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ANGLICAN/ROLAN CATFCLIC INTERVATIONAL COMMISSION

Third Ifeetinz - Windsor, lst - 8th September, 1971

SOME COMMENTS ON THE VENICE PAPERS
Conpiled by the Revd, Colin Davey

In the Tablet of January 16th, 1971 an anonymous
writer looked forward to the publication of the papers and acgked
some pertinent questions about what might be expected. Would
the Commission really tackle the problem of Authority in the
Church ? For 'the real crux comes over the asgent that we
are Cxpected to give to statements made by the Church ag our
teacher.' Would the Commission have anything to say about
Intercommunion and Orders ? And would Unity be seen as "the
presence in each country of a single local church, united in
full communion with other Churches throughout the world ?¢

In February the papers were published in Theology.
(Because of the postal strike their appearance in the Clergy
Review and One in Christ was delayed.)

The Editor of Theology welcomed the privilege of
publishing then as in itself an advance, and at the same time
noted the pace at wiich inter-church relations are progressing.

An Tditorial in The Tablet of February 6th stressed
the new character of the present situation which made publication
poseible at all, and which, in the papers themselves, led to
fresh approaches to old guestions. It welcomed the rejection
of polemical attitudcs, &iotedthat voth sides are asked to make
"what will certainly be thought of as concessione', Anglicang on
the Tetrine Office, Roman Catholics on the Bull Apostolicae Curae.

The Editor of the Clergy Review (February 1971) felt
that the papers were 'very thin', and hoped that the members of
the Commission would get 'a little tougher-minded'. He
emphagiged that if we are ever to arrive at Unity,' minds will
have to be changed. This is done not by a process of painless
convergence but by criticism, revision of judgments, conversion
and the asegent of faith.'

In One in Christ No. 2-3, 1971, Fr. John Coventry, S.Jd.,
welcomed the publication of the papers, and noted twith appreciation
the very large measure of agreement on important matters that
these ctatements express'. His criticisme will be included below
according to subject-matter, as will those of Fr. Michael Valsh, S.d.
who in the iionth for April 1971, commented that 'the Anglican-

Roman Catholic conversations proceed like a medieval disputation!

on thc sssumption that 'the two sides will progireseively narrow

the field of argument until the fundamental point of difference

has been revecaled.' Hec added that 'the decision to publish them

at all is perhaps more important than the content of the documents'.

These journals printed only one or two letters about
the papers in their later numbers - again the postal strike was
largely responsible. (Or were people happy to read, but not
stirred cnough to write ?) A letter in Theology 1in lay pointed
to the present signe that in Anglican-Roman Catholic relations
tsomething powerful is gestating'. 1In the Clergy Review for
July Pr. Henry St. John, 0.P. wrote that 'ecumenical progress
will only take place where each step is grounded in a force
of deep contemplative prayer, directed beyond human formulations
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of truth, which though necessary and important in our human
predicament, are not the object of prayer but rather only an

aid to it'. He welcomed above all the fact that the

Commizsion's findings were given 'together in Unity of heart!
rather than, as in the past, 'in isolation and perhaps antagonism'.

The Revd. Dr. Harry Smythe, following discussion of the
papers at the Anglican Centre in Rome, reported criticism of the
Commission's composition (why not include women, non-Europeang,
more Biblical theologians, more 'Frotestant' Anglicans )
exclusive attention to doctrinal subjecte, place of meeting
(why not Belfast ?), and ites assumption that "notional or
ideational unity is the primary pre-requisite for going on to
other thinge, in this case, 'full organic union't, Will the
Commigeion, he asked, assist the two churches in 'growing together'?
by the method of procedure adopted to date ?

The Venice papers have been, and will continue to be,
studied by National Anglican Roman Catholic Groups in all parte
of the world. What follows, however, is a bringing togethcr of
comments so far sent to the Anglican Secretary to the Commission,
from the South African Comnission (S.A.) the Joint Study Group
of Representatives of the Roman Catholic and Scottish Episcopal
Churches (8.), Lord Fisher of Lambeth (F.), the Society of the
Holy Cross (8.H.C.), and the published reviews mentioned above
by Fr. John Coventry (J.C.) and Fr. Michael Walsh (M.7.), together
with 2 review by the Revd. Douglas Carter, in Faith and Unity,
April 1971 (D.C.), who suggests that Anglican-Roman Catholic
dialogue needs the presence of the Orthodox, while Fr. iidichael Waleh
argues that “the t ird and absent partner, contemporary man in
hies indifference and unbelief? should be kept in mind, so that
members of the Commission might together "work out the relevance
for him of the Christian Faith today™.




