Melanesian Journal of Theology 1-2 (1985)

WHATEVER HAPPENED TO THE
MELANESIAN COUNCIL OF CHURCHES?
A Study in Ecumenical Organisation
John D’Arcy May
This paper was read at the 1985 Annual General Meeting of MCC.
[In the original printed version of this issue, the endnotes were
incorrectly numbered.
Endnotes 31a to 36 have now been
renumbered 32 to 37 for this online version. –Revising ed.]
“How has one of the country’s most important institutions
sunk so low that it has to take money from development projects to
keep its own creaky bureaucracy going – a bureaucracy that isn’t
even efficient enough to ask for funds for itself?”i It is a sad day for
the Melanesian Council of Churches (MCC) when these, and other
equally scathing comments, appear in Papua New Guinea’s
authoritative weekly newspaper. In this study, I should like to recall
the early history of MCC (1), examine the difficulties if encountered
in post-independence Papua New Guinea (2), and formulate what I
think is its as-yet unrealised potential (3).
1.

The Founding of MCC
If the birth of organised ecumenism in Papua New Guinea and
the Solomon Islands dates from the formation of MCC in 1965, its
conception goes back to a Pacific-wide conference of missions and
churches on Western Samoa in 1961, held under the auspices of the
International Missionary Council. ii Ever since the Edinburgh
Conference of mission organisations in 1910, and the subsequent
founding of the International Missionary Council, it became
customary in many “foreign mission fields”, as they were then
called, to form missionary councils, both to counteract the
confusions and divisions arising from the diversity of competing
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missionary groups, and to facilitate dealings with colonial
administrations and, later, independent governments.iii So it was also
in the then Territories of Papua and New Guinea. In both, the stage
was reached where the administration and the churches agreed upon
“mission zones”, or spheres of influence, to which the various
missions voluntarily restricted themselves, though the Roman
Catholics refused to be a party to any such agreement. iv It was the
administration, ironically, that gave the impetus for closer
cooperation: in 1949, the Administrator called a joint conference
with the churches and missions, in order to be able to relate to a
single Christian body rather than a multitude of competing ones. In
1955, the Lutheran Mission explored the possibility of a missionary
council for Eastern New Guinea; in 1959, the Christian Council of
Papua and New Guinea was formed to coincide with the regular
mission-administration conferences.v
These relationships were raised above the level of mere
pragmatism by the above-mentioned conference of Pacific churches
in 1961.vi A continuation committee of this Samoan conference was
formed, chaired by the Revd S. A. Tuilovoni of Fiji, with the Revd
Vavae Toma of Western Samoa as secretary. There was also a New
Guinea Continuation Committee of the Samoa Conference, of which
Dr Ian Maddocks of the Papua Medical College in Boroko, Port
Moresby, served as secretary.
This voluntary committee of
interested churchmen (I have not found any records of women
members!) was the immediate forerunner of MCC.
The work of the Continuation Committee bore fruit in an interchurch study meeting held at Bumayong Lutheran Boys’ Boarding
School near Lae in January, 1963. The chairman, the Anglican
Bishop David Hand, justly described it to the press as “the first-ever
such ecumenical gathering in the Territory”, as the Anglican, Baptist,
Lutheran, Methodist, and Papua Ekalesia churches were represented
by delegates, who “(w)ith the exception of one in each team . . . were
all indigenes”. vii The meeting addressed itself to issues, such as
training for the ministry, education, medicine, and political and
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economic development; properly theological matters were apparently
left in the background.
At a meeting of the Continuation Committee, held at the Koki
Anglican Mission, Port Moresby, on October 28, 1964, those present
(all expatriates), after having consulted the heads of the five churches
represented, constituted themselves as the executive of a Melanesian
Council of Churches, pending the calling of a general meeting of the
same. In the minutes, it is noted that the existing Christian Council
of Papua and New Guinea “is not at present an operative body”, and
that the “Pacific Council (sic) of Churches” has been established, the
implication being that neither body was felt to meet the needs of the
churches in Melanesia.
