MINUTES OF THE AIEB INTER-CONGRES MEETING

Andros, 31st May 2003

The Inter-Congres of the International Association for Byzantine Studies was
convened in the building of the Caireios Library in Andros, on the 31st May 2003.

Present there were
the members of the Bureau: Helene Ahrweiler, Thor Sevcenko, Cyril Mango
(honorary presidents), Peter Schreiner (president), Nancy Sevcenko, Maria
Pelekidou, Ljubomir Makimovic, Karsten Fledelius, Emilian Popescu, (vicepresidents),

Evangelos Chrysos (general secretary), Cecile Morrisson

(treasurer).

As representatives of the National Committees: Roderich Reinsch, Rainer
Warland (Germany), Wolfram Horandner, Werner Seibt (Austria), Patricia
Karlin-Heyter, Anne Tihon (Belgium), Vassil Gjuzelev, Vassilka TapkovaZaimova (Bulgaria), Franziska Shlosser, AR. Littlewood (Canada), Dimitris
Triantafyllopoulos, George Christodoulou (Cyprus), Markus Bogisch, Karsten
Fledelius (Denmark), Pedro Badenas (Spain), Michael Bibikov (Esthonia),
Robert Ousterhout, Elizabeth Fisher (United States), Michel Kaplan, MarieHelene Congourdeau (France), Erekle Jordania (Georgia), Robin Cormack,
Anthony

Bryer, Elisabeth Jeffreys (Great Britain), Taxiarchis Kolias,

Triantafyllitsa Maniati (Greece), Torstein Tollefsen (Norway), Emilian
Popescu, Tudor Teoteoi (Roumania), I. Medvedev (Russia), Johan Heldt
(Sweden), Vladimir Vavrinek (Tchec Republique), Nevra Necipoglu (Turkey),
Paul Canart (Vatican) et Ljubomir Maksimovic (Yugoslavia).

AGENDA

1. Welcome address
2. Speech of the president and commemoration of the members departed since
the 2001 Paris Congress
3. Report of the General Secretary
4. Report of the treasurer and discussion of the new fee
5. XXIerCongres International, proposals of the British Committee

6. Discussion and study of the new statute (president's project)
7. Various issues

1. Welcome address
Professor Evangelos Chrysos opened the session at 9.30 am. welcoming the
participants and asking Dr Tsironis to keep notes for the minutes of the meeting. He
then presented

Mrs. Pelekidou who, as the president

of the Greek National

Committee gave a short speech (see attached page).

Professor Chrysos called to the pontium the representative of the sponsors who
expressed his satisfaction for the event taking place in Andros and the intention of
the sponsors to support the work that with so much dedication Mr. Polemis
produces as head of the Caireios Library.

2. Speech of the President
The president, Professor Peter Schreiner, thanked Mrs. Pelekidou and Prof. Chrysos
for the preparation of the meeting and expressed his gratitude to Professor Chrysos
who helped with the relations with the sponsors that made the event possible. He
referred to the agenda of the meeting that focuses on the preparation of the London
Congress as well as the prospect change of the statute.

3. Address of the General Secretary
Professor Chrysos referred to the day as a memorable occasion and started with the

Liste des Defunts since the Paris meeting of the AIEB in Paris in 2001 (see attached
page).
Professor Chrysos raised the point that several national committees are not
represented since they did not respond to our invitation. Others agreed to come but
failed to do so at the end.

Professor Chrysos continued saying that because of the change in Yugoslavia,
Professor Maksimovic requested the National Committee he represents to be named
'National Committee of Serbia' instead of 'National Committee of Yugoslavia'.
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The National Committee of Netherlands announced that despite a period of pause of
its activities it is now making a new effort with a new colleague appointed at the
University of Amsterdam.

Following these practical matters the Secretary proposed AIEB to have a web site
that for the first couple of years will be supported financially by the Hellenic

Ministry of Culture after his application for funding was accepted. Professor Chrysos
presented a pilot form of the site under the address www.aiebnet.gr and asked for
suggestions and remarks. There was a positive respond on behalf of the Bureau and
the audience who gave him the authorization to proceed with this task. The Secretary
said that by the 15th September the site will be ready to operate. President Schreiner
said that it would be useful if there were a print-out option in the site.

Cecile Morrisson raised a point about members not paying their subscriptions and
supported the idea of the web site on grounds of saving money.

The President Peter Schreiner presented the representatives of the national
committees.

