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Synthesı1s of the Responses
of TtNOdCdOX uUurc  es
the Lıma Document

»Baptısm, Euchariıst and INIStry«
Geor210s [Setsis, Geneva

Introductory remarks

It 1S eneral TINOdOX understandıng that the 1ma document Baptısm, Eucharist
and Miınıistry 1S Tar the MOST Ser10us WCOCC contrıbution the ecumenıcal

and probably the MOST inclusıve ecumenı1cal theologıca CVGT produc-
ed Dy the al and er Commıiss1on.

As the inter-orthodox Preparatory Commıiss1ıon of the Holy and Great Councıl of the
Orthodox Church (Chambesy, 5 R ebruary recognized »the OCUumMen Bap-
tısm, Eucharıist and Miınıstry IS significant ecumenı1cal document of maJjor theologıca
CONVEISCNCC, 1 CXPICSSCS experiıence openıing NCW stage In the hıstory of the
Ecumenical Movement«!.

The TtNOdOX Church has CVCILY 1CaSON reJo1ce wıth BEM, for it 15 the fruınt of
ecumenı1cal 1alogue In 16 che actıvely particıpated rıg from the beginnıing and
brought her posıtıve contribution In the realm of ecclesi0logy“. As Wıllıam Lazareth
1ghtly stated, »the ıma text 1S lıkely the MOStT Orthodox-inspired document CVCTI produc-
ed Dy the Or Councıl’s al and er Commission«>?, and ASs such fulfilled the ()P:
thodox claım that al and order, doectrine and worshıp dIC al the vCLIy heart of
cles1astıcal 1fe and ecumenıical activıty“.

It SOCS wıthout sayıng that BEM does NOT pretend be 16  S ecumenıcal confession
of al three basıc sacraments of the Church Nor cshould AaNYONC A4SSUuMme ıt 18 credal

BEM 15 NOTL CVCI »document, d ıt 1S often consiıdered, Ior, 4S the
teXxi itself points OuL, »Tull CONSCHNSUS Can only be proclaımed after the urches reach the

Document »L he Orthodox Church and the Ecumeniıcal Movement«, 1ın Episkepsıis, ] prı 1986,
D.'9

Nissiotis. The meanıng of Reception 1n elatıon {[O the results of Ecumenical 1alogue the basıs of the
1' and er Document »Baptısm, Eucharıst and inıstry«, In Limourıs Vaporis (ed), Orthodox
Perspectives Baptısm, Eucharıist and Ministry, al and er Holy Cross Orthodox Press
(1985)

W. Lazareth. Holy Trinıty and Holy Tradıtion: Orthodox contrıbution {O »Baptısm, Eucharıst and Minıistry«,
In adımıiır s Theologıca) uarterly, vol. 2/ (1983), p:291

I. Hopko. The Lıma Statement and the Orthodox, In Vladımıir"s Theologıica uarterly, vol.2/ (1983)
p. 281
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pomint of lıving and actıng together In Unity«<. BE  Z 1s SImply document, In 16
1v1ided Chrıstians after centuries of estrangement, hostilıty and mutua|l 1gnorance, AL

seekıng spea. together essentilal aSpEeCTIS of eccles1al HIe. namely baptısm,
eucharıst and ministry®. It 1s the Outcome of OVCT half CeENLUrYy of theologıca debate
wıthın the Ecumenıical Movement, in 16 INalıy urcnes and 1801 them MOoOst of the
TINOdOX urches, fIrom 1977 onwards, inaugurated discuss1ions the nature of the
Church, the minıstry and the Ssacraments As Alexandros paderos puts it. »BEM has
W UD wıth the ecumenı1cal Camle maturıty wıth ıt, and seeks only

the wıtness, the ervıce human beings and humanıty, and
pPromote 1sıble unıity«'.
It 1S wıthın thıs CONTLEXT of promoting the unıty of the Church that al] the TIANOdCdOX

member urches of the WCC, through INanıy of theır dıstınguıished theologıans, Dal-
tiıcıpated In the elaboratıon of thıs text And ıt 15 under thıs partiıcular angle that INanYy
of them dIC 110  S evaluatıng the 1ma (EXT: considering ıt d indıspensable instrument
of lalogue, helping the Dy the dıvıded Christendom of the ullness of the
Apostolıc al and TIradıtion.

The Inter-Orthodox Sympos1ium BEM OLY Cross TINOdOX School of eOl0og2y,
Boston, 11—18 June after havıng thoroughly debated the ıma [EXT,; urge. the
TINOdCdOX urches espond respons1bly the invıtatıon of the al and er ( öM-
mM1SS10N, maınly for the Iollowıng CaJdsSsons

»a Because here dIC concerned wıth atter of al and it has been the 1N-
sistence of the TIANOCdOX Urcnes for SOTIILIC time that the or Councıl of urches
cshould focus ıts attention especılally questi1ons of faıth and unıty;

Because the TINOdOX have ully partıcıpated In the preparatıon of the IeXT irom
the beginnıing and made substantıal contrıbution ıt:

Because it 1S ımportant-to have the of al the TINOdOX urcnhes and not
Just SOIMNC of them«©®.