It was, thus, no more than the logical development of these
initiatives, when representatives of the same five churches, joined
later in the meeting by the Salvation Army, came together at Boroko
Baptist church, Port Moresby, on June 23-24, 1965, to form the
Melanesian Council of Churches. Invitations were also sent out to a
number of the smaller, more-evangelical missions, such as
Unevangelised Fields, New Tribes, Swiss Evangelical, South Sea
Evangelical, and Church of the Nazarene, but, in the event, only the
Salvation Army accepted. Had the overseas sending organisations of
these evangelical groups seen fit to allow them to participate, it may
have been possible to reduce the religious tensions between them and
the MCC member churches, which are still rife throughout
Melanesia. However, noting that the proposed MCC constitution
provides that the Council “will keep in touch with
interdenominational or ecumenical agencies . . . but will not be
formally affiliated with such agencies”, the minutes of the inaugural
general meeting of MCC, at least, go on to state: “In particular, the
MCC affirmed its desire to maintain a close fraternal relationship
with the Evangelical Alliance” (of the South Pacific Islands, founded
in 1964).
The draft constitution opens with the conviction “that cooperative study and action in many areas of our activities will be
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beneficial to our common expression of the Christian faith in this
land”, which must be a “visible expression” of an “already existing
unity”.viii The ecumenical goal of the Council is thus set at a very
high theological level. A first test of its ecumenical purpose was
already at hand: the founding of MCC coincided with preparations
for the establishment of the University of Papua New Guinea, and
negotiations were under way with its Interim Council on the role of
the churches and the place of theology in the new university. The
inaugural meeting of MCC called for “a Department of Religious
Studies within the Faculty of Arts”, empowered to hold external
examinations in theology for students for the ministry, and to be
regarded as the forerunner of a Faculty of Theology. Despite
correspondence with the Revd James A. Bergquist of the WCC’s
Theological Education Fund, an impressive memorandum on the
right of theology to take its place among the liberal arts by the Revd
Frank Engel of the National Missionary Council of Australia, and
strong support from the Revd Davis McCaughey, Master of Ormond
College in the University of Melbourne, the authorities remained
unmoved. ix The problem of adequate church participation, and a
religious studies department appropriate to the rich religious life of
Melanesia, remain unsolved to this day.
This was not a very encouraging start to the MCC’s role in
Territory affairs, though in other areas, such as communications
media, youth work, health, education, and pastoral training, it
gradually began to animate and coordinate activities. It received a
further infusion of strength, when, meeting at Nobonob, near
Madang, on July 10, 1969, it invited the Roman Catholic church to
join the Council. This was approved by the Catholic Bishops’
Conference in 1970, and Roman Catholic membership was
formalised in February, 1971.x In April of that year, the New Guinea
Lutheran Mission – Missouri Synod (now Gutnius Lutheran church,
Wabag) also applied for, and was granted, membership. As the
Methodist Mission and the Papua Ekalesia had coalesced on January
19, 1968, to form the United church of Papua New Guinea and the
Solomon Islands, the MCC now included the seven major churches
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of Melanesia, representing roughly three-quarters of the Christians in
its geographical area.
It is time now to pause and assess these developments. There
can be no doubt of their significance. In a remarkably short time,
considering the bitterness of post-war rivalry, and the lateness of the
Roman Catholic church’s repudiation of proselytism, and acceptance
of ecumenism, at the II Vatican Council, the churches in Melanesia
had erected a promising structure for ecumenical cooperation. This
structure, however, had at least one fatal flaw. In contrast to the
Samoan Conference, whose continuation committee for the whole
Pacific included a majority of indigenous churchmen (and one
woman!), and the Pacific Conference of Churches, to which it gave
rise, whose General Secretary was a Fijian woman, Mrs Lorine Tevi,
the MCC, in its initial stages, was almost entirely an affair of
expatriates. One searches in vain in the minutes of the New Guinea
Continuation Committee for evidence of indigenous participation,
and during consultations with the Interim Council of UPNG in
February, 1966, the MCC’s Inter-Church Committee was chided for
not including one Papuan or New Guinean, which was admitted as
being a “tactical error”!xi In a minute dated March 22, 1963, and
entitled “Submissions to University Commission”, the two
indigenous participants are conspicuously labelled “a Papuan” and “a
New Guinean”, as if their presence were something quite
exceptional.