4. Report of the treasurer
Cecile Morrisson referred again to the critical issue of unpaid subscriptions and to
her effort to find a bank that would enable AIEB to lose less money from the
necessary change of currency in the payment of subscriptions. The use of Euro, she
added, is a positive point whereas the fall of dollar has affected the finance of the
Associationnegatively. She asked for the approval of figures that was unanimously
given (see attached page). The president proposed that subscriptions should rise to
200 euro for all members of the Association starting from 2004. His proposal was
accepted. Helene Ahrweiler suggested it should start after the London Congress in
order to be approved by the General Assembly. The president disagreed and said
that he does not think that the approval of the Assembly is necessary for such a
matter. And he stressed further the fact that there should be a unified rate for all
members and there should be no distinction between the various sorts of
membership.
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The treasurer supported the view of the president saying that if various rates were

introduced depending on the particular circumstances and consideration of each
member the whole issue would become absolutely chaotic.

Professor Seibt supported the proposal of Cecile Morrisson for the AIEBto have two
accounts, one in dollars and the other in euro. Karsten Fledelius agreed that there
should be a unified rate even for the minor national committees.
The general secretary suggested that we should make an effort to solve the
bureaucratic problems involved in payment exploring the possibilities offered by the
on-line payment via the web site and concluded by saying that an effort should also
be made to support financially graduate students to attend the London Congress.
5.XXIerCongres International - London 2006
In the beginning Professor Anthony Bryer explained that he would refer to the
mechanics of the organization of the conference while Elisabeth Jeffreys would
report on the intellectual framework of the Conference. Firstly, the Web site of the
Congress was mentioned. Anthony Bryer as the convenor of the London Congress
presented the deputy convenor, Professor ElisabethJeffreysand the chairman for the
British National Committee of the AIEBProfessor Robin Cormack who together with
another ten people form the British Committee that has been operating since the
Paris congress taking seriously into consideration the evaluation of the Paris
congress work on the preparation of the Congress. The committee in its meetings
over the past 3 years has formed 4 sub-committees. Main job of the British
Committee was the determination of the lines and the framework of the 21st
Congress. As a venue the Institute of Education was thought to be the best solution
as it provides enough space for the activities programmed and for the almost 1.000
people that are expected to participate in the Congress.

As far as finance is concerned, the British committee was helped greatly by the Paris
organizers who sent them the accounts of the 20th Congress. 15.000 sterling pounds
were offered by the British Academy and the A.G. Leventis Foundation also became
a sponsor of the event. The question of the registration fee was brought to the fore
and Prof. Bryer asked for the suggestions of the Inter-Congresparticipants. Given the
fact that the fee of the Paris Congress was 750 French francs suggested that the
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London fee should be 150 euro minimum and 250 maximum. This includes the fee of
the administrator,

Students in Paris were entitled to participate without registration,

Luxurious receptions as those held in Paris should be avoided in favor of supporting
graduate

students

who wish to attend the conference.

A point was made that

colleagues of limited means should also be supported.

As far as accommodation

is concerned he mentioned that a list of rooms within

walking distance from the Institute of Education was set up and could be consulted
by those interested. Specifically he mentioned the Westminster

College that costs

only 25 euro per night.

Reference was made to the excursions planned:

York, Cambridge

and Oxford

(Ashmolean Museum). Responsible for the exhibitions that will accompany the 21st

International Congress is Robin Cormack. There will be exhibitions at the British
Museum, at the Victoria and Albert Museum and also a Traveller's Exhibition that
will be dedicated to the memory of Sir Steven Runciman.

The theme of the Congress will be "Displaying Byzantium". Prof. Bryer mentioned
that this theme provides a wide frame for discussion. However, he admitted that the
word 'display' is problematic when translated into other languages and he asked
participants for help with the translation. The idea has its roots in Cyril Mango's
coin-phrase the 'distorting mirror'. It is a notion that is related to the facade, the
appearance, the hidden and the revealed: it is Byzantium, and how is it displayed.

R. Reinsch objected to the proposed title and questioned the necessity of a title
overall. He said that the International Congress could very well be left without a title
and proposed to keep just the title "21st International Conference of the International
Association for Byzantine Studies". Several other participants expressed reservations
with reference to the proposed title.

Prof. Bryer said that the programme will be finalized by July 2003. Plenary sessions,
communications and panels will be organized by Elisabeth Jeffreys. Excursions will
take place on Saturday afternoon and Sunday. All texts relevant to the various panels
will be put up in the web in April 2006.
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Elisabeth Jeffreys said that speakers will speak briefly with reference to a publicized
text and stressed the extreme importance of allowing time for discussion from the
floor.