l. CHURCH

It has been suggested (J.C.) that there is 'a very clear case
for a single, full introductory statement on ecclesiology, as a
preliminary to separate discussions of Authority, Minietry, and
Fucharist, on the foundations it provides.' Following this, and
the proposed pattern for Windsor 1971 that Authority and Ministry
should be discucsed as one subject these comments on the Venice
papers hove been arranged under three hecadings:

1. Church
2. Eucharist
3, Authority and Ministry

References to the published papers are by letter (4,E,M,) and
the number of the section in guestion.

Much attention has focussed on the various uses of the words
Church, Koinonia, Coumunion (4 1-4;5 7; 95 E 1-5; M 1~2), It is
claimed that confusion rcsults from this (J.C.), or that in
E 1-2 the only solid fact is that 'the Church is the ecclesia' (F.).
hat is meant by saving in E 3 that 'Church and communion are not
identical' ? (Sg. 7ould siumpler language give a clearer and less
prcjudiceprone picture than do technical terns like echismn,
magisterium, communion, etec. ? (S.)

ilore positively it is argued that it would be better %o
begin by saying that the inner focus of the Church's Unity is the
Trinity in Unity. This would show the weaknees of trcating
ecclesiology chiefly in terme of the Church's external structure.(D.C)
In any case to the three elements named in A 4 as 'constitutive
of a Church' should be added scripture, the life of holiness,
evangeliem, and other elements (J.C.). Or it could be stated that
HThe Church manifests iteelf as the community of believers,
covenanted together in Christ (1) by the faith professed by the
apostles, (2) by the Sacraments, (3) under the cversight of a
fully accepted apostolic ministry’. (S.4.)

Two writers go further than this by asking for a more
adequate ecclegiology "to express the rclation of 'vigible Churches'
to the Kingdom of Christ and to each other®. The first (J.C.)
suggeets that this may bc found, following the Deerce on Ecumenienm,
by congidering 'The One Church of Christ'! as a niddle term
between the totally heavenly and eschatological reality of the
Kingdom and thc vieible und historical reality of Church or Churches.
If this is done then Roman Catholics could agree that the One Church
of Christ existe in the world in a divided state, while also
wishing to assert that it cxiste most fully in the Roman Catholic
Church. Schism is within thc One Church of Christ, but the
Anglican Communion existe in schism from the vigible communion of
the Catholic Church. The second (M.7.) describes the Catholic
Church, like every other Chrietian ecclesial community, as 'a
pilgrim Church going forward under the guidance of the Spirit.

What distinzuishes the Roman Church from the Anglican Communion is
not simply the claim to be thc One Church of Chrict, the fulleest
affective, but etill imperfect, expression in history of that Unity
for which Christ prayed, but also the position within the Church
of the Bishop of Rome.' "hat secems to be wanted 1s an ecclesiology
that will do justice to 'the¢ One Chuwch of Christ', to the
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divisions between visible Churches, and to the claims of different
Churches to be adequatec, full, or 'the fullest possible' expression
of the Church of Christ. This is why A 2 provoked the comment

(F.) that 'the Church is one in iteelf' and A 9 was dismissed (S.A.)
as 'much too smug' together with the reminder (F.) that 'for us

the schism was a great liberation both for Church cnd for

Nation.' This is also why in E 13 it is suggested (S.A.) that

the Anglican view is better given in the wordss "Anglicans

believe that the Church existe in the world in a divided state.®

In the section on Church in E it has been suggested (S.A.)

that cection 4 should become scction 2; that section 2 should
begin: "Calling men to membership of a community, God demands
the recponse of faith and commitment'; that the second paragraph
of 2 "while it is agreed... Church and communion” and the
sentence "There arec degrees of Communion™ should be deleted;

and that fconmon® is better than “mutual” acceptance of the
Scriptures.

In A 1 it is suggested (S.A.) that the section should end
as follcws: "All that the Church believes and does derives its
meaning from an immediate reference to Him. He is the prime agent
in the Church's saving actions, notably Baptism and the Eucharist.
He it is in whom the Bible finds ite focus and fulfilment and it
iz the authority of His worl that the believing community finds
there,"

In M 1 (P. and S.A.) a specific reference to baptism is
needed after the words Veacramental incorporation into Christ."




