflections on the recent 

Primates meeting. She then invited the three other bishops who had been invited to attend 

to speak if they wished and then asked for reflection on the Communique. In closing, the 

following principles to guide our discussion and reactions were suggested: 1. Practice 

non-violence. 2. Re-frame the struggle so that it is not about being right. 3. Live with 

tension, struggle between making an adaptive and technical fix. 4. Look at our action 

terms of mission. 5. No rush to judgement, based on a deadline, but make no decisions at 

this meeting.  

 

 The Rt. Rev. Nedi Rivera then led the House in prayer, followed by table 

discussion on the Communique.  

 

 Following table discussions, The Rt Rev. Ed Little reiterated the norms of the 

House were reiterated and set guidelines for speaking and a general plenary was held until 

time for Holy Eucharist. After the Eucharist and supper, the House reassembled and the 

Presiding Bishop reviewed the core values. She encouraged open conversation but 

reminded the House that while this will eventually lead to some decision, it may not 

necessarily be at this meeting. She also announced that after this meeting there will be a 

body charged to produce a paper that bishops can use for teaching back in their dioceses 

to facilitate summer listening.  34 bishops spoke during the plenary that followed.  

 

Saturday, March 17, 2007 

 
 Following Morning Prayer and Bible Study, The Rt. Rev. Tom Shaw, M.C. for the 

day, made announcements and then introduced the Presiding Bishop who offered her own 
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reflections on the Millennium Development Goals. The Rt. Rev. Steve Charleston then 

introduced Professor Ian Douglas from EDS and from the Lambeth Conference Design 

Group. Dr Douglas spoke on What God is calling us to be and do in the world as 

Christians, rather than what divides us. He pointed out that the Millennium Development 

Goals challenge the Church to exercise a new leadership of participation in the Mission of 

the Church.  (See Appendix B) 

 

 Following Eucharist and lunch, the House reconvened and The Rt. Rev. Dabney 

Smith introduced Dr. John Pine, Director of Disaster Management at LSU and Professor 

of Environmental Studies who presented an overview of Millennium Development Goal 

# 7 on Environmental Sustainability. Following his lecture, the following workshops 

were held: Environmental Racism by The Rt. Rev. Mark Andrus and John Johnson; 

Issues in Southeast Asia by The Rt. Revs. Johncy Itty and David Lai; Border Issues by 

The Rt. Revs. Jim Mathes, Kirk Smith and Carlos Touche-Porter; and New Orleans led 

by Dr. John Pine. A brief report on each workshop was then given when the House 

reassembled in plenary with the workshop leaders forming a panel.  

 

 Saturday evening was reserved as Sabbath time.  

 

Sunday, March 18, 2007 

 
 Eucharist was celebrated in the morning. The afternoon continued to be Sabbath 

time.  

 

 The evening was billed as a fireside chat with Presiding Bishop Jefferts Schori. 

She reflected on her first 120 days and her experience at the Primates meeting. Bishop 

Carlos-Porter also commented on how well Bishop Jefferts Schori was respected and that 

the level of support for the Episcopal Church is greater than is often reported. Other 

matters discussed were the Communique, the primatial vicar proposal, the desire to offer 

a mind of the house resolution inviting the Archbishop of Canterbury to meet with the 

House of Bishops, Lambeth, life in our own House of Bishops in the Episcopal Church, 

recent statements made by the Presiding Bishop and funding and property issues.   

 

Monday, March 19, 2007 

 
 Following Morning Prayer, Bible study, the announcement that The Rt. Rev. Peter 

Lee had been appointed to offer daily briefings, and reflections from the Presiding 

Bishop, The Rt. Rev. John Chane introduced Dr. Kathy Grieb, Professor of New 

Testament at VTS and The Rt. Rev. Rob O'Neil introduced Dr. Ephraim Radner. Both are 

members of the Covenant Drafting Committee. After explaining The Covenant's origins 

from the Windsor Report, each presented a theological rationale for the covenant from 

their respective points of view.  (See Appendix C) 

 

 Following Eucharist and lunch, the bishops who serve on Executive Council 
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reported on that bodies follow up to A166, on how to respond to the Covenant Statement. 

Bishop Cathy Roskam reported a response at this time is premature but that this is a 

document for study and suggested text will be out by April 15. Comments are to go to the 

General Convention office and the Executive Council will receive them and offer a 

respond by January 1, 2008.   

 

 Bishops Jon Bruno, Wilfrido Ramos-Orench, Stacy Sauls and David Alvarez 

continued the report from Executive Council. They stated that the request made by the 

Primates raises questions on the polity of the Episcopal Church and appointed a work 

group to respond, reaffirming that all are welcome in the Episcopal Church. The Council 

is designing line items in the 2008 Budget for The MDG's. The Council urges the closing 

of all military prisons. Bishop John Howell then spoke urging the House to invite the 

Archbishop of Canterbury and the Primates Steering Committee to meet as soon as 

possible to explain the situation now faced by the Episcopal Church.   

 

 Following these reports, the House posed questions for Drs. Greib and Radner. 

During this session 23 bishops spoke.  

 

 Following Evening Prayer and supper, the House reconvened in plenary to 

continue discussion on the Communique and Covenant to which 34 bishops spoke.  

 

Tuesday, March 20, 2007 

 
 Following Morning Prayer, Bible study, and the distribution of Resolutions to be 

considered at the Business Meeting, a Town Hall Meeting was held with reports as 

follows: 

 

 1. Bishops Rob O'Neil and Jim Jelineck reported on the recent Toward Effective 

Anglican Mission (TEAM) meeting held in South Africa in which over 400 bishops, 

clergy and lay people meet to draw attention to many of the dire realities in our world. A 

purpose of the meeting was to make sure mission remains at the center of our life. Every 

Province was asked to create development strategies, action plans and to mobilize people 

and resources; to partner to develop a community among those working for advocacy and 

to see that monetary support and accountability is ongoing.    

 

 2. Bishop Chris Epting presented a report on behalf of his wife who was our 

representative to a meeting for Theological Education for the Anglican Communion.  

 

 3. Bishop Jim Curry reported on the meeting of Bishops for a Just Society held 

just prior to this meeting with special attention given to The Farm Bill.  

 

 After discussion of these matters, Eucharist was celebrated and lunch followed. 

The House then reconvened for its official Business Meeting. Formal Minutes of that 

meeting are as follows:  
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House of Bishops 

Business Meeting 

March 20, 2007 

Camp Allen, Texas 
 

Call to Order 
 

 The Most Rev. Katharine Jefferts Schori called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 

 

 The official register of the Conference was accepted as the role call.  

 

 The Rt. Rev. David Reed, resigned Bishop of Kentucky had been registered as the 

senior bishop present at this meeting, but left before the business session began. The Rt. 

Rev. Leo Frade was introduced as the senior bishop present for the business meeting.  

 

 The Presiding Bishop called on the Secretary, The Rt. Rev. Kenneth L. Price Jr. to 

register the official changes in the membership of the House. They are as follows.  

 

Elections and or Consecrations since the last HOB Meeting 

 at General Convention in June, 2006 

  
Elections Consented to at General Convention 

  

Mark H. Andrus, Installed Diocesan of California   July 22, 2006 

 David Mitchell Reed, Consecrated Bishop Suffragan of West Texas    

        August 26, 2006 

Steven Todd Ously, Consecrated Coadjutor of Eastern Michigan   

        September 9, 2006 

William Howard Love, Consecrated Coadjutor of Albany  September16, 2006 

Barry L. Beisner, Consecrated Coadjutor of Northern California   

        September 20, 2006 

Dena A. Harrison, Consecrated Bishop Suffragan of Texas October 7, 2006 

 

Elections and Consents since General Convention 

  

Nathan D. Baxter, Consecrated Bishop of Central Pennsylvania  

       October 21, 2006 

Larry R. Benfield, Consecrated Bishop of Arkansas  January  6,  2007 

Mark M. Beckwith, Consecrated Bishop of Newark  January 27, 2007 

John. C. Bauerschmidt, Consecrated Bishop of Tennessee January 27, 2007 

Dabney T. Smith, Consecrated Coadjutor of SW Florida March 10, 2007 
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Robert L. Fitzptrick, Consecrated Bishop of Hawaii  March 10, 2007 

Elected and Consented to with Consecration scheduled 

  

Thomas E. Breidenthal, to be consecrated Bishop of Southern Ohio  April 28, 2007 

 

 

Elections held, consents not yet received 

 

Shannon Sherwood Johnston as Coadjutor of Virginia 

Laura  J. Ahrens as Bishop Suffragan of Connecticut 

  

      

Resignations since the last HOB Meeting at General Convention 

  
Bertram Nelson Herlong, effective October 31, 2006 

Katharine Jefferts Schori as Bishop Of Nevada, effective November 1, 2006 

William J. Skilton as Bishop Suffragan of South Carolina December 31, 2006 

John P. Croneberger as Bishop of Newark, effective January 27, 2007 

Daniel W. Herzog as Bishop of Albany, January 31, 2007 

David John Bena as Bishop Suffragan of Albany, January 31, 2007 

Rodney R. Michel as Bishop Suffragan of Long Island, effective March 1, 2007 

 

Consents received, Resignation scheduled before our next meeting 

 

Robert D. Rowley Jr. as Bishop of Northwestern Pennsylvania on August 31, 2007 

Robert Moody as Bishop of Oklahoma on September 15, 2007 

 

Resignation scheduled before our next meeting, consent needed to be voted at this 

meeting 

 

Robert Ihloff as Bishop of Maryland on April 10, 2007 

 

It was moved and seconded that the resignation of Bishop Ihloff be accepted. MOTION 

PASSED. 