Professor Seibt expressed the view that 15 minutes is the optimum time for a
communication while Prof. Tapkova stressed the problem created due to coinciding
sessions that do not allow people enough time to move from one room to the other.
Brief discussion on the 8th plenary session that was left on purpose open by the

British Committee.

Nancy Sevcenko raised a point about the form in which images will be in the web
and Robin Cormack assured her that they will be in PDF form.

Anthony Bryer said that he was the one who proposed a British co-chair responsible
for the organization in each session. The second chair will be responsible for the
coherence and the smooth running of the sessions. The principle is not to push
British people ahead.

Afterwards, the individual themes (listed in the attached document of the British
National Committee) introduced by Elisabeth Jeffreys were dealt with one by one.
The first theme refers to the question of whether Byzantium is an Empire and it will
be chaired by Judith Herrin. Prof. Bryer proposed to invite suggestions about other
people that could take part in the sessions.

Helene Ahrweiler raised the question of whether the panel of monasticism should be
included in the theme of Byzantium as an Empire. Robin Cormack answered that it
refers to monasticism as it functioned within the framework of the empire.

The General Secretary, Evangelos Chrysos, said that we trust the organising
committee and advised the members of the British Committee to encourage people to
make suggestions but at the end of the day, he said, it is your academic responsibility
to set up the programme.
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Maria Nystazopoulou Pelekidou suggested that the theme of Byzantium and its
neighbours should also be included. L. Maksimovic added to the remark of Mrs.

Pelekidou that perhaps the 'imperial' neighbours of Byzantium should be accorded
more space and he suggested a possible title: "Empire and Empires". Prof. Tapkova
supported strongly the suggestion of L. Maksimovicand stressed that it is essential
for an international conference to deal with the issue of Byzantium and its
neighbours.

Both M. Kaplan and Mrs. Pelekidou referred to the importance of Byzantium after
Byzantium and suggested the title "Byzantina et Metabyzantina". R. Ousterhout said
that the American committee has collected proposals for round tables and that he
feels there is a lack of form for submitting proposals. Professor Bryer answered to
that that Professor Chrysos has already collected and submitted several proposals
that have been forwarded to Prof. Jeffreys and encouraged R. Ousterhout and
everybody else interested to submit proposals in writing by the 15th July 2003.

Mrs. Pelekidou noticed a distinct lack of a theme that would cover the various
institutions.

The president stressed the fact that with referenceto the neighbours we should make
no separation between the various ethnicities, Arab, Slavic etc. and that the
periphery should be treated in an even manner, adding that space should be allowed
for interactive contributions.

With reference to the second theme of the Conferenceentitled Displaying the unseen:
investigating the material and historical evidence for even;day life Helene Ahrweiler
suggested that the discipline of mathematics should be included.

AR. Littlewood suggested that Albanian monuments should be presented and

regretted the absence of the Albanian committee. To that Cecile Morrisson, the
treasurer of the Association,explained their absence reminding the difficultiesposed
by logisticsand transport.
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After the suggestion that names with reference to the various subjects should be
proposed to the committee Peter Schreiner suggested Touwaide for the theme of
pharmacology and medicine as well as Stathakopoulos.

Discussion moved on to the thirdtheme entitled Form BZ to www .display@byz.com

As Prof. Jeffreys pointed out this is an extremely important theme as it refers in
another form to the Instrumenta Studiorum . The web site of the Congress will have
brief reports on the theme beforehand. At the time of Congress there will be a
reporter that will be summarizing the various communications and panels briefly.
On this theme there exists a set of fluid suggestions, Elisabeth Jeffreys said, and she
asked for even more.

Helene Ahrweiler suggested a panel on 'communication in Byzantium', while
Evangelos Chrysos suggested that commercial products, like CD-ROMsetc. should
not be presented in the panels but they may be exhibited somewhere where people
will be able to see them.

Cecile Morrisson proposed that the theme of sigillography, included in panel III vi,
with or without numismatics should be included in the theme I. Monseigneur Canart
referred to the computer in the study of manuscripts and suggested it as a possible
theme for a panel. Peter Schreiner drew attention on the presentation of updated
bibliographies. Another theme proposed was the use and abuse of the computers.