To date several TINOdOX Churches? reacted the ıma texti DYy sendıng the al
and er Secretarıat theır OIl1IcC1a TCSPONSCS. NoO ou that the urchnes WEIC free

Iääptism, Eucharıst and Mınıstry, al and er document WCC, (Jeneva (1982) D:IX
epDO of the Interorthodox Symposium Baptısm, Eucharıiıst and Miınıstry, In Limourtis Vaports (ed)

cıt 160
A. Papaderos Baptısm, Eucharıst, inıstry ome oughts reception, ın The Ecumenıical Review,

VOoO. (1984)
Limourtis Vaporis ed) Op. Cıt. 161
The Orthodox urches 1C| hıs present mMmoOoment sent theır OITiC1a| ITCSDONSCS the al and er

Secretarıat ATe the followıng: Ihe Ecumenical Patrıarchate, the Patrıarchates of Alexandrıa, of MOSCOW, of
Bucharest, and of ofla, and the Church of Fınland Ihe Church of Greece 9(018081° the WCC that, the
mendation of specıal theologıcal Commiuttee 1C) tudiıed the BE  z (EXL: decıdet NOL {[O repIYy, considerıing
hat the WOCC 0€Ss NnOT ave the constitutional ng {O confer ıth the urches, by essentially becomıng iıtself

»Super-Church« (Pleroforı1a, NS June 1986, 18) Wıthout passıng Judgement thıs dec1s10n, ONEC has
remark, however, hat BE  z :elated tudıes made DYy distinguished members of the above mentioned

theologıca commiıttee eidas, Baptısm, Eucharıst, inıstry Orthodox evaluatıon Oof the WCOCC CX
INn KOo1lnon1a, October December 1985, 457 2267 lın Greek]; Konidaris, The Miınıstry Amt, Athens,
1986 [ın Greek]; Kalogirou, Introductory the Chapter Baptısm of the Lıma [G6XI.: In Theologıa,
vol (1985), 7719—7199 [ın Greek]), contaıned rather exhaustive presentation of Orthodox pOos1ıt1ons whiıch,
nclude«ı ıIn repIy, WOU reatly help the ongoıng BE  z debate
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aCCept the L[EXT; alter ıt, vOo1lce specıfic wıshes OT CVCIMN reject ıt However, d Alexan-
dros Papaderos pertinently remarked, »they WOU dısplay INCONSIStENCY only 11 they
ecıded 1gnore the ıma text completely!«". Therefore, after genulne ecumenı1cal
effort of INAaNY decades and full iınvolvement In the elaboratıon of the 1ma (eXT: it Wäds>

LLOTIC than normal for the Orthodox urches the document, 91VINg, In thıs
WdY, evidence of theır determıinatıon continue the ecumenı1cal debate wıthın the WCOCC
and promote Chrıstian unıty.

In 1ts the WCC the Ecumenıical Patriıarchate dıd NOTL into etaıled
analysıs of the three chapters of BEM, but the basıs of the dogmatıc teachıng of the
TIANOdOX Church, and partıcularly In the 1g of eccles10logy, made eneral SULVCY and
evaluatıon of ıt a  ng constructively er1itical posıtion, Constantınople hıghlıghte: the
document, considerıng ıt d OIlC of the MOStT s1gnıficant achlevements of the WCC ıIn the
promotion of the ecumenı1cal lalogue fundamental 1SSUES wıth regard the Chrıstian
al and the unıty of the Church The Patrıarchates of Alexandrıa, MOSCOW, Bucharest
and ofla, d ell d the TINOdOX Church of Fiınland the other hand, after eneral
preambule, recogn1zıng the ımportance of BEM in the ecumenı1cal debate, proceeded wıth
the evaluatıon of each of the chapters separately.

The followıng lınes dIC attempt summarıze these ICSDONSCS.

General considerations

In almost al the FESPONSCS rece1ved, the document 15 generally consıdered be 1MM-
portant texi of converging theologıca VIEWS for 1C the al and er Commıissıon
cshould be partıcularly raised. For the Ecumenıical Patrıarchate., the VELY fact that BEM
»CMCIBCS« from the work of rthodox, Protestant and Oman AMONE theolog1ans 1s
posıtıve and encouragıng S12N, proving that despite the existing dıvergences, urcnhnes and
theır theologıans aTic In posıtion conifer wıth each other and act together COI-

LLION g0al, such N the unıty of the Church Satıated Dy discuss1ions IC have lasted for
INanYy wıthout allıy results, the Ecumenıical Movement 1$ searchıng oday
for the DYy C 1vided Christendom 111 1ts inner CT1SIS 1n order
face the secularızed WOr. iıtself torn Dy socılal, eCONOMIC, polıtical and rac1ı1al distur-
bances. 15 precisely al thıs veCLY crıitical OoOment of WOT. hıstory that the 1ma dOocu-
ment trıes rıng 11C  S dynamıc breath nto the of the Church and of the WOT.
It al Oment when the Ecumenıical Movement trıes dıscover lıyvıng eology
In order the unıty of the Urc In thıs respecl, BEM, accordıng the
Patrıarchate of Alexandrıa, constitutes dıaconal ervıice of the WCC ıts member
urches, for it reveals that theır etting closer together and theır agreement INaNnYy
poıints concerning the three sacraments Call be possible *.