 

 

Removal since the last HOB Meeting at General Convention 

  
David J. Bena, resigned Bishop Suffragan of Albany, to the Anglican Province of Nigeria 

as of March 6, 2007.  
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Deaths since the last HOB Meeting at General Convention 

  
Bishop George Mosley Murray, retired first Bishop of the Central Gulf Coast on July 14, 

2006 

Bishop Bennett Jones Sims, retired sixth Bishop of Atlanta on July 17, 2006 

Bishop Herbert Thompson, retired eighth Bishop of Southern Ohio on August 16, 2006 

Bishop William Gillette Weinhauer, retired Bishop of Western North Carolina on January 

26, 2007 

 

Reports 
 

The Presiding Bishop then called on The Rt. Rev. Claude Payne who was joined by The 

Rt. Revs. Gayle Harris, Robert Johnson, Gene Robinson, Peter Lee and Wayne Wright. 

Bishop Payne then delivered the official Annual Report of the Church Pension Fund. 

The Presiding Bishop then called on The Rt. Rev. Henry Parsley who introduced the other 

members of the Theology Committee. They are the Rt. Revs. Paul Marshall, Joe Burnett, 

Jeffrey Steenson, David Alvarez, Steven Miller, Robert Ihloff and Carolyn Irish. Bishop 

Parsley explained that this Committee has been charged with addressing the question of 

“Who we are as a Church?” He said they will approach this from four perspectives: 

 1. Why this matters – What is the value of the Anglican Communion, our 

catholicity and shared mission? 

 2. Who we are as a Church? 

 3.  Thoughts about the Windsor Report, General Convention’s response and the 

Primates’ Communique.  

 4. Affirmations and Questions to be addressed in this conversation.    

 

Special Business of The House 

 
The Presiding Bishop called on The Rt. Rev. Clay Matthews of the Pastoral Development 

Office who shared documentation from the Diocese of North Carolina calling The Rt. 

Rev. William Gregg to be assisting bishop there. Given this call, it was moved and 

seconded that the resignation of The Rt. Rev. William Gregg as Bishop of Oregan be 

accepted. MOTION PASSED 

 

Resolutions 
 

The Presiding Bishop then called for discussion of Mind of The House Resolutions.  

 

The first one was moved by The Rev. Tom Shaw. It was seconded and a lengthy 

discussion followed resulting in eight motions for amendment. Five of these passed and 

three failed. A motion to divide the resolution and vote on each paragraph separately also 

failed. The perfected Resolution, as presented here was then presented and PASSED. 
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Mind of the House Resolution Addressed 

To the Executive Council of the Episcopal Church 
 

 

Resolved, the House of Bishops affirms its desire that the Episcopal Church remain 

a part of the councils of the Anglican Communion; and 

 

Resolved, the meaning of the Preamble to the Constitution of the Episcopal Church 

is determined solely by the General Convention of the Episcopal Church; and 

 

Resolved, The House of Bishops believes the proposed Pastoral Scheme of the Dar es 

Salaam Communiqué of February 19, 2007 would be injurious to the Episcopal 

Church; and urges that the Executive Council decline to participate in it; and  

 

Resolved, The House of Bishops pledges itself to continue to work to find ways of 

meeting the pastoral concerns of the Primates that are compatible with our own 

polity and canons. 

 

 The Rt. Rev. John Howe then moved a Statement to the Archbishop of Canterbury 

and the Primate’s Standing Committee which was seconded and unanimously PASSED. It 

is as follows: 

 

To the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Members of the Primate’s 

Standing Committee: 
 

We, the Bishops of the Episcopal Church, meeting in Camp Allen, Navasota, Texas, 

March 16-21, 2007, have considered the requests directed to us by the Primates of 

the Anglican Communion in the Communique dated February 19, 2007. 

 

Although we are unable to accept the proposed Pastoral Scheme, we declare our 

passionate desire to remain in full constituent membership in both the Anglican 

Communion and the Episcopal Church. 

 

We believe that there is an urgent need for us to meet face to face with the 

Archbishop of Canterbury and members of the Primate’s Standing Committee, and 

we hereby request and urge, that such a meeting be negotiated by the Presiding 

Bishop of the Episcopal Church and the Archbishop of Canterbury at the earliest 

possible opportunity. 

 

We invite the Archbishop and members of the Primate’s Standing Committee to 

join us at our expense for three days of prayer and conversation regarding these 

important matters. 
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The following communication was then introduced, perfected and PASSED.   

 

A Communication  from the House of Bishops – March 20, 2007 
 

We, the Bishops of the Episcopal Church, meeting at Camp Allen, Navasota, 

Texas, for our regular Spring Meeting, March 16-21, 2007, have received the 

Communiqué of February 19, 2007, from the Primates of the Anglican Communion 

meeting at Dar es Salaam, Tanzania.  We have met together for prayer, reflection, 

conversation, and listening during these days and have had the Communiqué much 

on our minds and hearts, just as we know many in our Church and in other parts of 

the world have had us on their minds and hearts as we have taken counsel together.  

We are grateful for the prayers that have surrounded us. 

 

We affirm once again the deep longing of our hearts for the Episcopal Church to 

continue as a part of the Anglican Communion.  We have gone so far as to articulate 

our self-understanding and unceasing desire for relationships with other Anglicans 

by memorializing the principle in The Preamble of our Constitution.  What is 

important to us is that the Episcopal Church is a constituent member of a family of 

Churches, all of whom share a common mother in the Church of England.  That 

membership gives us the great privilege and unique opportunity of sharing in the 

family’s work of alleviating human suffering in all parts of the world.  For those of 

us who are members of the Episcopal Church, we are aware as never before that 

our Anglican Communion partners are vital to our very integrity as Christians and 

our wholeness.  The witness of their faith, their generosity, their bravery, and their 

devotion teach us essential elements of gospel-based living that contribute to our 

conversion. 

 

We would therefore meet any decision to exclude us from gatherings of all 

Anglican Churches with great sorrow, but our commitment to our membership in 

the Anglican Communion as a way to participate in the alleviation of suffering and 

restoration of God’s creation would remain constant.  We have no intention of 

choosing to withdraw from our commitments, our relationships, or our own 

recognition of our full communion with the See of Canterbury or any of the other 

constituent members of the Anglican Communion.  Indeed, we will seek to live fully 

into, and deepen, our relationships with our brothers and sisters in the Communion 

through companion relationships, the networks of Anglican women, the Anglican 

Indigenous Network, the Francophone Network, our support for the Anglican 

Diocese of Cuba, our existing covenant commitments with other provinces and 

dioceses, including Liberia, Mexico, Central America, Brazil, and the Philippines, 

our work as the Episcopal Church in many countries around the world, especially in 

the Caribbean, Latin America, Europe, and Taiwan, and countless informal 

relationships for mission around the world.   

 

Since our General Convention of 2003, we have responded in good faith to the 
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requests we have received from our Anglican partners.  We accepted the invitation 

of the Lambeth Commission to send individuals characteristic of the theological 

breadth of our Church to meet with it.  We happily did so.  Our Executive Council 

voluntarily acceded to the request of the Primates for our delegates not to attend the 

2005 meeting of the Anglican Consultative Council in Nottingham.  We took our 

place as listeners rather than participants as an expression of our love and respect 

for the sensibilities of our brothers and sisters in the Communion even when we 

believed we had been misunderstood.  We accepted the invitation of the Primates to 

explain ourselves in a presentation to the same meeting of the Anglican Consultative 

Council.  We did so with joy.   