Discussion moved on to the fourth theme entitled Displaying Words. R. Reinsch
pointed out that in his opinion not enough space and importance was given to
literature. He proposed various aspects of Byzantine literature to be included in the
theme and gave as an indicative title 'tradition and innovation in the publication of
texts'. Helene Ahrweiler proposed a panel on Byzantine scholia on ancient authors
adding that the panel could be presided by Thor Sevcenkoand perhaps herself.

AR. Littlewood, in his effort to show how important the theme of literature is
brought Michael Psellos as an example of how style may reveal much more than
direct discussion. Professor Tapkova drew once more attention on the question of
empires and languages and rejected the title of 'Slavic literature' that is mentioned in
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the handout of the British Committee. She added that she felt that in this Congress as
well as in the Congress of Paris she feels that arts are not represented sufficiently.
With reference to the first point the committee answered her that this title was
justified by the relevant exhibition that will be held in Cambridge and that it was
Simon Franklin that suggested it.

Vladimir Vavrinek drew attention on the influence and the perception of Byzantium
in the Slavic world. Professor Thor Sevcenko said that Byzantium was greater than
that and that it influenced many more people than the Slavs. So, he proposed as a
topic the influence of Byzantium through the world.

Michel Kaplan responded by saying that it is not possible to cover everything and
that we should not even try to do so. Helene Ahrweiler said that it is our obligation
to support novelty. Professor Horandner said that to his opinion the most important
thing would be a plenary session on Byzantine Literature.

Discussion moved on to the fifth theme entitled Displaying Orthodoxy. Professor

Cyril Mango objected to the use of the word 'hierotopy' and suggested the
conventional expression 'sacred space'. Helene Ahrweiler brought again to the fore
the question of monasticism and asked why is it included both in the first and in the
fifth theme. Prof. Bryer answered that in the first theme the topic of monasticism is
treated as an institution whereas in the context of the fifth theme it is its communal
dimension that prevails. Evangelos Chrysos referred to the importance of exegetical
texts and proposed them to be included in a panel discussion. Professor
Triantafyllopoulos referred to the term 'sacramental theology' and asked
specificationsas far as its meaning within the particular context is concerned. Helene
Ahrweiler commented on the title of 'weeping icons' proposing it should be changed
to 'miraculous icons'. Robin Cormack answered to the specific point saying that it
was a suggestion that was adopted by the committee and that it is related to an
'epidemia' of scholarly production referring to weeping icons that justifies its
appointment as the title of a whole session. Evangelos Chrysos suggested further a
'table-ronde' on Acts of Councils.
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Peter Schreiner and Nevra Necipoglu suggested that Muslims and non-Christian
people should be dealt with in a session in the first theme. Pedro Badenas raised a
point with referenceto the discussionof Catholicismwith referenceto Byzantium.
Discussion moved on to the sixth theme of the Congress, entitled Byzantium as
Display. Nancy Sevcenko brought to the fore the lack of discussion on liturgical
studies and the point was generally accepted.Robin Cormack referring to the theme
specified that it was not meant to be a theme dealing specificallywith art. The titles
of plenary sessions in the handout represent suggestionsthat were adopted; it is just
what was received as proposal.

CecileMorrisson expressed the view that the panel VI i should be enlarged so as to
include towns as well as cities. Prof. Tapkova suggested that the topic of 'cities and
populations' should also be included.

Dr Tsironis suggested that given the prominent position it occupies in recent
research in the field of palaeography, the study of bindings should be included in a
plenary. Prof. Bryer answered that the topic will be dealt with in theme N, panel N
i.

Discussion moved on to the seventh and last theme of the Congress entitled
Displaying Byzantium? It started with discussion on the inclusion of the topic of
collectors. Further the issue of whether we should call the City of the Byzantine
Empire Constantinople or Istanbul was raised. Robin Cormack supported the option
of Istanbul, since this is tits current name whereas Mrs. Pelekidou and Helene
Ahrweiler supported the view it should be called Constantinople on historical
grounds. Also, Dimitris Triantafyllopoulosopposed strongly to the use of 'Istanbul'
for the designation of the imperial city especially since we are referring to history
and not to present day politics.

Nerva Necipoglu raised the point that apart from the monuments of Istanbul the
Congress should also deal with the monuments of Anatolia. Helene Ahrweiler
proposed the title of panel VII i. to be changed to 'Byzantine monuments of Istanbul'.
Nerva Necipoglu proposed that underwater archaeology should be dealt with in a
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separate panel and her view was supported

both by Helene Ahrweiler and

Evangelos Chrysos. Helene Ahrweiler returned to the topic of collectors proposing
that the panel should include, apart from the 19th c. collectors, also the collectors of
the 20th century. Litsa Maniati raised the point of collectors of books in Byzantium.