A. Papaderos Op. CI
Ecumenıical Patrıarchate.
Patrıarchate of Alexandria.
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The Patriarchate of Bucharest cons1ıders that the 1ma (exXT constıitutes workıng docu-
ment contaınıng certaın theologica. CONVEISCNCCS and openıng WdYy> for 1IC'  S possı1ibıilıties
for 1alogue and ope  Y for CONSCHSUS The theologıca basıs of BE  Z Compared
Prev10US WCOCC documents 1S much richer and LLOTC nuanced. Therefore, it facılıtates and
stimulates the theologıca lalogue al al] levels The document 15 usefu basıs for diıscus-
S10N the three SacramentSs, for it 1S clear that Baptısm, Eucharıist and Miınıstry, together
wıth the other sacraments dIC the basıc elements of the teachıng of the Church and 938 her
charısmatic Liıfe® However, d the Patrıarchate of Ol1a remarks, OIMNC has bear In
mınd that the 1ma document 15 favourable prerequıisıte only for further theologıca
work the three sacraments*.

The key posıtıon of the sacramental eology In the document, 16 recogn1zes Bap-
tısm, Eucharıst and Miınıstry d central elements of the Apostolıc al and Tradıtion, 15
apprecılated Dy the Finnısh TtAOdCdOX Church, Tor all three constitute fundamental CXDICS-
S10NS of the 1fe and wıtness of the Church Apprecı1atıon 1S also expressed about the fact
that wıthın the Ecumenıical Movement BE  Z In certaın return the
apostolıc and patrıstic hınkıng of the UTrC.  9 for ıt 15 thıs ground of the teachıng
of the OMNC undıvıded Church that Church unıty should be realized'®. However, the
Ecumenıical Patrıarchate remarks, the text d ıt stands 1O  S Cannot poss1ıbly CADICSS the
fullness of the al of the One, Holy, atholıc and Apostolıc Church wıth 16 the Or-
thodox Church identifies Erse

The Patrıarchate of MoOsScow 1s of the opınıon that the 1ma document includes
everythıng that theologı1ans representing maJor confessions and theologıcal tradıtions of
dıvyvıded Christendom have succeeded ın Mindıng mutually acceptable »theologıca C
ment« Baptısm, Euchariıst and Mınıistry. However the tex{i should NOtL be consıdered
d »  C  «  9 ıt does not represent full agreement In faıth, experıence of 1fe and
lıturgical practice. BE  z 1S only of OpPIN10NS shared by of theologıans,
whose theologıcal CONVEISCIICC the three Sacramen(ts, does NOTL constitute sufficiıent
basıs for posing 10  S the question of restoratiıon of the eucharıstıc COoMMUNI1ON and
tellowshıp between the hurches'!® Indeed, as the Ecumenical Patriıarchate underlınes,
an Yy attempt proceed, the basıs of BEM, towards intercommunılo0n 0)1 CVECN

eucharıstıc hospitalıty, wıthout Iulfiıllıng all the prerequıisıtes for such CommunI10n, WOU
be premature”.

Given the nature of the (0) 8 Councıl of urches d kolnon1a of urches called
work towards »the goal of 1sıble unıty In ON al and in ONC eucharistic fellowshıp

expressed In worshıp and 1n COININON 1fe In Christ«, ONC m1g ask what extent

Patrıarchate of Bucharest.
Patriıarchate of OlT1a
Church of Fınland
Ecumenical Patrıarchati
ıdem.
Patriıarchate of MOSCOW.
Ecumenical Patrıarchate.
Constitution f the WCC rtıcle IIL) In ll ed) athereı for Life Officıal report of the Ith ssembly

f the WCC, Geneva 1983, p. 324
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document such d BE  Z emanatıng fIrom thıs fellowshıiıp, managed achleve the goals for
1C! the WCOCC Was ounded 30 aQO

In answering thiıs question ONC has keep In mınd that the WCOCC 15 nNnOot homogeneous
eccles1al DOody, but 1S made of urches and denominatıons belongıng CC-

clesiologıcal, theologıcal and lıturgıcal tradıtions dıametrically Opposed each other.
Thıs eing the CasScC, OMNC has cons1ıder BEM only d ıimportant ınk in the polymor-

phic PTOCCSS of the urches, lıvıng a  9 towards the unıty. Its task 15 be
ecumenı1cal document promoting unıty 3901 the urches Therefore, it WOU be CI -

ONCOUS consıder BEM d document havıng ecclesiological ta because only
the urches themselves, actıng eıther together 0)8 separately, COUuU g1ve ıt such
status“!