The problem goes deeper than this. The whole basis for the
differences between the competing churches and missions was rooted
in the history of Europe, and, in the wake of the ecumenical
movement, these were becoming a matter of burning importance to
certain expatriate church people. It would be interesting to know
whether Melanesian Christians at that time saw them in the same
light, but no one seems to have asked them. Again, the churches
themselves were set up as faithful models of their European
counterparts. It, thus, seemed natural that a “Council of Churches”
should provide the framework for their working and growing
together – but it was a framework designed to facilitate the
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interaction of the church bureaucracies within it, and, through it, with
the already burgeoning administrative and educational bureaucracies
at national level. “Localisation”, of course, proceeded apace. The
first indigenous Anglican Bishop, George Ambo, had represented his
church with Bishop Hand, the first chairman of MCC, at the
Bumayong study meeting; from 1971, the first indigenous Lutheran
Bishop, Zurewe Zurenuoc, of the Evangelical Lutheran church, was
an active and interested chairman of MCC; and Fr Kingsley Gegeyo,
an Anglican priest, became its first indigenous general secretary. But
the substitution of brown faces for white did nothing to change the
structure of the Council, and its underlying presuppositions.
Although dialogues were initiated between the Anglican and Roman
Catholic churches, and the Lutheran and United churches, the former
reaching a documented conclusion,xii while the latter was broken off
after producing papers on baptism and eucharist; and, despite the
insistence of Bishop Zurewe, in particular, that local churches must
make every effort to achieve true autonomy, little provision seems to
have been made for serious theological work. The “indigenous
theologies” that must have been fermenting in many a village
community were not drawn upon to suggest alternative forms of
liturgical life and church organisation.
The possibilities opened up by MCC of ecumenical contacts at
national and international level compensated to a certain extent for
these deficiencies, though, in practice, little use seems to have been
made of development loan and scholarship schemes offered by the
WCC. The two weaknesses of MCC at its inception, the alien
bureaucratic structure, and the lack of theological initiative, lie at the
root of its subsequent problems, to which we must now turn.
2.

The Crisis of MCC
In the 1970s, after it had hit its stride, the MCC began to make
its presence felt in the emerging independent nation of Papua New
Guinea. In three years as the Council’s agricultural officer, David
Williams, helped to launch the now world-famous Liklik Buk,xiii and
laid the foundations for the adoption of a WCC “Country
Programme” for comprehensive development in 1976, known as the
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“Long Range Programme”, and embracing rural and urban
development, evangelisation, and socio-political awareness projects,
while remaining completely autonomous in its allocation of funds
from an annual block grant. Significant conferences were organised,
some in conjunction with the Evangelical Alliance. xiv As the time of
independence drew near, some of those involved in drafting the
constitution and setting the stage for political activity in a framework
of parliamentary democracy, such as Fr John Momis and Mr Bernard
Narakobi, had an active interest in MCC.xv By the end of the 1970s,
the MCC secretariat consisted of a general secretary (formerly
executive officer, at this time, a very capable United church pastor,
the Revd Dick Avi), a social concerns and development secretary,
responsible for administering the Long Range Programme with the
help of committees on Social Concerns and Development and
Finance and Project Screening, an administrative officer, and a
clerk/typist. On the departure of Dick Avi in April, 1981, however,
things began to unravel quickly, so that by the time I arrived to take
up an appointment as ecumenical research officer in mid-April,
1983, the social concerns and development secretary, Mr Moi Eno,
was the only staff member remaining, and the work of the Council
was all but paralysed. How could such a thing happen to what had
seemed a promising ecumenical body?
Though it is not easy to reconstruct the process which led to
this sorry state of affairs, as the MCC archives are in almost total
disarray (itself a reflection of the state the Council was in), I suggest
that it derives fairly directly from the changing role of the churches
in independent Papua New Guinea. No longer responsible to the
extent that they had been for the educational, medical, and, in some
cases, economic infra-structure of whole areas of the country, and
thus with much diminished political influence, they became less
certain of their public role, and, hence, less definite in their
commitment to MCC. In addition, many of the churches were
forcing “localisation” in their own ranks, with its attendant problems
of ill-prepared personnel failing to cope with the demands of the
alien and abstract administrative structures they had inherited. It is
thus little wonder that qualified indigenous staff were jealously kept
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for the churches’ own use, so that the MCC had the greatest
difficulty in attracting any staff at all, or even in finding
representatives to sit on its executive and committees. In short, each
member church became engrossed in its own affairs, which tended to
be dominated by administrative concerns. The indigenous leaders,
with notable exceptions, such as Bishop Leslie Boseto of the United
church, the Catholic Bishop Herman To Paivu, and the Revd Joshua
Daimoi, a Baptist minister from Irian Jaya,xvi tended to look on
ecumenism as a luxury that could safely be left to a few enthusiasts.