2. LUCHARIST

Sacrifice (Z.IT 1-4) The question of the relation of the Eucharist
TS Thrist's Sacrifice wag raised by several writers.
Two of “hem argucd that Hebrews and Catholic Theology
teach that (J.C.) "Christ explated or cleanced our =ins
by pouring his blood on the heavenly sanctuary...

The Resurrcebion in its ascension aspect is intcgral

to the Sacrifice... This makes it poseible to see

the Zucharist as the sacrament of Christ's sacrifice,
in which Christ exercices not his over-and-donc—with

pricethood but his eternal priesthood.” Through

Resurrcction and Asceneion 1M.W.) Christ's sacrifice

became an eternal one. It is then stated (J.C.)

that F II 3 faile +to assimilate the resurrection and

go fails also 'to lay the proper foundation for the

Fucharietic doctrine of E IT 4 and 8!, Furthcrnore

19t was precisely the tendency on both sides to regard
hrist's eacrifice as terminating at the Croes, and
therefore once-for-all in the past, that made it
imposegible for Trotestarnts to sce how the Tucharist could
be its sacramental exiression without secming to rcpeat
it or add to it.' The solution liee in sceing Christ's
amcrifice as "once-for-all as a heavenly cvent, as an
eternal cvent, and not merecly as an event in past

history.” This will uake 1t posegible in E.II 8 to

2dd that "we sce the Eucharist as the memorial of

Christ's historical and eternal gelf-offering.”

The Coimission is invited (8.) to exzlore
agrecuent on the naturc of the Tucharistic sacrifice
as a sacrament of the sacrifice of Calvary, pointing
to a res et sacramentum viz. the sncrificial flesh and
blood of Cnrist, really present under the sign of his
celf-giving at the Last Suwuper. It i also stressed
(3.) that in the Eucharist the reality of Christ's
soving work is present, as well zg the cficcts of
Calvary. (Are these perhaps personal and impersonal
ways of describing the same thing ?)

Passover (B II 2 & 8) One writer (F.) questions 'how far should the
FTuoharist always now be cclcbrated ccnesciougly in the
context of the Passover 7' Another (:1.77.) doee not
scec o solution in the Biblical analogics the Commission
recommendg. It is =2sked (F.) whether morce attention
should be given to the teaching of the Troyhcts and to
the ingights of Hebrows concerning the 'new and living
way'. One iz reminded of thec reiark of the Greeck
Orthodox theologian Savvas Agourides that “the disciples
doc not adjust Jesgus to thelr Jewish prceuppesitions
and expectations, but adapt the latter to the recality
which is called Jesue." It ie alego felt (s.) that a
clecarcr statenent is needed of (a) the Jewish conccept
of ‘memorial® (Premembering’ is preferred by S.h.,
who also wish #in the light of Hebraic usage® to replace
in the light of the 01 and New Tcetauents.”) and
(b) its Christian application to the Eucharistic presence
~nd the Fucharistic sacrifice. S.4A. would also like
the rcetoration in E.II 8 of paragraphs 2 and 5 of
scetion II of their original draft, taince the terus
Myseterion and gacranentun have contributed to the
cxprecasion of the Tuchoriet in sacrificila terms.!

Priesthood (E.II 4) Tt ie claincd (F.) that this seems to make
fhrict the solec clebrant, and docs not do justice to
the priest celebrating, or concelebrating with Christ,
not as an 'alter Christus' but with the authority
committed to him. There should also (S.) be more said
tman thce reference toc “particular liturgical functions"




gince thies could apply cqually to Presbyterian Church
order, and the phrase Ythe whole Church sharce Christ's
pricsthood® nceds further explanation if the impression
ig not to be given that there ig only Christ'e priesthood
and the priesthood of a2ll believers.

11t is Christ who proclaims forgiveness of
our cing ond identifies us with hiz perfect obediance®
is preferred (S.4.) to the sentence "It ie Christ...
grace o amend.”