In the end, the issue of the general title "Displaying Byzantium" was raised again. In

an attempt to bridge the difference of views between the British committee and the
participants ThorSevcenko suggested to include the subtitle "Displaying Byzantium.
The Byzantine Empire and its Realities"(?).It was decided that discussion would
carry on after lunch.
After the lunch offered in the picturesque gardens of the pyrgos by the riverside,
Robin Cormack summed up saying that all proposals will be taken back to the British
Committee to be discussed in depth. R. Ousterhout mentioned that there are further
proposals for consideration. Elisabeth Fisher suggested a competition for graduate
students that will enable them to attend the Congress without having to pay a
registration fee. Robin Cormack informed those present about the officialwebsite of
the

Congress will

be

ready

in

mid-2004 and

its

address

will

be

www.byzantium.ac.uk The president Peter Schreiner wished the British Committee
good luck with the preparation and urged people to make good use of the electronic
address of the International Congress in order to submit their proposals and keep
informed about the progress of the work.

Peter Schreiner moved on to the next point of the agenda, namely the discussion on
the new statute (see attached page) that was included in the file of the participants in
two versions: one in English, translated by Featherstone and another one in French
translated by Brigitte Mondrain. He thanked both scholars who worked for the
translation as well as Cecile Morrisson for her advice. Helene Ahrweiler demanded
clarificationsas far as the author or the authors of the proposal were concerned. The
president said that he had discussions with various people but it is him alone that
signs the proposal as it stands. He added that it is his belief that the reform of the
statute should be the initiative of a single person. Helene Ahrweiler asked further
clarification about the proposed statute asking specificallywhether it is the Bureau
that proposes or the president alone. Peter Schreiner answered that he discussed the
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project with the Secretary General as well as with the treasurer but it is his own
proposal.

Michel Kaplan drew attention on the judicial aspect of the proposal. Peter Schreiner
answered that the legal expert, Professor Spyros Troianos saw the German version of
the proposal and it was further said that, as there will be no voting on the day there
will only be discussion. The representatives of the national committees will take back
home the proposal and they will have time to discuss it before the London Congress
where the General Assembly will be asked to vote for or against it. Discussion on the
nature and the problems of the General Assembly followed. Professor Horandner
drew attention on the difference between the AIEB and the Congress stating that we
are dealing with two distinct organizations. A point was made that a consensus
should be achieved with reference to the present proposal and thanks were
expressed towards the president for his initiative. Thor Sevcenko also expressed
thanks to the people who contributed to the draft lying before us. He stressed that
behind judicial problems there lies reality and for this reason he said that final
decisions should be postponed as years long experience taught him.

The president said that in his opinion the present meeting will facilitate greatly the
London meeting. The Secretary General suggested that we should follow Thor
Sevcenko' s suggestion about solving questions. It is apparent, he stressed, that the
present proposal has problems in various articles. These problems should be
discussed. Eventually, we may arrive to a consensus in the London meeting but in
his opinion that will not be achieved on the grounds of the proposal as it presently
stands.

Thor Sevcenko added to the remarks of Professor Chrysos that this text,

about which he spoke has to be written and taken back to the national committees.

Mrs. Pelekidou had remarks on the phrase 'sur la composition ... ' and suggested that
it should be omitted since it is referred to further down. The history of the AIEB was
mentioned by Cecile Morrisson and her suggestion was adopted and supported by
Mrs. Pelekidou. As she said, our aim should be to gather the group of people around

AIEBand direct it.
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With reference to the first article of the proposal the general secretary said that it
apart from the word 'formation' it should include the notion of supporting the
research of young scholars in the field and suggested the expression 'promouvoir la
recherche des jeunes'.

Professor Horandner commented on the second article (see attached page). Thor
Sevcenko suggested that Professor Kader' s letter should be read in public. The
Bureau thought that people present had read the letter and the point was proved by
rising of hands and that in any case all the points included in the letter were already
dealt with in the session. Professor Bryer suggested we should refer to the French
version in order to save time. Peter Schreiner defended

the translation

of

Featherstone but said he prefers to discuss the proposal in French anyway.

M. Kaplan expressed his objections as far as the second article was concerned
stressing the problematic terminology with reference to the 'affiliated organisations'
adding that there is a need of a French person with deep knowledge

of

jurisprudence. He also made a strong point about the fact that there should be a
hierarchy on what we term as affiliated organization as well as about the necessity of
economizing words. He concluded saying that there is an obvious danger of infinite
discussions.