Far from its being a source of leadership and inspiration, awareness
of the very existence of MCC seemed to have dwindled almost to
nothing in the Highlands, and along the New Guinea coast, except
perhaps as a political lobby useful for pressing church interests on an
increasingly secular government, or as a handy source of extra
funding.
One is tempted to ask: if Melanesian Christians had been
allowed to be ecumenical in their way, would they even have needed
an MCC? What ways would they have found to express their
common Christianity, if they had not been taught that
denominational differences were so important that they needed to
organise – yet again! – to overcome them? Under present
circumstances, of course, the question is idle. Though we may hope
that one day Christianity in Melanesia will find an ecumenical
identity of its own, at present, there seems to be no alternative, but to
revitalise existing structures.xvii
In conclusion, I would like to examine the ecumenical
potential of MCC in the context of the world-wide development of
so-called “conciliar” structures.
3.

The Potential of MCC
The above analysis of MCC’s present distress may seem rather
harsh, but we may take comfort from a general observation made
about Christian Councils as early as 1972: “Few of them, if any, fully
live up to the intentions and potentialities of their constitution. Their
weakness, however, is the fault of the churches rather than of
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themselves.”xviii In Melanesia, the ecumenical enthusiasm, so
evident in the early 1970s, has waned considerably in the early
1980s, but this is partly due to the realisation of just how serious a
business ecumenical dialogue is, requiring complete honesty with
oneself and others.xix MCC has undoubtedly proved useful in the
field of practical cooperation, whether in development, or in liaison
with government, but for that very reason, in the words of Lukas
Vischer, it is in danger of becoming “a structure alongside the
churches” rather than “an instrument of unification”. xx “The less the
churches focus their joint work on the central spiritual questions, the
more inevitable is that sterile vis-à-vis of councils and churches,
which cripples the work of so many councils today.”xxi A WCC
Consultation on Christian Council, held in 1971, recommends “that
councils pay more attention to worship and to ‘spiritual
ecumenism’ ”, insisting that they should neither “avoid the
celebration of the eucharist by a member church within a council
programme” nor “hesitate to examine questions of Faith and
Order”.xxii As Nikos Nissiotis points out in the same context, “one
has to grasp the deeper ecclesiological issues, which are inevitably
raised by this very pragmatic basis” on which most councils were
founded, because: “No other purpose and activity of local councils
should make them lose sight of this, their first and most important
service to the ecumenical movement, namely, to realise the
fellowship of the church locally.”xxiii
Just as there are numerous examples of truly ecumenical
cooperation at national and regional level within the “space for
dialogue” created by MCC,xxiv it is equally beyond doubt that, in
many cases, excellent and profoundly ecumenical relationships exist
between individual pastors and congregations of different
denominations at village level in Melanesia. In between these two
extremities, however, at the level of parish and diocese or district,
and circuit, ecumenical organisation is desultory at best.xxv Yet, if
the churches are not animated to go beyond piecemeal pragmatic
cooperation at this intermediate level, and engage in serious
dialogue, the channel of communication linking church leaders and
church members across denominational lines is broken. The Vatican
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Secretariat for Promoting Christian Unity, with characteristic
caution, insists: “What really matters is not the creation of new
structures, but the collaboration of Christians in prayer, reflection,
and action, based on common baptism, and on a faith, which, on
many essential points, is also common”; xxvi yet “base” groups,
exploring new ecumenical territory, must remain in touch with “the
more organised or formal expressions and structures of the
ecumenical movement.”xxvii There is a tendency here to spiritualise
ecumenical innovation, and bind it to ecclesiastical authority, xxviii but
experience in Melanesia has already shown that, unless there is
freedom – and motivation! – to create new ecumenical structures at
the intermediate level, linking village communities to national
church bodies, well-meant initiatives from either end will never
reach the other.
The theological principle underlying these developments has,
in recent years, been called “conciliarity” (not to be confused with
mediaeval “conciliarism”, which tried to set the authority of general
councils alongside, and even against, that of the pope). The Second
Vatican Council served to reawaken a dormant tradition of
intermediate conciliar structures in the Roman Catholic church,
which, since the Reformation, had been oriented ever more
exclusively to the papacy as the source of all authority, and the
solution to all problems. The Council insisted that the church, in the
first place, is the whole people of God, and is realised in its fullness
in each local eucharistic community. The bond of communion
(koinōnia) is expressed in the “collegiality”, or mutual support and
collaboration of the bishops, as the leaders of these communities,
among whom the pope retains his traditional pre-eminence. This
new emphasis led to the creation of new intermediate structures, such
as parish councils, senates, or priests, national episcopal conferences,
and regional and general synods of bishops.