 

At the meeting of our House of Bishops at Camp Allen, Texas in March, 2004, 

we adopted a proposal called Delegated Episcopal Pastoral Oversight as a means for 

meeting the pastoral needs of those within our Church who disagreed with actions 

of the General Convention.  Our plan received a favorable response in the Windsor 

Report.  It was not accepted by the Primates.  At our meeting in March 2005, we 

adopted a Covenant Statement as an interim response to the Windsor Report in an 

attempt to assure the rest of the Communion that we were taking them seriously 

and, at some significant cost, refused to consecrate any additional bishops 

whatsoever as a way that we could be true to our own convictions without running 

the risk of consecrating some that would offend our brothers and sisters.  Our 

response was not accepted by the Primates.  Our General Convention in 2006 

struggled mightily and at great cost to many, not the least of whom are our gay and 

lesbian members, to respond favorably to the requests made of us in the Windsor 

Report and the Primates’ Dromantine Communiqué of 2005.  We received a 

favorable response from the Joint Standing Committee of the Anglican Consultative 

Council and the Primates, which found that our effort had substantially met the 

concerns of the Windsor Report with the need to clarify our position on the blessing 

of same sex relationships.  Still, our efforts were not accepted by the Primates in the 

Dar es Salaam Communiqué.   

 

Other Anglican bishops, indeed including some Primates, have violated our 

provincial boundaries and caused great suffering and contributed immeasurably to 

our difficulties in solving our problems and in attempting to communicate for 

ourselves with our Anglican brothers and sisters.  We have been repeatedly assured 

that boundary violations are inappropriate under the most ancient authorities and 

should cease.  The Lambeth Conferences of 1988 and 1998 did so.  The Windsor 

Report did so.  The Dromantine Communiqué did so.  None of these assurances 

have been heeded.  The Dar es Salaam Communiqué affirms the principle that 

boundary violations are impermissible, but then sets conditions for ending those 

violations, conditions that are simply impossible for us to meet without calling a 

special meeting of our General Convention.   

 

It is incumbent upon us as disciples to do our best to follow Jesus in the 
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increasing experience of the leading of the Holy Spirit.  We fully understand that 

others in the Communion believe the same, but we do not believe that Jesus leads us 

to break our relationships.  We proclaim the Gospel of what God has done and is 

doing in Christ, of the dignity of every human being, and of justice, compassion, and 

peace.  We proclaim The Gospel that in Christ there is no Jew or Greek, no male or 

female, no slave or free.  We proclaim the Gospel that in Christ all God’s children, 

including women, are full and equal participants in the life of Christ’s Church.  We 

proclaim the Gospel that in Christ all God’s children, including gay and lesbian 

persons, are full and equal participants in the life of Christ’s Church.  We proclaim 

the Gospel that stands against any violence, including violence done to women and 

children as well as those who are persecuted because of their differences, often in 

the name of God.  The Dar es Salaam Communiqué is distressingly silent on this 

subject.  And, contrary to the way the Anglican Communion Network and the 

American Anglican Council have represented us, we proclaim a Gospel that 

welcomes diversity of thought and encourages free and open theological debate as a 

way of seeking God’s truth.  If that means that others reject us and communion with 

us, as some have already done, we must with great regret and sorrow accept their 

decision. 

 

With great hope that we will continue to be welcome in the councils of The 

family of Churches we know as the Anglican Communion, we believe that to 

participate in The Primates’ Pastoral Scheme would be injurious to the Episcopal 

Church for many reasons.   

 

First, it violates our church law in that it would call for a delegation of primatial 

authority not permissible under our Canons and a compromise of our autonomy as 

a Church not permissible under our Constitution.   

 

Second, it fundamentally changes the character of the Windsor process and the 

covenant design process in which we thought all the Anglican Churches were 

participating together.   

 

Third, it violates our founding principles as the Episcopal Church following our 

own liberation from colonialism and the beginning of a life independent of the 

Church of England.   

 

Fourth, it is a very serious departure from our English Reformation heritage. It 

abandons the generous orthodoxy of our Prayer Book tradition.  It sacrifices the 

emancipation of the laity for the exclusive leadership of high-ranking bishops.  And, 

for the first time since our separation from the papacy in The 16
th

 century, it 

replaces the local governance of the Church by its own people with the decisions of a 

distant and unaccountable group of prelates.   

 

Most important of all it is spiritually unsound.  The pastoral scheme encourages 
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one of the worst tendencies of our Western culture, which is to break relationships 

when we find them difficult instead of doing the hard work necessary to repair them 

and be instruments of reconciliation.  The real cultural phenomenon that threatens 

The spiritual life of our people, including marriage and family life, is the ease with 

which we choose to break our relationships and the vows that established them 

rather than seek the transformative power of the Gospel in them.  We cannot accept 

what would be injurious to this Church and could well lead to its permanent 

division. 

 

At the same time, we understand that the present situation requires intentional 

care for those within our Church who find themselves in conscientious disagreement 

with the actions of our General Convention.  We pledge ourselves to continue to 

work with them toward a workable arrangement.  In truth, the number of those 

who seek to divide our Church is small, and our Church is marked by encouraging 

signs of life and hope.  The fact that we have among ourselves, and indeed 

encourage, a diversity of opinion on issues of sexuality should in no way be 

misunderstood to mean that we are divided, except among a very few, in our love for 

the Episcopal Church, the integrity of its identity, and the continuance of its life and 

ministry.  

 

In anticipation of the traditional renewal of ordination vows in Holy Week we 

solemnly declare that “we do believe the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New 

Testaments to be the Word of God, and to contain all things necessary to salvation; 

and we do solemnly engage to conform to the doctrine, discipline, and worship of 

the Episcopal Church.” (Book of Common Prayer, page 513)  

 

With this affirmation both of our identity as a Church and our affection and 

commitment to the Anglican Communion, we find new hope that we can turn our 

attention to the essence of Christ’s own mission in the world, to bring good news to 

the poor, to proclaim release to the captives and recovery of sight to the blind, to 

liberate the oppressed, and to proclaim the year of the Lord’s favor (Luke 4:18-19).  

It is to that mission that we now determinedly turn. 

 

 A fourth Mind of the House Resolution proposed by The Rt. Revs. Wilfrido 

Ramos-Orench and Ted Gulick was withdrawn as its subject matter was covered in other 

resolutions. 

 

 A fifth Mind of the House Resolution was moved by The Rt. Rev. Mark Andrus. 

It was seconded and discussed. It was then moved and seconded that this be referred to 

the Writing Committee for the subject matter is to be included in their Word to the 

Church. (See Appendix A) 

 

 

Other Business 
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 A request was made that a letter of support be sent to The Rt. Rev. Orlando J. 

Guerrero of the Diocese of Venezuela whose attendance at this meeting was prevented by 

unsettled conditions in his country. The Presiding Bishop instructed the Secretary to write 

this letter on behalf of the House.  

   

 A motion was made to dispense with the reading of the Minutes of the last 

meeting. MOTION PASSED.  

 

 There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.  

 

       Respectfully Submitted 

       The Rt. Rev. Kenneth L. Price Jr. 

       Secretary 

 

          _____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Evening Prayer followed the Business meeting, and the evening was free.  

 

Wednesday, March 21, 2007 

 
 

 Following Morning Prayer and Bible study the Town Hall Meeting was 

reconvened with the following reports:  

 

 Bishop Stacy Sauls reported for the Task Force on Property. This group of bishops 

and lawyers is funded by Executive Council and The Pension Fund, but as yet has made 

no expenditures, their work being a gift to the Church. Bishop Sauls presented an 

extensive report on activities throughout the church.  

 

 Following this intense report and discussion which followed, the Presiding Bishop 

asked the House to shift gears and introduced Linda Watt, the new Executive Officer for 

815. Most recently she was Ambassador to Panama. In explaining her job, she reported 

she oversees finance, human resources and administration. She generates ideas and 

implements actions for the Presiding Bishop. She oversees the Mission Program and 

Outreach of the National Church. She then distributed a survey asking for feedback on 

how 815 can function better.  

 

 The first draft of the Message to God's People was then presented and discussion 

followed.   