Thıs last pomt 1S VELY much In conformıity wıth the eneral understandıng of the (3r
thodox, Aase| the loronto Statement accordıng 1C »the DUITDOSC of the WCOCC 1S
not negotiate un10ns between urches 1Cc Call only be done Dy the urches
themselves actıng theıir OW inıtlatıve, but rıng the urches into lıving contact
wıth each other and promote the study and discussıon of the 1SSUEeS of Church
unıty«

So far AaDSOTDE| Dy the unprecedented and ell Justifıed UCCCS> of the BE  Z document,
neıther the urches NOT the WCC have adequately examıned the repercuss1ons of the
BEM debate the Jloronto ement, 1C al least for the rthodox, constıtutes the
mınımum of ecclesiological prerequıisıte for theır partiıcıpatıon ın the WCC Therefore,
d the Ecumenıical Patrıarchate underlınes, al and er cshould clearly spe Out the
inter-relation between BE  Z and the loronto ement, In order prevent anYy annıhıla-
t10n of the Toronto »guarantieeS« DYy the theologica: posıtions contaıned In the ıma docu-
ment Because f consıder BEM d document of »Convergıng VIEWS« wıthout,
however, any ecclesiological presupposıt1ons, then M'’'s the loronto
CiINeN becomes clear and self-evident®>.

( omments Baptısm

TOom the TINOdOX V1eW poıint, the section Baptısm of the ıma document 15 PTIO-
a the less controvers1al ON  @ Baptısm eing obvıously COMMMON lıturgical prax1s of
a]] urches, the authors of the texti COU easıly act COIMNIMMNON theologıca ground,
al least insofar d ıts instıtution, ıts meanıng and Its salvıfıc W AICc concerned.
Moreover, the shortness of thıs (ext o1ves enough evidence about the relatıve CONSCNSUS

eached the sacrament of Baptısm
Generally thiıs section CXDICSSCS the al of the Apostolıc Church ın deep and, ın

INany precIıse Wdy. Thıiıs becomes clear when ıt 1s question of the christological

Church of Fınland
The Church, the urches and the OT Councıl of urches, In WCC Central Commiuttee Mınutes

Toronto 1950,
23 Ecumenical Patrıarchate.
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realısm in connection wıth Baptısm The text correctly emphasızes that Baptısm
partıcıpatıon In the MYSTETY of Christ’s ea and resurrection, rem1iss1ion of SINS and
cshould ead Ne  S thıcal diırection of lıfe, under the guldance of the Holy Spirit““.
The definıtiıon of Baptısm d Incorporatıon into Christ, ds partıcıpatıon ın the lıfe, e9|
and resurrection of Jesus Christ, dSs g1lt of God, N lıfe-long orowth iInto Christ btaiıned
In the Nalllc of the Holy Trıinıty, aAIc In CONVEISCIICC wıth the maın Iınes of the faıth and
the teachıng of the Church, 4ase!l the Holy Scrıptures and the Holy Tradition®.

Notwithstandıing the above posıtıve consideratıions, however, the chapter Baptısm
contaıns serl1es of affırmations 16 irom the TINOdOX perspective, do NOT precıisely
cCorrespond the doctrine OT the Church The USC, for eXample, of the term »sign«
define Baptısm, does NOt CXPDICSS the sacramental character of 1t76_ Thıs VEIYy term, d

ell ASs the term »Symbol« 16 1S aIsSO frequently used In the text, does not CAÄDICS the
effective partıcıpatıon of the specıfic of the Holy Spirıt ıIn the celebratiıon E the
Sacrament of Baptısm The term » Sign« n from the semantıc pomint of VIeEW, indıcates only

direction towards reality, but ıt does NOTL ıtself contaın the reality“'.
On the other hand the relatıon between the Ssacrament of Baptısm and the SAacrament of

Chrısmatıon 1S NOL obvı1ous ıIn the text It 15 TIANOdOX belıef that salvıfıc work
1S accomplıshed In the Ssacrament of Chrısmatıon, whereın the o1fts of the Holy Spırıt aTIc

g1ven the belıever for hıs/her rowıing and strengthenıing ın spırıtual lıfe<s The (Or-
thodox Church has always maıntaıned that Baptısm, Chrısmatıon and Eucharıist aTiIc deeply
connected both In doctrine and In practice, and ogether form the inıtl1atıon into the
membershıp of the Uure Therefore, Chrıstian unıty, ase! »baptısmal unıty«
alone, d the text ımplıes, CannoTt be accepted, for the ullness I8 Chrıstian 1fe 18 realızed
hrough Baptısm, Chriısmatıon and Eucharist>®.