Fucharist (E.ITI 5-7) The etatement in E,II 5 that "in the Fucharist
The Church becomes most intesely itself® is questioned
(F.), because it is felt thet the intensity depcnds on
the degree in which the community are worshipping in
epirit and in truth. In the final sentence of 5 it is
suggested (5.A.) that a better statement is "offers
Hingelf for, with, and to hie people”. In 6 (S.) the
word "foretaste! needs amplifying, and for consistency's
sake ES.A.) the Biblical reference ghould be omitted.
In 7 (S.A.) 'Synaxis! should be omitted and after
racceptable term! should be added: ‘'since all are
agreed that the giving of thanks over bread and wine
constituted a basic theme in all primitive Christian
liturgies.'

Presence (Z.II 10) A distincticn is called for (S.) between the
Tact of Christ's presence (and so of the Eucharistic
chrnge) ornd the philosophical explanation of the how
of that presence and change. For it is felt (S. and S.4.)
that the renlity of the change neced not divide, while
the philosophical explanation of the change is a mnatter
for spcculation not faith. Furthermorec Transubstantiation
as a philcsophy ie not entailed by Transubstantiation
as a doctrine. Compare paragraph II 2c¢ of the Lutheran-
Roman Catholic Statement on the Eucharist (A./R.C.I.C.
31D)., It is felt (S.A.) that the point is expreesed
better in their original paragraph II 8. Another
suggestion (M.7.) is that referecnce should be nmade to
Vatican II's words about thz prcsence of Christ in the
person of hig minister, in the proclaimed word, and in
the assembly of the faithful gathered in hie name.

Fucharistic Practice (E.III) It is pointed out (S.A.) that the natter
undcer ‘Spccial Intentions® in their original draft has
been omitted and should be retained, together with the
further nmatter there about "Reservation.”

Intercommunion (E.IV) Thie should be added as a subjcct for Future
work (S.A.) In the section se it stands criticisnm is
nade (J.C.) of being content with two official statements
at variancc with one ancther. It would be better,
it is s=aid, to state openly that the main blockage
to even limited progrecss over reciprocal communion is
the question of Anglican orders. It is encouraging
.7.) if the reference in A 18 to 'mutual agreenent
on a nrofession of faith' as a pre-condition for
cormunicatio in sacris is a hint that thie may well be
achieved. But it should be rcmembered that Huntercombe
pointcd out that agreemcnt and divergence often cut across
the line of divieion between the two Churches. What
arc the implications for 'an agrced profession of faith'
of the fact thet Cardinal Ottaviani and Fr. Schillebecckx
arc both in communion with Tope Paul ? Finally,
the Cormigeion is rerminded (F.) thot the 1968 ILambeth
Confzrence resolution referrecd to has no authority
of itself, and the passagc quoted came originally from
the Report of a Commission wiaich was not accepted by
the Convocations,




Authority and

3, AUTHORITY AND MINISTRY

Tnfallibility (A 8, 12, 16, 17)

The Papacy (A

On the Infallibility of Papal Definitions (4 8)
one writer (D.C.) feels that it is held that the
Church's asscnt indicates whether a decision may be
infaliible. Jnother (J.C.) is puzzled by the statement
that 'the Church's consent is not congtitutive of the
truth of the defined doctrine.! He would prefer that
it should be said that such ccefinitione arec known tc be
truc because they are papelly defined and nct because
of the Church's subseguent consent.

some Anglicans (S.H.C.) do speak of the
infallibility of the Church 2 well as its indefectibility.
Others would ask (#), has the Church of Ingland any
doctrine of the indefectibility of the Church Militant ?
I+ should bec added, asg was clear at a reccent mceting in
London of Sub-Commissions of the Roman Catholic
Feumenical Commission for England and Tales and of the
Archbishop of Canterbury's Commission on Roman Catholic
Relations, that some Anglicans want to guestion all
cleime to infallible authority. They feel that
Christiang are wrong to scek an infallible authority
in Popec or Bible or Church, and even more £0 te claim
that they hove found it.

Tt ie aleo argued (F.) that the teaching office
of thc Church is normally cxercised through nany grafes
of tecachers all teaching in their own right and with
their own pereonal authority, cven if it ig a delegated
suthority. In vicw of thig, it is added (7.C.) that
~s the teaching function of Christ is given to the
wiiole Church, the tcaching office of the College of
Bishops can only be properly undceretood within thie
shared gift in a dcfining and authenticating capacity.

Tn A 16 more is needed (S.4.) on the 'hierarchy
of truths!, if what is nmcant ig that those truths
which are cleerly contained in Scripturc should be
regarded ag being the fundamental truths in any
hicrarchical conception of truths.