 

 Next there was a report on Environmental Sustainabilty - Darkens into Day by 
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Bishops Charles Jenkins, Philip Duncan, Duncan Gray and Bruce McPherson. Bishop 

Gray spoke of the isolation and need for continued contact, interaction and prayer, and 

The need for financial assistance. Bishop Jenkins spoke of a church plant in the 9th Ward 

of New Orleans and of three large units offering medical, food and pastoral assistance 

that roll out very day. He also spoke of advocacy for public education, health care and the 

need for assistance with clergy salaries, building a church in the 9th Ward, and an Urban 

Ministry Center. Bishop MacPherson spoke of how his diocese is ministering to refugees 

but did not express a need for money at this time. Bishop Duncan spoke of flooding and 

tornados in his diocese. 

 

 The final Eucharist was celebrated with a sermon by the Presiding Bishop. (See 

Appendix E) and following lunch, the House reconvened and Bishop George Packard 

spoke on his ministry and the need for our support of Iraq returnees. He also shared that 

there are 141 federal and 498 diocesan chaplains 

 

 Bishop Nedi Rivera spoke of applying the Millennium Development Goal's 

particularly on what to do when we are in New Orleans, what is ongoing in dioceses and 

what is needed to address the MDG’s. 

 

 The visiting bishops from Mexico then addressed the House.  

 

 Bishop Dick Chang distributed a handout from the Episcopal Identity Project.  

 

 Bishop Clay Mathews drew the attention of the House to the College for Bishops' 

Web Site.  

 

 Bishop Mark Sisk spoke on the General Convention agreement with the Untied 

Methodists.  

 

 A Second Draft of a Message to God's People was distributed and after much 

editing was approved with applause.  

 

 Evening Prayer was then followed by a festive celebration dinner and the House 

adjourned.  

 

 

 .    
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Appendix A 

 

A Message to God's People...from the Bishops of the Episcopal Church 

March 21, 2007 

 

 As we prepare for Easter and the joyous celebration of the resurrection of our 

Lord Jesus Christ, we send you greetings from Navasota, Texas where we gathered for 

the spring meeting of the House of Bishops. We represent fifteen sovereign nations, the 

fifty United States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, The Virgin Islands, and 

Micronesia bearing witness to the Gospel of Our Lord and the wonders of Christ's 

redeeming work in the world. We were reminded of the health and vitality of our Church 

as our new Presiding Bishop recounted her travels. We have experienced a sense of 

identity, clarity, and purpose in fulfilling our vocation as bishops. We were blessed by the 

presence of the Primate and the House of Bishops of the Iglesia Anglicana de Mexico. 

Together we discovered a growing unity as we seek the mind of Christ. Our meeting was 

marked by a spirit of thanksgiving and respect, lived in a rich rhythm of worship, work, 

study, and rest. 

 That spirit moved us deeper into our focus on mission for Christ. In that context 

we discussed the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the Primates' Communiqué, 

the draft Anglican Communion Covenant, as well as a number of other mission 

opportunities. 

 The central theme of the address by the Rev. Dr. Ian Douglas of the Episcopal 

Divinity School was that "the mission of the Church is to participate in the mission of 

God". This observation set the tone for our study and discussion of the MDGs. We gave 

special attention to the challenge of environmental sustainability, the theme of a 

presentation by Dr. John Pine of Louisiana State University who addressed the 

environmental implications of global climate change.  

 We heard from the Rev. Dr. Ephraim Radner and the Rev. Dr. Katherine Grieb, 

members of the Covenant Drafting Committee, each of whom brought a distinct 

perspective regarding the proposed Covenant. Their presentations, which are available on 

line, will inform further conversations as the drafting process continues prior to the 

Lambeth Conference of 2008. 

 Mission concerns received attention in a variety of workshops and presentations, 

including: the rebuilding of the Gulf Coast, Darkness into Day campaign, TEAM 

(Toward Effective Anglican Mission), TEAC (Theological Education within Anglican 

Communion), Bishops Working for a Just Society, issues facing returning military 

personnel from Iraq and Afghanistan and their families, as well as immigration and 

border issues viewed from both the United States and Mexican perspectives. The fourth 
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anniversary of the war in Iraq was marked by a prayer vigil for peace. Then, in both 

formal and informal ways, members of the House expressed their strong desire to keep 

God's mission at the center of the life of the Church. 

 We also heard a well-documented report by the House of Bishops' Task Force on 

Property Disputes on the history and strategy of groups, including some in the Network of 

Anglican Communion Dioceses and Parishes (NACDAP) and others, to remove 

congregations and church property from The Episcopal Church. This report will be made 

available at a later date. We commend it, once publicly available, to diocesan Standing 

Committees. 

 We had an extended and thoughtful discussion of the Communiqué from the 

Primates Meeting in Dar es Salaam, which represents the beginning of a longer process of 

response that will continue through the coming months.  

 It is our strong desire to remain within the fellowship of the Anglican 

Communion. The Primates' Communiqué, however, raises significant concerns. First 

among these is what is arguably an unprecedented shift of power toward the Primates, 

represented, in part, by the proposed "Pastoral Scheme." This proposed plan calls for the 

appointment of a Primatial Vicar and Pastoral Council for The Episcopal Church whose 

membership would consist of "up to five members; two nominated by the Primates, two 

by the Presiding Bishop, and a Primate of a Province of the Anglican Communion 

nominated by the Archbishop of Canterbury to chair the Council." We believe this 

proposal contravenes the Constitution and Canons of the Episcopal Church. Moreover, 

because it is proposed that this scheme take immediate effect, we were compelled, at this 

March meeting, to request that the Executive Council of the Episcopal Church decline to 

participate in this aspect of the Communiqué's requests. Nonetheless, we pledge to 

continue working to find a way of meeting the pastoral concerns raised by the Primates 

that are compatible with our own Church's polity and canons. We should note that our 

recommendation to Executive Council not to participate in the Pastoral Scheme, though 

not unanimously endorsed by this House, came at the conclusion of long and gracious 

conversation. 

 Finally, we believe that the leaders of the Church must always hold basic human 

rights and the dignity of every human being as fundamental concerns in our witness for 

Christ. We were, therefore, concerned that while the Communiqué focuses on 

homosexuality, it ignores the pressing issues of violence against gay and lesbian people 

around the world, and the criminalization of homosexual behavior in many nations of the 

world. 

 The Theology Committee of the House of Bishops was charged with the 

responsibility of developing a teaching guide for consideration of both the Primates' 

Communiqué and the proposed draft Covenant for the Anglican Communion. We 

anticipate this guide will be available by late May for use by bishops and dioceses in 

preparation for the September meeting of the House of Bishops.  
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 The bishops unanimously affirmed a Mind of the House Resolution inviting the 

Archbishop of Canterbury and the members of the Primates' Standing Committee to meet, 

at a time of their choosing, with the House of Bishops. 

 As we prepare to celebrate the Paschal Mystery we call for your prayers for and 

commitment to God's mission of making all things new.  

 For we do not proclaim ourselves; we proclaim Jesus Christ as Lord and ourselves 

as your slaves for Jesus' sake. (2 Corinthians 4:5) 

       Reprinted from Episcopal News Service 
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Appendix B   

 

God's Mission and the Millennium Development Goals 

(or)  

Why should we as Christians care about the MDG's? 

 By: Ian T. Douglas  
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A Paper Prepared for the House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church 

 Camp Allen, Texas   17 March, 2007  

          I am delighted to be back with you the bishops of the Episcopal Church as you meet to 

pray and worship together, study Holy Scripture together, and take counsel together for the 

sake of the Church and its faithfulness to God's mission. Now I do know that there are some 

pressing and emotional issues that might be on your hearts and minds at this time. I think 

particularly of the recent Communiqué from the Primates Meeting and consideration of the 

report from the Anglican Covenant Drafting Committee.  

 

          I am indebted, though, to the Presiding Bishop, the Planning Committee, and the 

College for Bishops Advisory Committee, for suggesting that you begin this meeting with a 

consideration of the big picture of what God is calling us to do and be in the world as 

Christians, rather than focusing immediately on the more inner-ecclesial squabbles and 

difficulties which seem to preoccupy so much of time as church leaders today. It is my 

understanding that the College for Bishops, working with the Planning Committee and under 

the direction of the Presiding Bishop, will increasingly provide, if you will, some "curricular 

direction" to those parts of your House of Bishops meetings that are learning and educational 

opportunities. I further understand that with the encouragement of Presiding Bishop Jefferts-

Schori, the chosen focus for the "educational sessions" of your House of Bishops meetings for 

the next few meetings will be the Millennium Development Goals. Needless to say, I am 

delighted by this focus on the MDG's because I believe the Goals both challenge, and 

empower, the Church to new levels of participation in the missio Dei, the mission of God. 