At its General Assembly in Uppsala (1968), the WCC took up
the theme of “catholicity”, seeing in it the key to the working of the
Holy Spirit in the church to make it “the sign of the coming unity of
mankind” (I, p. 20; cf. Lumen gentium, p. 1: “By her relationship
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with Christ, the church is a kind of sacrament or sign of ultimate
union with God, and of the unity of all mankind”). The Assembly
urged Christians to “make visible the bonds which unite (them) in
universal fellowship” (I, p. 18), and it unfolded a vision of the
ecumenical movement, which was to have considerable influence:
The ecumenical movement helps to enlarge this experience of
universality, and its regional councils, and its World Council,
may be regarded as a transitional opportunity for eventually
actualising a truly universal, ecumenical, conciliar form of
common life and witness. The members of the World Council
of Churches, committed to each other, should work for the
time, when a genuinely universal council may once more
speak for all Christians, and lead the way into the future. (I, p.
19)
In other words, the practical goal of the ecumenical movement
is to create the conditions under which a truly “ecumenical” council
in something like the traditional sense – and that means: with
eucharistic communion as the source and guarantee of its unity –
could take place. In order for this to happen, a “conciliar” way of
life would have to develop at all levels in all churches. Another way
of putting this is to say that the consensus, which lays the foundation
for unity in all its dimensions – in common action, in the deepest
meaning of our beliefs, in the truth of our confessional statements –
would have to be articulated and institutionalised at all intermediate
levels, so that the necessary communication could flow back and
forth between the local churches and the church universal:
communicatio e communione.xxix The WCC’s Commission of Faith
and Order has now embarked on a study project entitled “Towards
the Common Expression of the Apostolic Faith Today”. In the
minutes of preparatory meetings for this project, we read: “The
purpose of the whole study project would be to prepare for a kind of
‘preliminary plateau’ of common confessing that would be necessary
and sufficient to convene a universal ecumenical council” (Standing
Commission, Crete, 1984, quoting Annecy, [Publication unable to be
identified], 1981).
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Many aspects of this bold programme, of course, are highly
controversial between WCC-oriented “ecumenicals” and the
“evangelicals” organised to confront them in the world-wide
Evangelical Alliance. This is true, in particular, of the emphasis on
the eucharist as the source and seal of unity, and of the very idea of
efforts towards re-expressing the apostolic faith, as opposed to the
plain meaning of scripture. Perhaps the greatest stumbling block,
however, is the World Council’s insistence on the “unity of
humankind” as an integral part of the ecumenical goal, one of several
positions it has in common with contemporary Roman Catholic
theology. These divisions run very deep, much deeper than has yet
been realised by the a-theological, pragmatic, “polite ecumenism”,
hitherto practised in Melanesia. There is thus all the more reason for
a strong MCC to enter into serious dialogue with the churches of the
Evangelical Alliance and – if feasible – the National Council of
Pentecostal Churches (founded in 1979).
Placed in this broader context, the present troubles of MCC
seem insignificant, indeed, compared with the process in which the
Council is meant to be participating. Emergency repairs to the
organisational structure are the least that can be expected;
incomparably more important is the growth of the communion and
consensus, which that structure is to facilitate and express in a
transitional way. “The ecclesial reality is not to be sought in the
Christian Councils but in the communion among the churches, in
their encounter with one another and with the world. As structures,
Christian Councils have only an instrumental ecclesiological
significance in the promotion of this communion, in bringing it to
birth and helping it to grow.”xxx Is this even remotely true of MCC at
present? Can it, by any stretch of the imagination, be called “the
thorn in the flesh of the churches . . . a constant reminder to the
churches of the anomalous situation in which they live”? Is its
“concern with the question of unity . . . a continuing matter of
priority”?xxxi If not, then all the other activities of the Council – the
social programmes, the political interventions, the business meetings,
workshops, and conferences – remain nothing more than pale
imitations of what professionals in all these fields are already doing.