Oon A 17 can we say (I'.) that for Full
Comrmnion igs required a Harmony of Doctrines rather than
a Unification of Theologies 7

5, 8, 11, 13=14; 1 10-14)

The Papacy (li.%.) is the central problem.
It ncede to be sccn within a thoroughly worked~out
ecclceiology. It is regretted that none of the Venice
documents digcuse the conflicting cpinione about it
cxhaustively. It is also felt (J.C. & M.7.) that in
L 8 the real issuc is not faced, namely the nature of
the Pope's reeponsibility (and thercfore authority)
and the sort of legal cxypregsion or definition (if
any) it would nced %o have 1n 2 unitcd Church. It 1is
said (J.C.) to be unfortunate that the R.C. vicw of
potestaten ordinariam ¢t imnedintan (which should (S.A.)
be cither explained or omitted) is statcd firet, and
then followed (A 12-14) by a more positive ané cncouraging
explanation of the real meaning of the papacy which ise
cnid tc be 'the Anglican view! as if it were not held
by Roman Catholics, It would algo have been better to
say (D.C.) that the problens surrounding the cmergence
of monarchical episcopacy at Rome arc on a level with
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problems of other “tunnel periods® in the history of
Christian origins., More positively, it is suggcsted
(D.C.) that the insighte of the carly church would lead
Anglicans to focus not con 1870 but on the papal office
ag it wae before the dominance of a "universal”
ecclesiology and development of the papacy's political
role. They might thcen recognise that the Tetrine
legney ie inherited corporately by the faithful, :
collegially by the cpiscopate, and personally by the
Bighop of Rome.*

In A IT it has been suggested (S.H.C.) that
the sccond paragraph on “the Petrine Officc® should
begin "Some/many Anglicans believe® but that the
views of "other Anglicans like us" should also be
ncntioned, since "we do belicve that the Pope is the
successor of St. Pcter and that he doce inherit the
wrerogatives that were assigned to St. Peter by our
Tord as rccorded in the Sceripture. 7e hold that the
Anglican Church has never officially denicd the
spiritual primacy of the Pope, but only his claim in
the past to a tcmporal principality.f

In 4 1% "many ‘nglicene would arguc® night be
replaced (8.4.) by #they arc rcpresent.tive of a
growing body of opinion within the Anglican Communion®,

Some Anglicans howcver would arguc d@iffcrently.
For not only is it felt (¥,) that thc Roman Catholic
idca of collcgiality (A 13) is not an Anglican idca,
but that if it ie legitimate for Roman Catlolics to
gtrese prinus inter pares, than Anglicans can emphasgise
primus Intcr parcs. It is also questioned (F.) whecther
the Church of England or the Anglican Communion know
anything at all of a “Preesidcnt of the Council of
Bichops® with a epccial cigrity and voice or with a
cspecial patcrnal authority. The Archbishop of
Canterbury has a patcrnal voice but his authority
has diminished since he is nc longer an Lrchbishop
presiding over his fellow diocesan bishops of the
inglican Communion but onec Archbishopd and Metropolitan
among many. A elightly differcnt suggeetion is nade
by S.A. that 'President of the Council of Bishops!
applice now to the separste provinces of the Anglican
Comrmunion, and this should be stated cxplicitly.

In i 10 it is suggestcd (S.A.) that the second
sentence should rends "Anglicans commonly question
whether the Roman bishops are the historical succesegors
of Teter, ond whether he in fact exercised a digstinctive
office which wag transmigsible.® 4 II (a) end (b)
both require furthcer clucidation and rcfcrences.

I+ is further statecd (F.) with refcrence to
A 14 that "the only focus of unity in the Church
iilitant or thc Church liystical is Chriet Himsclf.
There never has been o vieible focus of final
authority for the whole Church Militont. Even 3t. Peter
wog never that." By contrast ancther writer (J.C.)
nsks: Is not the papncy as a focus of unity in a united
Church thc whole point ? 4And is it not fruitful to
approach the papacy in terme of an cfficaciocus sign or
sacramcnt of unity? Tith this a resolution of the
South African Cormission in Deccmber 1969 agrecs:
7¢ look forward to o reunion of Christcendonm having
its necessary ccentrcec and focus in the primccy of the
sce of Rome with which 211 Christians would bc 1n
comrunion, and which, frecd from clcments that have
obscured ite true naturce and significance, would
cxprese the Kingehip of Christ and the unity of the
pecople of God.*"