           So with this new educational vision before you, what I think we are about today is that 

I will first give a broad sweep missiological and scriptural framework in which to consider the 

MDG's and then this afternoon we will spend a second session looking at one of the Goals in 

particular, name Goal #7: To ensure environmental sustainability, or we might better say, "to 

ensure the sustainability of creation and this "fragile earth our island home." 

 

           One last little note before we begin: what we are considering today with respect to the 

Millennium Development Goals does in fact have everything to do with The Episcopal 

Church's response to the Primates' Communiqué and the developing Anglican Covenant. For 

if we do not ask the bigger question first, namely: What is the Church for? What is it that 

God's wants the Anglican Communion to be about in the world today? then we will never be 

able to solve our Anglican family difficulties. Keeping our eyes on the prize, keeping our eyes 

on God's mission, is the only way forward. And thanks be to God, the Millennium 

Development Goals can really help us here. 

           Now, those of you who know me, or have listened to me in past House of Bishops 

presentations, might recall that I am by training and vocation a missiologist, a scholar and 

activist for God's mission. You probably are not be too surprised then by my beginning our 

consideration of the MDG's with a discussion of Christian mission, or more specifically trying 

to answer the question: What is mission? Once we look at the theological understandings of 

the nature of mission I want us then to move to a quick review of mission as it is presented in 

Holy Scripture. It is my bias that only by having a well thought out missiological and biblical 

understanding of mission, can we Christians play our appropriate role in achieving the 

Millennium Development Goals. 

 

           Much of what I am about to say, I have said and written before.[1] There is nothing 

new here. Those of you, in particular, who were at the September 2001 House of Bishops 
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. 

 

 

     A presentation to the House of Bishops on the Proposed Anglican                                                               

Covenant  

Steps towards the Covenant 
By: Ephraim Radner  

 

 I want briefly to say something about the Covenant's origins in a practical sense, 

and then move on to its rationale and content.  As most of us know, the proposal for an 

Anglican Covenant derives almost exclusively from the Windsor Report itself (see e.g. 

par. 118-120).  The proposal came in the context of the Report's recommendations to 

enhance the unity of the Anglican Communion:  ''This Commission recommends, 

therefore, and urges the primates to consider, the adoption by the churches of the 

Communion of a common Anglican Covenant which would make explicit and forceful the 

loyalty and bonds of affection which govern the relationships between the churches of the 

Communion'' (118).   Several things about such a covenant were noted in the Report, and 

the ''draft'' of a possible covenant was included in the Report as an appendix and, in a 

sense, a ''discussion-starter''. 

 

 When the primates met later at Dromantine (2005) and received the Windsor 

Report, they affirmed the general idea of an Anglican Covenant (as did Gen. Convention 

in June, in Resolution A166).  In the course of the next year, some initial work, in an ad 

hoc way, was done by gathering some local people in Britain to think about general 

aspects one might have to deal with if this idea were to go forward (''Towards an Anglican 

Covenant'', paper presented to and commended by the Joint Standing Committees of ACC 

and Primates, March, 2006).   

 

 The big push for the Covenant came in June '06 with the appearance of Abp. 

Rowan Williams' piece ''Challenge and Hope of Being and Anglican Today''.  In this essay, 

disseminated as a general letter to the ''faithful'' of the Communion, Williams lifted up the 

idea of a common Anglican Covenant as ''the best way forward'' for the Communion's 

restored integrity and future.  He suggested, furthermore, that the Covenant could act as 

the main element by which the Communion would be ecclesially reordered through a 

mechanism by which churches, in way yet undefined, could freely choose to adopt the 

Covenant or not. 

 

 A good number of responses to the idea now came in from around Communion 

(indeed, they had already begun to appear after the Windsor Report's initial publication).  

Some were critical of the idea altogether, others were cautiously encouraging of it, others 

offered general suggestions, and finally some provided fully-tailored proposals.  In the Fall 

of '06 a Covenant Design Group of 10 persons was chosen by Abp. Williams, with 

nominees having been solicited from all the provinces.  The members of this group 

included Primates, clergy, and laypersons, men and women, from around the Communion 
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(although three were not able to attend for personal reasons).  They were charged with 

meeting, reviewing the entire question of the Covenant idea in any way they chose, and 

reporting to the Primates' Tanzania meeting in February. 

 

 The Design Group met over four days in January of '07, and from this meeting 

proceeded a surprising outcome: after one day of intense discussion and prayer, common 

agreement about a way forward was reached.  We agreed, in fact, that an Anglican 

Covenant was desirable on a certain basis, and that it was doable in terms of its 

articulation, again, on a certain basis.  After another three days of actual drafting, the 

Design Group wrote a report and a complete draft Covenant that they presented to the 

Primates.  This report and draft together was commended by Primates, and it is this 

document that they have offered to the Communion for discussion and response.  My 

understanding is that the Executive Council, through an appropriate committee, will soon 

be putting out a study guide, as it were, to the Covenant, for church-wide dissemination 

during the summer, and will then issue a final response, ratified by the Executive Council, 

in October. 

 

 On the basis of comments received through the course of this year from around the 

Communion, the Covenant Design Group will prepare a revised draft to be presented to 

Lambeth '08, where it may be considered – and probably amended – for dissemination to 

the Provinces of the Communion.  This process and timetable is important, among other 

things, for the way that it provides the markers for the ''interim'' recommendations offered 

by the Primates in their Communiqué. 

 

  Do we have precedents for an Anglican Covenant? 

 

 Theological rationale for a Covenant among churches is broad, and stretches back 

to the earliest days of the Church, when James, Peter, John, and Paul formally agree – in 

''communion'' – to their respective ''trusts'' and mutual responsibilities, including care for 

the saints in Jerusalem (Gal. 2:7-10).   Obviously, there are a host Scriptural realities 

regarding covenant – God's own with creation, with individuals, with Israel, and in Christ 

– that bear on this question essentially.  And human relations, such as marriage, are more 

than marginal to the discussion. 

 

 The kind of covenant we are talking about, however, has more practical precedents.  

One part lies in ecumenical life – i.e. covenant agreements between separated churches, 

such as among some Anglicans and Lutherans.  It is important to see that these covenants 

have been fueled explicitly by the deeper desire to restore broken Christian communion.  

And it is ''communion'' which, theologically, the Design Group has asserted lies at the 

theological basis of any covenant, as we state in the Draft's introduction.  And even though 

we call agreements as, for example, the one we have made with the Lutherans ''full 

communion'', they really are not yet that.   For these agreements still lack many ingredients 

we have assumed and indeed practiced within the Anglican Communion as in fact 

embodying communion:  not only mutually recognized ministries, and shared sacraments, 
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but common and accountable counsel, the accountable (and in this sense ''binding'') 

sharing of resources including financial resources, and finally, the ultimate act of 

communion, martyrdom in the service of the other.  The last of these, obviously, 

represents the lived missionary and diaconal heritage of the Communion's churches, and 

distinguishes these churches in their common life from all other ecclesial relations.   It was 

precisely from this vision of communion that the great 1963 Anglican Congress in Toronto 

formulated its principles of ''Mutual Responsibility and Interdependence'', adopted by the 

1968 Lambeth Conference (Res. 67) and the Episcopal Church (most recently in A166 this 

past June).   

 

 Within the Communion, covenants articulated on this general basis already exist 

between individual churches, and in a way that is meant to reflect a deeper pre-existing 

reality.  I am referring especially to those Covenant Agreements in effect between TEC 

and various ''autonomous'' churches once a part of the Episcopal Church's missionary 

structures, e.g. Liberia, Mexico, Philippines, and so on.  These covenants, some with time-

frames of several decades, commit the Episcopal Church and their particular partners to 

specific actions and attitudes with regard to money and ministerial cooperation, but also 

with regard to common counsel (allowing, in some cases, bishops of foreign churches to 

take their place ''collegially'' within the HoB).  They involve, as in the case of the Covenant 

with the church in the Philippines, a ''mutual reaffirmation'' of a ''common tradition and 

heritage'' that, very precisely, derives from an intertwined history of life and death in the 

service of Christ.  Finally, they place concrete demands upon covenanting partners, as in 

the case with the Anglican Church in Central America, binding agreements regarding 

financial accountability and forms of behavior.  In one case (e.g. the Philippines), the 

covenant in question is explicitly stated as deriving from the reality of the Anglican 

Communion's life itself.   