Fınally, another problematıc diIiCd ıIn the texti iIrom the TINOdOX vlew-poıint, 1S the ONEC

concerning the Baptısmal practice and partıcularly infant Baptiısm-. Baptısm 1S gift
from God In 1C He IECI1CWS Hıs hrough and Spiırıt, regardless of
whether the aptıse 1S OT By peakıng therefore of »bel1evers’ baptısm«, As

the text does, instead of »adult baptısm«, I[UN the danger of 19(0)1 see1ıng the chrıstological
nature of Baptısm and INOVC the aIca of anthropology, peakıng of man’s intellectual
OT spırıtual abılıties confess the faıth-*

In spıte of the above shortcomings, however, the eneral approac of the document
should be welcomed, for it SCS Baptısm d INOTEC than Just the forg1veness of S1NS, but
also dSs S11gn of greater riches and promises>>.

Church of Fınland
Patrıarchate of Bucharest.
Patrıarchate of O11a
Patriıarchate of Bucharest.
T1archate of MOSCOw.
Church of Fınland
Patrıarchate of Bucharest.
Patriıarchate of Bucharest, Patrıarchate of Sofıa
Church of Fınland

Calıvas The Lıma emen! Baptısm, In St Vladımıir’s Theologıca Quarterly, vol (1983), p. 258
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Comments the Euchartist

ven ıf the Eucharist section of the ıma document does nNOTt refer an y patrıstic LEXE:
16 WOU undoubtedly enrich ıt irom TINOdOX perspective, ıt Call be consıdered
A4Ss er10us attempt formulate COIMMNMON understandıng of the Ssacrament of the Holy
Eucharist, and arrıve al agreement fundamental problem of maJor ımportance
for the ole Church and the Ecumenical Movement**. One Can tınd in it INany COIN-

vergıng VIEWS In 1C the TINOdOX Church recognNnI1zes the teachıng and wıtness of the
arly Church, partıcularly when the Eucharıst 1S descr1ibed d Ssacrament instituted Dy
Jesus Chriıst, d memorIı1al of the Crucıified and Rısen Lord., d real, lıyiıng and actıve

of Christ In It, d sacrament of unity-”
The fact that the document correctly emphasızes the central posıtion of the Euchariıst

ın the 1fe of the Church and CVCIMN the eucharıstıc nature of the ole Church cshould be
highlighted*®. Thıs realıty, however, OUg be expressed much LNOTC clearly, for the
Eucharist 1s »ecclesiolog1ical« and Can be celebrated only In the Church, whıle the Church
1S »eucharıst1c« and Call be realızed only hrough the eucharıstıc cCOomMMmMUN10ON wıth her
invisıble Head*’

Most of the FTCSDONSCS regret agaln the USC of the term »S12N«, define the Ssacrament
of the Holy Eucharist. The IN of such term 1S not only lıngulstic question, but
theologıca one*® Neıther thıs term, NOT anlıy other definıtion, such d > »meal«, »Holy
Commun10n«, »breakıng of the bread«, »the Lord’s Supper«, Gic Call CXDICSS the
sacramental character of the »mystıcal «  9 namely the VELY Oment when the Holy
Communıon Wds> instiıtuted Dy (QUT Lord*? Ooreover, the IN of the term »sign« 15 In
contradıction NOTL only wıth the instıtutional words (»Thıs 1S body«; » [hıs 15 INY
Dl00d«), but also wıth the 1ma text itself (par. 5) In 1C the Holy Euchariıst 1S escrıb-
ed be »the sacrament of the body and (070] of Chriıst - In 176 the Church confesses
Christ’s real, lıving and actıve In 1t<«40 The TEeAl and wıne dIC 18{011 only the
sacramental S1Z2NS of Christ’s body and 00 A4s the IEeXT affırms, but the TeAaA 15 really
and ruly and essentially ıtself the Dody of the Lord and the wıne 1S ıtself the 00 of
the Lord*

In thıs respect the emphasis put DYy the 1ma text In the »aNamnesSs1S« d eing the VETIY
CcContent of the eucharıstıc meal*“, In WdYy the 0Ca point from the »Treal
SCNCC« of Christ towards »memorTI1al TESENCC«, thus 1gnorıng the fundamental unıty
16 exXx1sts between anamnesıs and epıklesıs, namely the interconnection between the
actıon of the Son and the actıon of the Holy Spirıt In the Eucharist*.

Patrıarchate of O11a
Patrıarchat: of Bucharest, Church of Fınland
Church of Fınland
Patrıarchati of Sofia
Church of Fınland
Patrıarchate of Bucharest
Patrıarchate of OT1a
Patrıarchate of MOSCOw.