Ministry (A 3, M 3-9)

A better opening statement on ninistry in
A 3 would be (S.A.) - "The apostolic ministry given
by the Lord, serving the preaching and sacramental
1ife of the Church, is meant to be an ixportant gign
of unity and a mcans of decepening it." Others ccmment
that 1 requircs (J.C.) a clear statcment on the
primacy of secrvice of God over scrvice of the Church
or the world. That M 3 should at least mention
cervice of God (S.A.) and thet the impression ghould
not be given that the Church, but not the world, is
the 'ephere of God's salvation'. It is also asked
what 'simplicity of scrvice' memns (S.A.).

Two different approaches to ministry are
suggested. The firet (D.C.) begins with thc local
congrcgation, the cucharistic community, as a
ranifestation of the Church in ite fulneess. 'The
dietinctive role of the priest is to presidc in the
cucharietic sssenbly. TFrom this rolc flowe his
pastoral rceponsibility 1o proclain the word and to
cxereisc pastoral carc both within the agsenbly and
beyond it.! The sccond (F.) writcs that thc pattern
of wministry sct by Christ himsclf ie entirely pcrsonal
and postoral. This pattern is fundanental to the life
of the Church and every “ninistry® within it.

In 1 4 and 5, apart froi criticising an cxcceegive
usc of the word 'speeial', it is argucd (S.A.) that
the place of the Church in the call to the ministry
nccdg crphasising., 'Fron within' scems to ne lecect
the work of ninistry outeide the congregation (S.4.)
t"""n o7 the Church ' eiasic of slcriszlien S...). 4And
the irpregeion that the 'eccrificial 1if.!' is for clersy
only should bc rcwoved by ~d2ing "pioneering witness" or
a gimilar phrase.

Tn 1 9 it is felt (S.A.) that thrce guestions
that requirc an answer are avoided: 1. Thether any
authority is veeted by Christ in the whole pcople of
God. (we think it is). 2. 7hat the relation is
betmecn thie authority and that of the crlaine?
ministry. 3. Thether the apostolic succcesion rcfcrs
to the wholc Church or only an ordaincd group within
the Church.

Anzlican Orders (M 15-17)

#The Roman Catholic reader squirme to read the
cxplanation of doctrinal devclopment in 17 16. It
counds so ruch like saying, 'we arc rcady to chonge
our tunc if our face can be saved', e should be

. ready to change if the former tunc struci: folse notce.
Can it not be =aid, the new gituation domandg a new
policy, and a new foctrinal undcrstanding le meking
previocus theologicnl positions sccll incrcasingly
inadcquatc, without any doctrince of f2ith bcing
gucstioned.™ (J.C.)

Other writers (S...) cell for a firmer
ctaterient that Avostolicac Curac ies not an irreversible
dognatic document ond that the theological presuppositions
and historicol judgments it is bascd on arc nowadays
being seriocusly rc-cxanined. If thie is so, there is
no need for theological developnment sincc then to bc
consistent with the assunptions of 1896, but it should
be etated rathor thet this developnent has scrved to
call these nesunptions into gucetions
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The guestion of Anglican orders should (5.) be
facel ng the onc great obstacle to Intecrconmunicn,
and from thc prcsent situation, not just historically.
The Gomigsion iteclf should (J.C.) tackle the question
of the transnission of orders and ministry rother than
csscrt the necd of its being tackled. Attention ghould
bc given to the two booke by J. J. Hughes (S.H.C.)
"whose reappraisal of Anglican Orders scens to us to
be conclusive,” and (S.A.) to a papcr on inglican Orders
by Pr. Jerome Smith 0.P., written for the South African
Comnmiseion. And in place of the final sentencce of M 17
which ig (S.A.) "wrapped in the cloak of ite own
saeurity’ a positive rcference could be nadc to Pope
oults recent ceseription of the jAnglican Church as
“our beloved Sister Church® and the inplications of
this phrasc,

Finally, it is argued (J.C.) that the basic
rucstion posed by the title of the third of the Venilce
rapers has not been faced: Vhat is the rclation of
Church cnd Ministry ¢ Ie ninietry to bc recognized
in so fTar as a Church is recognized to be an adequate
cmbodinent of the One Church of Christ, or vice versa 7