 

 It is this sense of ''communion'' – a word specifically used by William White to 

locate the Anglican character of the new Episcopal Church's life in America in the late 

18th century --  that lies behind the American church's willingness, indeed positive desire, 

to tie the parameters of our ''doctrine, discipline, and worship'' in essential matters to the 

Church of England (BCP Preface).  She it was who guarded – indeed, by threatened 

sanction – our confession of the Apostles' Creed, demanding that we replace the article on 

Christ's ''descent into hell'' which the proposed Prayer Book had excised, and exercised 

constraint on a number of other topics as well. 

 

 That TEC has entered into covenants with other Anglican churches is, therefore, 

beyond doubt, and on mutually restraining and binding bases on a number of levels.  That 

TEC could enter into a covenant with all the members of Anglican Communion is 

obviously possible, either through her General Convention (the usual way) or through 

Executive Council.  But should TEC want to do so? 

 

    The reasons for Covenanting 

 Let me turn back to the theological reality of communion.   Clearly communion 
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goes beyond the character and details of polity – who tells whom what to do, or who gets 

to decide what and on what terms, and how it all gets organized.  It is my view that 

communion, understood ecclesially, derives from the particular reality of God's 

trustworthiness, of God's making and keeping and enacting promises within the world of 

time and space. Indeed, this is what a ''covenant'' is from God's side:  promise-making and 

promise-keeping in the world. And this is not just my own view.  The casualty of the 

present turmoil in the Anglican Communion, the element whose suffering has caused the 

demise of communion most clearly, is that of trust, according to the Windsor Report, 

Rowan Williams, and the Primates themselves.   Trust has suffered in our communion 

because we have made promises and have not kept them; because we are called to make 

promises and refuse to do so;  because we demand promises from others that we know 

they will never accept because we ourselves would never do the same.  The ''illness'' of our 

communion is the loss of trust among us, as both WR and Communiqué (9) tell us, 

because trust is communion's foundation.   

 

 For God's promises have in mind our own communion with God, and the tearing 

down of promises one to another represents a rejection of that which makes promising 

even possible.  The fundamental promise of God is that of ''communion'', as the 

Introduction to the Proposed Covenant states,  communion with the Father and His Son, 

Jesus Christ (1 Jn. 1;3);  it is a communion that is based on God's ''faithful calling'' of each 

of us, and all of us together (1 Cor. 1:9).  This communion or fellowship is the promise – 

the calling – and it is trustworthy, because God is "faithful'', faithful enough to give His 

own Son, His own self, into the hands of sinful people, out of love.  And in this, 

trustworthy promise of communion is at the foundation of all of God's purposes, for God's 

good will and pleasure is to ''gather all things in heaven and on earth'' together in this self-

giving Christ (Eph. 1:9f.).  

 

 To get a sense of where this takes us, practically, I recommend Rowan Williams' 

short newspaper piece on ''Why the AC matters'' (The Daily Telegraph, Feb. 23, 2007).  He 

explains why ''trust has suffered badly'', as he puts it, and he describes ''what happened in 

Tanzania'' as ''representing] an effort to define what could restore trust – all round…The 

leaders of the Communion thought it worth trying – not because enforced unanimity 

matters more than anything but because the relations and common work of the 

Communion, especially in the developing world, matter massively. And also because the 

idea that there might be a worldwide Christian Church that could balance unity and 

consent seems worth holding on to, for the sake of the whole Christian family and even for 

the sake of human society itself''.  And, ''for the sake'' of all the world only because this is 

God's way of calling us into the trustworthy love that God has promised – that is, that God 

has in fact enacted – in Christ death and resurrection, whereby we recognize that ''none of 

us has ultimate interests and concerns that are exclusively local or personal''.   A much 

earlier discussion of this very perspective can be found in Abp. Michael Ramsey's 

introduction to the 1963 Anglican Congress Report. 

 

 Kathy is going to argue that the meaning of the Covenant, whatever we thought it 
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might have been at one time, has been essentially altered by the Primates' recent 

Communiqué – and that ''covenant'', read in the light of their requests, is clearly meant in 

their minds to be a basis for discipline and exclusion, particularly over matters like ways 

of reading the Bible, teaching and discipline over sexual behavior, and so on.   

 

 You need to hear her argument and consider it;  but I, for one, could not disagree 

more strongly:  in the first place, those primates present on the Design Group made it clear 

that the Covenant process and final substance is about a positive commitment, not a 

disciplinary reaction – that was their word, and if we choose to distrust it, well, that says a 

lot right there;  second, the Primates themselves, as I assume Bp. Katharine will attest, did 

not really spend much time on the Covenant Report, assuming its shape and purpose to lie 

outside the particular matters literally at hand;  thirdly, the Covenant proposal is about 

living in trust, trustworthiness.  The recommendations from the Primates in their 

Communiqué are quite specifically directed at a situation in which we are now living 

where trust has been broken, and we are attempting to hold pieces together – and people 

together in some fashion – in such a way that trust will find a home once again.  And we 

are not talking simply about broken trust among different churches, but here in our own 

midst, within a church – as the recent events in South Carolina demonstrate.  It is not 

enough to say ''let's take a break from the Communion to let things settle down'', but it is, 

in a sense, our having broken the Communion that has caused the unrest in the first place. 

This mistrust must be dealt with now, in this church and elsewhere, with all of its hard 

choices; why? So that there will be a place where trust, as the Covenant would have us do, 

can bear fruit.  In this sense, the Communiqué's content is quite subordinate, in a very 

limited and pragmatic way, to the Covenant's larger purpose.   

 

 If covenant is about making promises and keeping them, in such a way as to 

embody God's own act of trustworthy communion in Christ's sacrificial death and new life, 

then we would indeed wish and fervently desire to make covenant with one another, for 

the sake of the whole world, ''so that the world may believe that you have sent me'', as 

Jesus says to his Father (Jn. 17:21), in praying for Christian unity.   

 

    What kind of Covenant? 

 

 Any embracing covenant, such as is being considered for the entire Anglican 

Church, must therefore be the expression of something that ''already is'', of God's promises 

embodied in our communion as it in fact exists, however much engaged in struggle. It is 

not a ''new'' communion that we are after, but the articulation of something already at work 

through God's grace.   The last paragraph of the Report's prologue describes the 

fundamental working orientation of the group:  it states firmly that the Covenant proposal 

we would offer would not be an ''invention'', but a ''restatement'' and ''assertion'' of 

something already ''received'', and a ''commitment'' to an ''interdependent life'' already (''in 

theory'') and always ''recognized'', that is, a commitment to a kind of life ''already lived''.  

Likewise, the Primates themselves, in the Communiqué (29), speak of the Covenant as a 

''making explicit'' of something already ''meant'', and an ''articulating'' of something already 
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lived.   

 And therefore, the Design Group adopted (informally and often implicitly) two 

principles to govern our deliberations and drafting:  first, that nothing should be 

formalized that was not already at work – either doctrinally, missionally, or structurally – 

in our common life as a whole;  and second, that the very formulations of these articulated 

realities should be drawn from existing documents within the public realm of the Anglican 

Communion, either in a longstanding fashion, or more recently.  These adopted principles 

are the major reason why it was possible to formulate something in what surprised many 

people as being a remarkably, and in some minds unadvisedly, quick fashion.   It is 

important to understand this, practically and in terms of the theological basis for it, as I 

have explained it, so as not to misjudge the meaning of the Design Group's expeditious 

labors.  

 

 The way this worked concretely can be categorized as follows:   

 

 a.   The general template for the draft was an existing proposal, carefully composed 

over the previous year by representatives of the Global South.  It had been circulated 

publicly for some months, and to this we added elements of the Windsor Report's 

Appendix and the Province of Australia's publicly disseminated Covenant proposal.  

 

 b.  The actual content of the proposal – its specific elements and their formulation -

- made use of a range of material, including the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral,  

constitutions of various provincial churches, Lambeth Conference resolutions, 

Communion commissions (cf. the section on Mission),  Primates' statements, etc..   