44
BEM, B: IL,
Patrıarchate of Bucharest
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An important pomt mI1ssıng In the texti 1S the ONC concernıing the celebrant. The recCOogNI-
t1on of the valıdıty of the Ssacrament 15 poss1ible Only ıf the rıg AaNSWeT 1s g1ven thıs
question““. The ıma text rıghtly ffirms that »>IN the celebratıon of the Eucharıist Christ
gathers, teaches, nourıshes the Church107  A Synthesis of the Responses of Orthodox Churches to the Lima Document  An important point missing in the text is the one concerning the celebrant. The recogni-  tion of the validity of the sacrament is possible only if the right answer is given to this  question**. The Lima text rightly affirms that »in the celebration of the Eucharist Christ  gathers, teaches, nourishes the Church ... He is the priest who celebrates the mystery  of God ..., the one who presides at the eucharistic celebration«*°. When speaking,  however, about the »visible« celebrant of the Eucharist, the text is ambiguous and  equivocal, for the minister of the Eucharist is described as »ambassador« representing the  divine initiative, while the Scriptures clearly demonstrate that the Eucharistic celebration  belongs to the charismatic and sacramental condition of the celebrant*®. According to the  understanding of the Orthodox Church the Holy Eucharist can be celebrated only by a  priest or a bishop having the apostolic succession through the sacrament of Priesthood.  This is a matter that ought to be subject of further and profound studies*.  The growing unanimity concerning the eucharistic theology and practice is not a suffi-  cient reason for establishing inter-communion between the Churches*. Most certainly  the increased mutual understanding as described in the Lima text might allow some Chur-  ches to attain a greater measure of eucharistic communion among themselves®,  however, it is a strong belief of the Orthodox that this eucharistic communion will be  achieved only on a basis of the unity of faith. This eucharistic communion with the  believers of other Christian confessions will be the climax and the crown, the conclusion  and fullness of the unity of all Churches and of all Christians”®.  d. — Comments on the Ministry  The section on Ministry of the BEM document is the longest of the three sections and  no doubt the most problematic and controversial one.  Although the text uses a terminology not quite unfamiliar to the Orthodox, it does not  succeed in overcoming basic ecclesiological difficulties. Most certainly the recognition  of a sacramental ministry in the Church and the description of the ordination as an invoca-  tion to God to invest the minister with the power of the Holy Spirit, by the laying of hands,  are positive elements which should be welcomed*”. But what the Orthodox are impress-  ed by is the fact that in this entire chapter there is not a single word about the Priesthood  as a God-established sacrament“?.  On the other hand, the document places the ministry of the Church side by side with  the common priesthood of all Christians, but it neither deals with the differences between  Patriarchate of Moscow.  45  BEM E, Il: 29  Patriarchate of Bucharest  Patriarchate of Sofia.  Church of Finland.  49  BEM, E: IIl; 33  Patriarchate of Sofia.  Patriarchate of Bucharest  Patriarchate of Sofia.He 15 the priest who celebrates the mMYySterYy
of God D the ON who presides al the eucharıstıc celebration«®. When peakıng,
however, about the »VIS1ble« celebrant of the Eucharist, the texfi 1S amb1ıguo0us and
equ1vocal, for the mınıister of the Euchariıst 15 described d »ambassador« representing the
dıvıne inıtıatıve, 1i the Scriptures clearly demonstrate that the Eucharıstıc celebration
belongs the charısmatıc and sacramental condıtion of the celebrant*® According the
understandıng of the TIANOdCOX Church the Holy Euchariıst Call be celebrated only Dy
priest OT bıshop havıng the apostolıc SUCCESSION hrough the sacrament of Priesthood
Thıs 1S atter that 0Ug be ubject of urther and profoun: studies*/.

The TOoW1ng unanımıty concerning the eucharıstıc eology and practice 15 not SUIT11-
clent ICason for CS  ıshıng inter-communıon between the hurches*® Most certamly
the increased mutual understandıng A described In the ıma texti m1g OW SOINNC Chur-
ches attaın greater ILCAaASUTIcC of eucharıstic COMMUNI1ON IM themselves”,
however, ıt 1S strong belıef of the TIANOdOX that thıs eucharıstıc cCOomMmunı10N wıll be
achleved only basıs of the unıty of al Thıs eucharıstıc COMMUNI1ON wıth the
belıevers of other Chrıistian confessi10ns wıll be the clımax and the the conclusıon
and fullness of the unıty of Al urches and of al Christians°.

Comments the Ministry

The section Miınıstry of the BEM document 1S the ongest of the three sect10ons and
ou the MOST problematıc and controvers1al ON  @

0Ug the text uscs5 terminology NOTL quıte unfamılıar the rthodox, 1t does nOoTt
ucceed In Oovercomıng basıc ecclesiological dıfficulties Most certamly the recognition
Of sacramental ministry In the Church and the descrıiption of the ordınatıon A4Ss 1INVOCa-
t10n G0d iInvest the mınıster wıth the W of the Holy Spırıt, Dy the layıng of ands,
aTe posıtıve elements 16 should be welcomed>!. But what the TINOdOX aAIC 1mpress-
ed Dy 15 the fact that In thıs entire chapter there 1s not sıngle word about the Priesthood
d God-establıshe: sacrament>.