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The MCC needs to give serious thought to the integration of its
various roles, because its “two functions – service and unity – go
hand in hand”, xxxii though cooperation in service can pave the way
for greater unity. The MCC is seldom able to explain the theological
basis on which it takes its stands; but is this any wonder, when its
members are not engaged in an ongoing theological dialogue? One
result of this failure is that The Times could editorialise: “Typically
disturbing is the MCC’s growing involvement with the Indonesian
Council of Churches – a council that is forced to echo government
policies.”
It would be sad, indeed, if the MCC succumbed to that “noncommittal superficiality” which Lukas Vischer sees as a “danger”,
which is “increasing today in the ecumenical movement”. xxxiii Yet,
we must not forget that at the root of such superficiality may well be
the inappropriateness of MCC as a Melanesian expression of
Christian unity. Not only was it imposed on Melanesians by
churchmen, whose missionary forebears had imposed their alien
confessional traditions on them, incapable as they then were of
simply collaborating in confronting Melanesians with the one
gospel;xxxiv but many elements of the unity the Council envisages –
or would envisage, if it were seriously concerned with defining it –
are unacceptable to fellow-Christians of the more-recently-arrived
evangelically- or charismatically-oriented groups. These include: the
recognition of infant baptism, for the widespread practice of rebaptising adult converts destroys the basis for ecumenical dialogue
before it has even begun; the growing appreciation of the frequent
celebration of the eucharist in the framework of a liturgical
spirituality throughout the ecumenical movement; and the vexed
questions surrounding office and ministry in the church. xxxv
Dialogue on these problems, both among themselves, and with
evangelicals, would not only be most fruitful for the MCC member
churches, but would strengthen their resolve to provide spiritual and
moral leadership in meeting the challenges now confronting
Melanesian nations from within and without.xxxvi
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If these issues are not resolved, MCC may be condemned to
remain an ecumenical alibi, a front for gaining access to international
funding, “a kind of excuse for the local church leaders to do nothing
more because ‘ecumenism is taken care of by the Council’ ”.xxxvii
The conviction is growing on me that MCC is not ecumenical
enough, because it is not Melanesian enough. This may seem to fly
in the face of the tendency to blame the localised secretariat staff for
failing to cope with the routine business of the Council, but these
difficulties are, in fact, the least of our worries. If the member
churches, in their worship and theology, their ways of seeking
consensus and making decisions, and their engagement with the
problems of society and nation, were truly indigenous, so would their
Council be. Again and again, the onus falls, not on MCC, as such,
much less on its secretariat staff, but on the churches themselves to
grow together in Christian unity by being churches in Melanesia.
The MCC, as a “conciliar” rather than a properly “ecclesial” body, is,
by its nature, provisional and transitory; but, in the present state of
things, its task is by no means completed.
The Venice consultation of the WCC/RCC Joint Working
Group on councils of churches in the ecumenical movement (1982)
recognised “that councils in many places need to be supported in
their efforts to achieve the visible unity of the church”. Councils, it
asserted, are “servants of the ecumenical movement in its search for
the visible unity of Christ’s church”, “structures of koinōnia”, with
which “the churches . . . have to provide themselves”. Once the preecumenical stage of “competition” and mere “coexistence” has been
overcome, councils can enable the churches to enter into
“cooperation”, and even go beyond this, to the stage of mutual
“commitment”. “At this point, . . . they enter into a general, lasting,
and deliberately open-ended agreement, under God, to do much of
what they do as if they were limbs of the same body.” It is
questionable whether MCC has yet reached this point, whereas its
counterpart in Indonesia has crossed the threshold of the next stage,
“communion”, renaming itself the Communion of Churches in
Indonesia (though without the participation of the Roman Catholic
church).
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One paragraph of the Venice consultation is particularly
apposite to the present predicament of MCC: “An indispensable
element of ecumenical commitment by the member churches must be
the provision of adequate resources to enable the council to carry out
its work. . . . It is unhealthy, however, for this outside financial
support to continue indefinitely, with the member churches taking
little responsibility for financial support of the council structure.”
The seven member churches of MCC have not succeeded in making
the council truly theirs, their preferred instrument for working
towards greater commitment, let along communion. From this
disappointing, but irrefutable fact, all the council’s present problems
flow. Churches, which are, themselves, dependent on overseas aid,
participating in a national economy, which is similarly dependent,
cannot expect to be ecumenically independent. Until this dilemma is
resolved, the MCC will continue to be a pale shadow of its former
self.
NOTES
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