 

 c.  As for the ecclesial structures and order proposed for discernment and decision-

making, we made an attempt to articulate what has, in an ad hoc way, already emerged in 

our common life over the past few years.  This is key, especially in Section 6 of the 

proposal which deals with an ordered process of conciliar life that gives the Primates a 

particular role.  This proposed structure and order is not an invention at all, as some have 

claimed, but an attempt to lay out how in fact (and with responsible deliberation, to be 

sure) affairs have been sorting themselves out.  One can read Section 6 as a ''history'' of the 

last decade of the Anglican Communion's life in counsel.  This history, and its 

encompassing larger history, of the Anglican Communion as a whole, is, we believe, 

''providential'', in that it marks the articulation in time of God's promising act.  If one 

cannot accept this, then of course one will have a problem with the thrust of this aspect of 

the document as a whole.  But we believe it is consistent with the very reality of what 

covenant is all about:  God proves faithful, and our attempts, marked by repeated 

conversionary movements of our councils, at responding in faith embody the shape of our 

own growing faithfulness. 

 

 It is possible, from this vantage finally, to touch on the particulars of the Proposed 

covenant now only briefly, in large measure because, as I have been arguing, they are not 

controversial precisely in their status as ''already'' given and passed on.  They represent a 
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remarkable convergence of Global South ways of articulating their commitments and more 

Western ones, for they articulate the common spring.   

 

 There are three main topics (somewhat obscured by a faulty enumeration in the 

text):  which could be denoted in terms of teaching, mission, and order.  Each of these 

topics is subdivided in terms of ''affirmation'' and ''commitment''.   

 

 I.  Thus, Section 2, ''the life we share'', follows an affirmation of the Quadrilateral, 

elaborated by the addition of an affirmation of common mission and of the foundational 

and guiding place of the classical ''Anglican formularies (the latter of which is a part of the 

constitutions of a large number of provinces in the Anglican Communion).  These are not 

listed here so as to establish a renewed Protestant confessionalism so much as they are 

forthrightly acknowledged as a historically accepted standard for common discernment 

and order, particularly with respect to the Scriptures.  

 

 On the ''commitment'' side of this topic, several elements are listed that range from 

engagement with Scripture and its authority, moral teaching, Eucharistic fellowship, 

leadership formation, and common life.  These phrases derive from Lambeth conferences, 

ecumenical dialogue statements (cf. that on morals), the Windsor Report, and other 

sources.  In many ways, this is a crucial section that cannot afford to be overlooked, for, 

with its earlier set of affirmations, it actually provides a framework within which the 

discernment of truth is to take place with the Communion, and provides a set of 

touchstones by which that discernment is to be measured.   It is not as if the presenting 

quarrel over sexuality could be immediately settled within such a framework; but it would, 

I believe, have altered the way such a quarrel was approached some time ago had the 

framework been explicitly embraced.  One will note, for instance, that the oft-appealed to 

(and only locally embraced anyway) triad of ''Scripture, Tradition, and Reason'', so 

confusing to so many in practice, does not appear here, not because its elements are not in 

fact in play, but because they are ordered within a more focused trajectory of discernment 

and authority. 

 

 ii.  The next section (4) on shared life and vocation, contains within it both the 

affirmation and commitment aspects of the church's missionary existence.   Here, a 

providential understanding of the growth of the Anglican Communion as a communion is 

affirmed – obviously a central claim for a notion of an Anglican Covenant to make any 

sense at all; and through it, the historical characteristics of the previous teaching 

framework are filled out on a large canvass:  primitive undivided church, British origins, 

Reformation, and global growth through mission.  This providential history was carefully 

noted, and its markers listed here are meant to inform the previous sections' ''confessional'' 

affirmations and commitments.   

 

 Much of the rest of the section, along with the list of commitments, derives from 

existing work by e.g. the Inter-Anglican Study Commission on Mission and Evangelism, 

and other groups.  The ecumenical context for the Communion's mission is also 
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straightforwardly affirmed, a fact that deserves attention.  In some sense, this is the 

Covenant's most important section:  it tells us Anglicanism is at root a missionary 

tradition;  and that the struggles of the present are the results of that tradition, in a sense, 

but that our resolution of these struggles will be leaven of that missionary tradition's future 

life.  There can be no effective mission without communion, lived and loved. 

 

 iv.  The last set of affirmations and commitments – on Unity and Common life – 

have already proved the most controversial.  The first section basically lays out the Four 

Instruments of Communion (the Archbishop of Canterbury having been restored to this 

position!), all under a guiding affirmation of our Communion's episcopal leadership 

(something coherent with our own Prayer Book's ordination liturgy, not to mention the 

Quadrilateral).  By and large, the descriptions of the Instruments of Unity derive from 

existing proposals, especially Australia's (which, in turn, derives from other sources).  The 

attempt here is to render somewhat more coherent the particular roles of each Instrument 

as they function together.  There has already been some concern expressed that the ACC's 

role has somehow been slighted; however, we believe that the descriptions given are 

accurate, fair, and finally helpfully integrated. 

 

 The real place of challenge for many, it appears, lies in Section 6 on the practical 

elements that a commitment to unity would demand.  In some sense, this was the one 

section where the Design Group was required to write ''from scratch''.  But, as I have 

emphasized earlier, that would finally be a misleading characterization of what we did;  for 

our goal was to articulate ''explicitly'', as the Primates themselves said, what has in fact 

taken place in practice already over the past few years as the Anglican Communion has 

grown and faced challenges to its common witness.  Our task was one of apprehending 

this reality, not constructing it.  If one looks carefully at the order of discernment, counsel, 

and decision, one will see a process that matches fairly closely with actual workings of the 

Communion over the past decade, say, with the dispute over sexuality – from Lambeth'98 

(and before, of course), through to the Primates response to General Convention '03, the 

Lambeth Commission, Primates, Canterbury and ACC responses, General Convention '06 

and now Dar es Salaam.   

 

 While this process has been challenged by some as to its integrity, one of the major 

sources of anxiety over the past few years has less been the actual incoherence of decision-

making as has the fact that this ad hoc process was, as it were, unknown in advance, and 

hence in itself difficult to ''trust'', to find ''trustworthy''.  What covenanting does to this is to 

resolve that need, and thereby provide a common ''Yes'' to a way of discerning that will 

indeed make ''time'' and patience less a threat to stability – as it appears now to be for 

many --  but a gift for seeking the truth in love.  ''We know what we have committed 

ourselves to, of the path it must follow, and we will be faithful in following it together.'' 

 

 We are well aware, of course, that just this ordering of discernment is disputed as 

being somehow providential.  Why, some are already asking, should the Primates be given 

the role of the party of appeal and the final gateway of decision-making?  There are at least 
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three answers one might give to this perfectly valid question.  First, there is a practical 

response:  someone must do this, and of all the Instruments of Unity, the Primates most 

effectively (in logistical terms) combine world-wide representation and coherence of 

council.  Second, there is the response of deliberate precedence:  Lambeth '98 (building on 

'88) requested that the Primates take on this role quite explicitly (Res. III.6), by 

''intervening in cases of exceptional emergency which are incapable of internal resolution 

within provinces'';  and this request derives from actual attempts in other cases where the 

Instruments of Unity did in fact intervene (e.g. the first Lambeth Conference, and, more 

recently, Canterbury's intervention – upheld by the ACC – in Rwanda in the mid-'90's).  

Finally, there is the simple ecclesiological response: given the episcopal ordering and 

leading of the Anglican Church – and, despite claims to American exceptionalism here, it 

is enshrined in our own Prayer Book (cf. pp. 517f.) – the Primates represent, in 

themselves, the unity affirmed and upheld – the ''yes'' of the Communion – to which the 

Covenant itself witnesses.   

 

 This does not mean that the Primates should or would constitute some super-

decision-making power, a ''curia'' for the Communion as some of claimed.  Far from it.  A 

careful examination of the process of discernment proposed in the Covenant makes clear 

the conciliar character within which the Primates would operate in a special manner in 

limited and exceptional circumstances.  And it is this conciliar context and character, as 

well as their representative and episcopal roles, that distinguishes the Primates' exceptional 

calling from curial models of decision-making and authority.  Not only in the Covenant, 

but even in the Communique, the Primates are given no juridical authority beyond what 

they presently have.  Their authority is to ''ask'';  perhaps even beg;  and then leave each 

church to make its own decisions. 

 

 Although there have been fears and indeed accusations that the Primates have been 

''maneuvered'' and ''manipulated'' over the past few years, I believe that an even-handed 

examination of the actual history of our struggles will show that, despite the real passion 

and heat in these struggles (some of it coming from the Primates themselves), there has 

been a remarkable restraint and subtlety to the Primates' own decision-making – one that 

actually reflects, rather than imposes upon, the diversity and discernment of the larger 

Communion.  The Proposed Covenant merely seeks to give speech to this deeper reality. 