On the other hand, the document places the minIistry of the Church sıde Dy sıde wıth
the priıesthood of all Christıians, but ıt neıther eals wıth the dıfferences between

Patrıarchate of MOSCOw.
45 BEM, E: IL,

Patrıarchate of Bucharest
Patrıarchate of O11a
Church of Fınland
BEM, E, H
Patrıarchate of Ool1a
Patrıarchate of Bucharest
Patrıarchate of O11a
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the priesthood of all aptıse. and the minıstry of the Church, 11OT wıth theıir relatıon
the priıesthood of Christ° The Fıirst Epistle of Peter>* provıdes foundatıon for 1dent1-
Iyıng the priıesthood of the aptıse: wıth the minıstry rece1ved hrough ordınatıon d

unınterrupted SUCCESSION from the postles. The minıstry of the priests orıg1inates in Jesus
Christ hrough the Apostles>>, who Dy passıng theır SUCCECSSOIS the g1ift of the Holy
Spiırıt and the authorıty rece1ved from Christ himself, they have preserved and handed
down in the Church the charısm of the Priesthood In unınterrupted Ssuccess1i1on°°.

The minıstry 15 nOoTt only permanent and constitutive element of the 1ıfe of the Church,
but al the Sd1I11Cc time central part of the Apostolıic Tradition>/. However, Apostolıc
Tradıtion and Apostolıc Miınıstry aIic inextri1cably OUnN!| wıth each other>S.

It 1S true that the question of the nature of the minıstry has been formulated In
dıplomatıc WdYy In the document. As Robert Stephanopoulos remarks, the 1ma Statement
reveals the sState of the art of ecumenı1cal methodology! OUug. ıt does not g1ve COM-

plete theologıica treatment of the MINIStTrYy, nothıing essentlal in the discussıon 1s miıssıng
iIrom the maın text>? What 15 dısturbing 1S the ambıigulty wıth 1C. the minıstry 15
analyzed. The minıstry Cannot be A4aSse| functional arguments. It 1S ırectly ase|
the 111 of Chrıst 1mself and 1S ounded DYy Hım Therefore, the bıshop OT the priest AICcC

the 1con of Christ hımself and NOT only Hıs representatıves ASs the text implies®.
Consıderable uneasıness 1S expressed far 4S paragraphs 37 and 38 of the (exti dIC cCON-

cerned. It 15 dıfficult understand why the OMNC hand ıt 15 admıtted that »Apostolıc
Tradıtion in the Church continulty In the permanent characterIıstics of the Church
of the Apostles includıng the transmiıssion of miıinıster1al responsibilities«*!, ıle the
other hand the fext asks for the recognıtion of the apostolıc SUCCEesSsSION of urches 1Cc
have not retaıned the form of hiıstorıc ep1scopate, wıthout specıfyıng, al the SaJ1Ille time,
Dy IC eccles1al StIrucCtiure such apostolıc SUCCeEesSsSION CO be maintained®?. The fun-
amental ecclesiologıcal problem of unıty does NOL lıe In »ecumenı1Cal« mutual recognI-
t1on of »mınıstry«, but In the recognıtion of the Church, In 16 thıs minıstry 1s eXerCIS-
ed. d eing the »Irue Church« confessing the al of the Apostles. Thıs 15 the essential
s1gn and the prerequıisıte for the 1sıble unıty OT the restoratiıon of the unıty of the Chur-
ches. Such Wäas the understandıng of unıty in the arly Church and it emaıns A such In
the TtANOdOX Church today®?.

: Church of Fınland
» YOU dIC chosen TaCC, royal priesthood, holy natıon, people he claıms for hıis « Peter. 220
cts 14237 Tiım 4,
T1archate of OT1a
Church of Fiınland
Patrıarchate of OT1a

Stephanopoulos. The Lıma Statement Minıistry, In St Vladımıir’s Theologıca uarterly, vol (1983)

Church of Fınland
BEM, M, IV,
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The continulty of the apostolıc al and unıty In the Church 1Ss guaranteed In the
ePISCOPACY. The ıma document, however, does nNnOoTt CADICSS clearly enough the unanımıty
concerning ePISCOPACY and its nature IC Wäds> prevaılıng In the patrıstic per10d and ın
the undıvıded Church and 1G ST1 prevaıls In the maJor part of Christendom today®*.
In thıs respect ep1iscopal SUCCESSION 1S nNOL, d the ıma text implies®, sıgn of continul-
LY, but guaranitee of the continulty and the nıty of the Church®® The claım therefore
that Urches IC have preserved ep1ıscopal SUCCESSION should recognıze both the
apostolıc Content and the ex1istence of minıstry of ep1SscCope in Varlıo0ous forms In urches
IC dıd 191011 maıntaın such success1on°®’, 15 unfortunate, for ıt confuses Priesthood OT

the ordaıned minıistry wıth »SerVICE«. Episcopal SUCCEeSSION 1S the guarantee of irue
apostolıc SUCCEeSsSSION and points toward the valıdıty of ministry ın and Dy the Church It
15 requıred regularıze errant mInIstry. Not by ep1ıscopal SUCCESSION alone, but CCI-