Mrs. Pelekidou, Pedro Badenas and Helene Ahrweiler all proposed that the part of
the second article starting from 'pour. . . until the end should be omitted in order to
avoid troubles and misunderstanding.

Monseigneur Canart suggested that we

should define the members of the General Assembly on the grounds of their paying
the subscription fee to the AIEB. M. Kaplan stressed the difficulty of function of the
Bureau. Helene Ahrweiler suggested there should be associate members, honorary
members as well as others. In brief, there should be a hierarchy of members after the

article on the composition.There should also be explicitreference to the hierarchy of
members and hierarchy of committees. And added that the General Assembly
should be constituted by all members who pay their subscription and take part in the
Congress.
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Nancy Sevcenko raised a point about the way in which we are to recognize those
who have paid their subscription and the president answered that they may well
have cards of a certain colour and that in general we could follow the method of the
German Historical Association. A point was raised about the encouragement of
collaboration with other institutions and members. Discussion on the payment of
fees followed. "The discussion on the various problems ended with Professor
Schreiner' s suggestion of setting up a committee that will work on the project of the
statute and he proposed

apart from himself, the general secretary Professor

Evangelos Chrysos, the treasurer Cecile Morrisson and Michele Kaplan.

Discussion moved on to the last theme of the agenda that was the various themes.
Professor Sevcenko suggested there should be a complete list of the editions of the
Corpus Fontium in which the works under preparation should be included. Mrs.
Pelekidou stressed the point that we lack reports on the progress of editions under
preparation and it was suggested that the committees should work on that subject
collecting information from their members. It was also said that people should write
research proposals and send them to their national committees.

Next issue was the candidature of the country that will undertake the organization of
the Congress after 2006. Bulgaria and Turkey were proposed. V. Gjuzelev was also
positive about the prospect of having Bulgaria organizing the next Congress. Nerva
Necipoglu on behalf of the Turkish Committee said that this is an interesting
prospect, however she will have to discuss it with her colleagues in the Turkish
Committee.

A call for papers and book reviews for the periodical ByzantinoSlavica was made.

Professor Schreiner raised the point of the great financial crisis that affects German
universities and asked the participants of the Inter-Congres to sign a letter for the
revocation of the abolition of the chair of Christian Archaeologyat the University of
Greifswald.The letter includes a request for further action not to be taken in the field
of ByzantineStudies.

Discussion moved on to the organization of the 'Iournee Byzantine' in Australia in
August 2005.Karsten Fledelius said that he will participate but in another capacity
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rather than that of the representative of his national committee. Prof. Tapkova said
that a title for the day should be proposed. Monseigneur Canart, Evangelos Chrysos
and Elisabeth Jeffreys supported the view that this is the job of the Australian
committee and Elisabeth Jeffreys stressed the fact that it is a very dynamic one
though subject to limitations imposed by the research fields of the individual
researchers. Professor Chrysos said that the only thing we can do is to authorize
them to make a choice of subject. The case of Oslo was mentioned as an example
where someone from the AIEB helped with the organization but that case was
different since Paul Magdalino was there present, paid by the committee and ready
to help with the organization.

Mrs. Pelekidou thought that anyhow we may propose a theme that will fall within
the broader context of the thematic of the Congress. Monseigneur Canart stated that
he could participate in the Australian Conference financed by the Vatican. Professor
Schreiner proposed that he could communicate with the Australian committee
transmitting the views expressed at the Inter-Congres. He also suggested that Prof.
Chrysos could explore the possibility of participation of the AIEB members.

The discussion turned again on the topic of the statute with M. Kaplan making
remarks on the second article that refers to the structure of the AIEB according to
which the power and the authority of the various parts of the AIEB will be
determined. Then, the question of the role of the various committees in relation or
independently

of the Bureau was examined. Mrs. Pelekidou referred to the

experience of past years when all authority of decisionswas lying in the hands of the

committees. Th.or Sevcenko raised again the question of the General Assembly and
Professor Chrysos stated that we should consider as members of the General
Assembly only the representatives of the national committees and not all those
present at the Congress. Only those, he said, have the right to follow the meeting of
the General Assembly and to vote.

President Schreiner closed the meeting of the Inter-Congres saying that it was sure
that discussion could not be exhausted in such limited time. However, the message
of this Inter-Congres is the need to create sub-committees and to circulate
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suggestions, proposals and ideas as far as the various matters of the AIEB are
concerned.
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