 

 It is the task of the Communion, through its varied processes of discussion, to 

comment not only on this larger shape to the Proposed Covenant, but also to the 

particulars that provide its content.  My hope here is to have shown how both this larger 

shape finds its contours within a specific theological vision; and that this vision is what 

should inform the particulars as they are articulated. 

 

 I do not see my brief here as offering you advice, or engaging in political 

persuasion, although God knows I have my own convictions here.  But nonetheless, I 

would end with a small plea.  And I offer it in the shadow of all the high-strung assertions 

being passed around as to TEC's special vocation and special polity and special 
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illuminations.  In fact, however, Americans – and we, American Episcopalians – are no 

different than anybody else, despite our claims to exceptionalism;  we are no better and no 

worse, no smarter and no more stupid;  we are not more spiritually mature, nor are we (in 

aggregate anyway) probably any less so.  We are not Jesus to the other's Pharisee, 

Jerusalem to the other's Babylon.  Not at all.  We all bleed, we all hope.   Having lived and 

worked and suffered in Africa over several years, I was tended and healed in body and soul 

by Africans;  and conversely, there are several African families – women, children, and 

men – who escaped slaughter and are alive today because of what a few small American 

Episcopal congregations of which I was a part did.  This is the ''already'' of our 

communion. It happened by a lot of giving away, of giving way, of receiving, standing 

aside, and standing in the breach. And it would be a tragedy of, yes, biblical proportions, if 

we let this ''already'' become something ''already long gone''.  It is in our hands to prevent 

that.   That is the ''juridical'' reality before us.  And if someone says, ''yes, but it is in all of 

our hands'', I would say, ''precisely because of the 'all', it is ours, and first of all, ours''. That 

is what the ''all'' means when it comes to Christ Jesus. 

 

 
       Reprinted from Episcopal News Service 
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Appendix D 

 

    Homily for Closing Eucharist 

House of Bishops' Meeting 

Camp Allen, Texas 

March 21, 2007 

Thomas Ken 

I look around here and see lots of folks with glasses. And some of us who don't obviously 

wear them have contacts or have had our eyes adjusted surgically. Most of us have had our 

eyes change over the years. 

When I first learned to fly, my vision tested as 20/10 in one eye and 20/15 in the other. I 

could see farther and more accurately at a distance than the norm. But in the last few years 

I've been wrestling with the changes 35 years have made in my eyes. I can see just fine up 

close - to read or have an intimate conversation - but I can no longer see the nuance of 

emotion on a face at 50 feet. I have to use other lenses to do that, and it can be both 

frustrating and annoying. That shift in focus doesn't happen automatically anymore - it 

takes conscious effort, and outside assistance. 

In some ways I think our church has presbyopia as well. I don't just mean "old eyes," 

which we certainly need if we're serious about valuing our tradition. Our tired and aging 

eyes mean that we don't have the ability to rapidly change focus, to look both back and 

forward, near and far away, in the space of a few instants. Our eyes have grown 

accustomed either to looking at the world over our shoulder, or toward the future, and 

we've lost some of our Anglican ability to look in both directions, to hold both 

perspectives in tension. 

Our current struggle gives evidence of a competition between perspectives or worldviews. 

One of them looks at the world through an Enlightenment lens and expects to see 

predictability, understandability, and definability. Another view of the world comes 

through a postmodern lens, one that sees constant change and a significant degree of 

unpredictability as intrinsic to creation. Those two worldviews seem to many people to be 

incapable of being used together or even held in tension. To many people, they feel 

fundamentally distinct and irreconcilable. The two worldviews may also lead to different 

understandings of our lives as Christians, but before we go there let's consider what a 

Godly worldview might look like.  

Recall Rublev's great icon of the Trinity, and the way in which each of the members of the 

Trinity looks in a different direction. They are not gazing out into space, however, but at 

another being, at another of those present around the circle. If we are created in the image 

of that social God, we too are invited to look as God does, toward another image of God, 

to turn our eyes upon Jesus - and also on the many images of God all around us. 

The ability and willingness to focus on those many images of God around us is 

fundamental to our lives as Christians. God has the ability to hold all of us together in one 



 31 

field of view, affirming each one as child and beloved. Our baptism into the life of God is 

about seeing as God sees, with integrity.  

We're celebrating the feast of Thomas Ken today. His biography in Lesser Feasts and Fasts 

begins like this: "Thomas Ken was born in 1637. Throughout his life he was both 

rewarded and punished for his integrity." The examples cited are about his persistence in 

advocating a particular and centered moral position wherever he looked, even in the face 

of potential or real royal wrath. There may be some parallel with our current situation in 

this church. Thomas Ken was not loath to publicly rebuke his king or to refuse a royal 

order. He understood that a personal oath made to one king was not transferable to 

another, which cost him his post as Bishop of Bath and Wells. And despite his trials 

ecclesiastical and political, Thomas Ken kept on singing. He was able to bless even that 

which the world thought of as wretched, demeaning, and hopeless. 

Integrity means soundness and wholeness, being undivided. It implies that ability to look 

in more than one direction, or to focus on more than one object, yet see only oneness. It is 

a Godly view of things. 

That Godly view of things underlies the apparently different worldviews of today's gospel. 

The story is set in the midst of a crowd, all of whom are seeking healing, trying to touch 

Jesus, looking for hope and help. And then it says, "Jesus looked up" at his disciples. He 

looks up from the crowd around him, sees that motley crew of misfits and begins to 

pronounce blessing. He sets together ailing crowd and failing disciples, poverty and 

blessing, hunger and blessing, grief and blessing, persecution and blessing, hate and joy. 

How can he look at the abject absence of abundance in the midst of that crowd and find 

hope, joy, and blessing?  

That divine vision sees beneath the surface, beyond what the world sees as loss or death or 

rejection. That vision of blessing sees the fundamentally gracious nature of reality, it sees 

the ground of loving being that continues to arc toward justice in spite of the emptiness or 

evil of the world's current reality. To envision poverty as blessedness sees potential, sees 

the fulfillment - the filling full of empty bellies and sightless eyes - that God expects and 

hopes for and encourages this world to make real. Seeing the blessing comes from the 

ability to see both lack and possibility in a kind of multilayered reality. That multiple 

reality is present - the kingdom of God is all around you - but it takes eyes that can see at 

multiple focal lengths.  

It is the same kind of seeing that has begun to understand light and all electromagnetic 

radiation as both particle and wave. There are occasions when it makes more sense to treat 

light as a wave, and other times when using particle physics is more fruitful. Both are 

accurate, neither is sufficient. 

The MDGs are about that kind of multifocal vision. They announce prophetic judgment on 

the world's need, but they also announce prophetic possibility - yes, the hungry can be 

filled, and the ill healed, and the rejected restored to community. 

Living in community also requires multifocal lenses, and we've had some small experience 

here in doing that. We've looked beyond ourselves to the Anglican Communion, and 

internally toward our varied members. We are trying to see with others' perspectives, and 
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sometimes it can be both painful and annoying. We don't see as clearly or easily when we 

gaze on unfamiliar depths, when we are invited to hold together both Radner and Grieb, 

both unchanging truth and continuing revelation.  

There are some kinds of fish and other aquatic animals that actually have bipartite eyes - 

they see at the same time both above and below the surface of the water, and their brains 

figure out how to interpret those quite different images and make a coherent whole. As a 

body, we are wrestling with a collection of images - perhaps even more like the eye of a 

social insect, with multiple facets - but most of us assume that the image we form most 

easily is the only right and true one. The blesser of the gospel, however, sees more than 

that one, easy image. The blesser of all invites us into that deeper seeing as well - stretch, 

strain, imagine, and you, too, can begin to see like the Three do, like the One does. 

When we have seen that blessing, however briefly, it begins to rise into more easily visible 

depths, it comes more clearly into focus and into what we call "normal reality." To see as 

God sees is to begin to make real, whether it is the work of the MDGs, the work going on 

now in Louisiana and Mississippi, caring for the homecoming soldier, or liberating those 

in chains. To see as God sees is to bless what is into the reality of the God's reign.  

One of the curiosities of very small particle physics is that measuring the position or speed 

of a particle changes it. Seeing the particle changes it to something else or somewhere else. 

Seeing with the eyes of God, or blessing another, changes or moves both the blessed and 

the blesser. 

Thomas Ken sang praises to the God of blessing. May we bless with the eyes of God, bless 

the world into greater reality, more closely into the reign of God. 

Praise God from whom all blessings flow 

Praise God all creatures here below 

Praise God above, ye heavenly host 

Praise Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.     

 
       Reprinted from Episcopal News Service  