ınly not wıthout ep1ıscopal SUCCESS1ION, Can there be anYy diıscussıon of the of
iIrue unıty in the One Church®® Therefore, al y reformulatıon of the ıma texti cshould
take into consıderatıion, irom the theologiıcal, hıstorıical and canonıcal pomnt of VIEW, the
relatıon between sacramental minIstry, the minıstry of the Apostles and the apostolıc SUC-

cCession hrough ep1scopacy®?.
TOom the TINOdCdOX vlew-point another problematıc aIca ın the tfexi 1S the 1ssue CONCETN-

Ing the MIiNIStry of Although there 15 dırect proposa. for introducing female
priıesthood, there 18 clear tendency In favour of it: especılally when ıt 1s stated that there
aATIcC »10 1DI1Ca OT theologıcal C4dSOIlsS agaınst ordaınıng women«"© The question of
openıng the minıstry 1s NOT perıpheral, but specılally central”. If thed-

tiıon of Call be understood ın WdYy in the praxI1s of the Protestant urcnes where
the minıstry 15 regarde: only d »Symbol« OT »sign«, thıs 1S not poss1ible In the TINOdOX
Church where the minIstry, In the of priesthood, 1S Sacrament In the Church there
1s other minIıstry eXCcepL the ON instituted Dy the Lord and transmıtted Dy the postles
hrough SUCCESSIVE ordınatıon. Therefore, the affırmation of paragraph 18 that »the
Church mMust discover the mMINIsStry IC Call be provıdei Dy d ell d that IC
Call be provıde Dy 1s perplexing‘.

Church of Finland
BEM, M, I 38.
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Concluding remarks

It cshould be underlined that the TINOdCdOX FESPONSCS the ı1ma text recognıze ıts Par-
ticular value in the ecumenı1cal debate BEM constıitutes NOL only go0d beginnıng In
order enable urches engaged In the Ecumenıical ovemen undertake further
towards 1sıble unıty ”>, but also SOUTCEC of inspıratıon and hope for the 11CcC  S str1vings f
the Ecumenuical Movement for the nıty of the Church In the come * It 1S
Step towards greater proximıty the Apostolıc Tradıtion, the faıth and practice of the
arly Church” It should be recorded, however, that the ıma texti 15 only ONC stage in
the ecumenıcal relatıon necessıitatıng deeper study and analogous confrontation®.
Therefore, the TCSPONSCS of the UTCcHEes do nOoTt INcan reception of the of the
BEM document, but only constructive ecrıtical posıtion V1S-A-VIS thıs text'’ As the
Inter-orthodox Sympos1um of Boston clearly indıcated, NOTL only the notion of reception
of the BEM document 1S dıfferent firom the classıcal TINOdOX understandıng of the p-
t10Nn of the decrees and decisions of the Holy Councıls, but also reception of BE  Z d such
does NnOL necessarıly ecclesiological OT practical recognıtion of the minıstry and
Sacraments of 1NON TINOdCdOX hurches ®

In the TIANOdCdOX understandıng al 15 the path 16 ea us towards salvatıon and
deıficatıon. Therefore, ONEC Cannot poss1ıbly seek q  C Baptısm, Eucharist and
Miınıistry, before reachıng agreement the ecclesiological presupposIitions creatıng
thiıs CONSCNSUS COININON eccles10l10g2y 1S the basıs for anYy discussıon regardıng BE  z
The ack of thıs ecclesiological basıs 15 regreted. Therefore, ıt 1S ımperatıve that
clesi0logy become ONC of the immediate TOSTAIMIMNEC priorities of the al and er
Commiss1ion”.

As Was stated earlıer, the 1ma document 15 NOL CONSCNSUS, for the scholars who took
part In 1ts elaboratıon WeTIC NOTL dec1sıon-makıng authoriıities behalf of the urcnes
But 1t 1S fact that BE  Z 15 exceptional achıevement, the effect of 16 CannoTt be
measured oday.

Gennadıios LımourIs rightly remarks that »BEM has NOL been concluded for ıt mark-
ed NOt the goal but the beginnıng of long and CVENn INOTEC dıfficult ro0ad«°0. ere 1S
(80101 that the TINOdOX Church, althful her ecumenı1cal ommıtment., together wıth
other sıster urches, wıll continue thıs COININON march, inaugurated wıth BEM, untıl
unıty 15 eached In the al and Tradıtion of the One Undıvıded Church
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