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Our parish is diverse and large, consisting of about 700 people. We 

(Sophia and John-Paul) have found this time of listening to the Holy Spirit and 

to each other a pleasure and a challenge. Producing the following brief 

summary of such fascinating discussions has been no easy matter.  

Using the 10 questions in the table on the following page we (Sophia and 

John-Paul) tried to capture the major themes which emerged during five face-

to-face meetings (‘n’ refers to the number of participants; n1 = 24; n2 = 10; n3 = 

6; n4 = 4; n5 = 16), two online meetings (n6 = 20; n7 = 5), a paper (n8 = 20) and 

online questionnaire (n9 = 19), and many informal conversations. Helen kindly 

made transcripts of the first face-to-face meeting and the online meeting which 

are available on request from the delegates. We then shared these themes in 

alphabetical order with fellow parishioners, asked them to put this list in order 

of priority (for them), and invited comment on the themes and on this process 

(n10 = 46). We used software to merge the parishioner priority lists into one 

ranked list (please see the endnote for details). The following table of questions 

therefore captures, we hope, many of the themes of importance to us in our 

parish in descending order of priority to us. 

We have done our best to make this listening process inclusive and to 

give opportunities to all to contribute but acknowledge that we as delegates 

have much to learn about how to prepare for a Synod. We apologise to all who 

feel we have missed something of importance and/or who are unhappy with the 

way we led this consultation or with this summary document. We welcome 

comments, questions, and feedback on this process and this document. 
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Questions presented to parishioners to order Mean rank order 

1. What can we learn from other churches and faiths? 7.2  

(most important) 

2. How should we respond to the climate crisis? 7.0 

3. How can we reach out to those who have left our 

community? 

6.0 

4. How and when should the role(s) of women in our 

church change? 

5.9 

5. How can we respond to the needs of people in a 

diverse community like ours? 

5.7 

6. How can our church become more inclusive? 5.2 

7. How can we best prepare for the future as the 

number of priests falls? 

4.9 

8. How can we develop our liturgies, formations, 

understandings of scripture, and our spiritual lives? 

4.7 

9. How can our church become more welcoming, 

particularly for the marginalised and isolated? 

4.5 

10. How can children and young people be better 

supported in our church? 

3.9 

(least important) 
 

Parishioners were also asked on the parish consultation feedback form 

to show the extent to which they thought the themes above captured what they 

would like to contribute to the Synod in 2023 (‘1’ indicated ‘very badly’ and ‘10’ 

‘very well’). The average (arithmetic mean) was 7.5 (n10 = 40; 6 blank 

responses), indicating that out of the parishioners who responded to this 

question most considered the themes they had been presented with captured 

well what they wished to contribute to the synodal process. 

 Parishioners were asked on the parish consultation feedback to say what 

theme, if any, they considered was missing from the ten questions above. From 

the responses to that question (n = 20), our notes from meetings and informal 
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conversations, and the paper and online questionnaire, we (Sophia and John-

Paul) have summarised the following twenty-one additional themes presented 

in alphabetical order: 

11. How can we address questions of sexuality, family planning and 

contraception? 

12. How can we continue to adjust parish life in the face of and after the Covid-

19 pandemic? 

13. How can we cultivate parish evangelisation? 

14. How can we develop meaningful roles for young people in our parish? 

15. How can we develop the involvement of the laity in the parish (including in 

spiritual direction)? 

16. How can we encourage openness to change and to constructive criticism in 

our community? 

17. How can we be more welcoming & get to know each other better? 

18. How can we support divorced members of our community better? 

19. How can we support LGBTQ+ members of our community better? 

20. How can we support victims of sexual abuse, address the sexual abuse 

scandals in our Church responsibly, and strengthen safeguarding 

procedures where necessary? 

21. How can we thank and support our parish priests, deacons, staff, and 

volunteers? 

22. How should concerns over the new translation of the Mass and the way it 

was introduced be addressed? 

23. How should music and art feature in parish life? 

24. How should we address ‘culture wars’ in the Church? 
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25. How should we engage with local schools, colleges, and universities? 

26. How should we support members of our parish who are vulnerable and/or 

isolated (particularly the elderly, ill, or disabled)? 

27. How should we use live streaming in the parish? 

28. Should priests be allowed to marry? 

29. Should we reinstate more Latin in the Mass? 

30. Should Catholicism become more liberal or more traditional? 

31. Should women be allowed to be Deacons and/or Priests? 

We (Sophia and John-Paul) think that it is obvious that parishioners in a 

diverse parish like ours will not agree about the answers to all of the questions 

in this summary document. A draft of this present summary document was 

discussed at the PCC on 22/11/21. We (Sophia and John-Paul) suggest that 

debate and disagreement can be healthy aspects of community life. We hope 

and pray that the dialogues that started during this consultation may continue. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sophia and John-Paul  

synodstthomas@gmail.com 

Endnote: we used a Friedman’s ANOVA on SPSS to test the hypothesis that participating parishioners would have equal mean 

ranks across the ten questions they had been asked to order (i.e., from most important to least important). Had the null hypothesis 

been perfectly true the mean ranks would have been all the same with a value of exactly 5. However, as can be seen in the table 

there is some variability (e.g., the theme of most importance to us, ‘What can we learn from other churches and faiths’ had a 

mean rank of 7.2, and that which had least importance, ‘How can children and young people be better supported in our church’ 

had a mean rank of 3.9). There was a lot of variability in ranking for each question, however there is some consistency in the 

results such that we have a null hypothesis that has been rejected. The Chi-Square is 47.154 with 9 degrees of freedom. p = 

<0.001 (so less than 0.05). Hence the null hypothesis of equal mean ranks has been rejected. There does appear to be some 

consistency which would suggest that participants (n = 46) do agree to some extent about what is most important and least 

important in the list of questions. Regarding the effect size, Kendall’s W shows 0.125, so 12.5% of the variability in the ranks has 

been accounted for by the statements that have been tested. So, there is still a lot of variability (i.e., 87.5% of the variability the 

participants do not agree upon, which is a substantial amount). Nevertheless, the null hypothesis has been rejected. We (Sophia 

and John-Paul) have done our best with this analysis, but neither of us is an expert in statistics. The SPSS file, which includes 

the anonymised data, is available on request from us (synodstthomas@gmail.com). Feedback and/or corrections are welcome. 


