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‘holy catholic Church’ is put in quotations. Is this a quotation from the Creed? If so, it ought be ‘one holy, catholic, and apostolic Church’. If not, whence the quotation? 
‘Nicene-Constantinople’ should be ‘Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed’ or ‘Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed’.
There is dispute in the tradition as to the proper location of the apostrophe in ‘Apostles’ when referring to the creed by that name. This reviewer prefers to preserve a plural read of the term since no one apostle has ever been averred to have been the sold author of the creed.

The length of this paper is already at over 11k words. Perhaps the introduction could be shortened. This reviewer imagines that readers of JAT know that ecclesiology has been underexplored; piquing the reader’s interest could be achieved with less words. We are told twice in the introduction of the aim of the essay.
 

	The introduction has now been shortened in line with this suggestion. I have also now used ‘‘Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed’ throughout. 
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If the aim of the paper is merely to show that analytic philosophy can contribute to the discussion of church, then this is a very low bar to achieve. Rather it seems the author actually wants to be more bold in describing the ontology of the Church. That ought to be headlined as the ‘aim’ of the paper. 

 
	I have made the aim of the paper by revising the the introduction.  

	Should not ‘common place’ be ‘commonplace’? 

	I have corrected this typo. 

	Use of contractions (it’s, it’ll, I’ll) can be distracting, note throughout.

	I have removed contractions throughout. 

	Footnote 4, it is redundant to say that ‘Church’ will refer to the ‘whole Church’ when it is specifically this entity that is under examination. 

	This footnote has been removed. 
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‘assumptions which’ to ‘assumptions that’.




	I have corrected this typo. 

	In point (1), how do the terms ‘parishes’ and ‘denominations’ function beyond ‘gathered church communities’? Moreover, if ‘church’ refers to ‘a gathered group of Christians’ (footnote 4), then are not ‘gathered church communities’ in fact ‘gathered gathered groups of Christian communities’? 

This adds confusing redundancy. 

Furthermore, what is the nature of this gatheredness in either point (1) or footnote 4? 

Point (2) adds some specification in stating that these gathered church communities are partly constituted by individual Christian disciples, but this does not address the issue of what or how these communities are gathered. Let me explain. A paradigmatic case of a gathered church community is a parish that is marked by something like the gathering together of individual Christian disciples to hear the Word of God preached faithfully and receive the sacraments administered faithfully, to use a Calvin-inspired description. A catholic response might see the paradigmatic case be an episcopally-recognized, presbyter-led gathering of baptized Christians disciples for the central purpose of celebrating the Eucharist. But suppose 11 individual Christian disciples gather together on Sunday morning on the local football pitch to compete against other groups of 11 individuals. This is a gathered group of Christians, is it also a gathered church community? Is it a constituent component of the Church? 

This puzzle is further problematized by point (3), although that point seems accurate enough. But since gathered collectives are not united in practice, theology, or belief, on what grounds is the Christian-constituted football team (who differs markedly from an presbyter-led parish) not an adequate gathered church community? The football team is an extreme example, but there does not seem much degree of difference from this example to the small group Bible study, the divinity school chapel service, the prayer meeting at the Christian NGO are all candidates for ‘gathered communities’ but perhaps not for ‘gathered church communities’. 

So, my suggestion is this: since the author is attempting to describe the nature of the Church as that one entity by that name referred to in the NT and understood in its broadest sense, and not attempting to demarcate what smaller units of the Church count as legitimate units, revise points (1) and (2) in the following manner…
 
1 The Church is constituted by individual Christian disciples.
2. These individual Christian disciples at times coalesce into gathered collectives.
 
In 2 I use the term ‘collectives’ to connect to point (3) more directly.  
 
This leaves open, for the author at this time, how it is that particular denominations or ecclesial communities or whatever fit into the larger whole…which is a project for another day.
 
If this move is endorsed, the exposition of these points will obviously need to be revised. Although I would encourage the retention of the Pauline material so as to show this study’s engagement with the NT, something AT practitioners need to be reminded of at times. 
	I have followed the referee’s helpful suggestion here to simplify the discussion and revised the paper throughout to follow this change. 
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‘divided in a way which’ to ‘way that’.


	I have corrected this typo.

	Footnote 7 seems unnecessary. 
	

	I have deleted this footnote. 

	Footnote 8, I am unaware of the conventions of this journal, but my suggestion would be to transliterate Greek.
 

	I have added transliterations of the Greek to this footnote.  
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The emphasis on the work of the Spirit ‘in each member of the Church’ reinforces my claim above to sidestep the issue of parishes and denominations and just deal with two classes: individuals and the Church.
 

	See above. 
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‘constituting the Church which’ to ‘Church that’.
If the author uses my revised (1), then the summary in the first paragraph of Specifying the Problem might need some revision. 


	I have revised this discussion in line with the above suggestion. 
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‘seperatble’ to seperable?
 

	This typo has been corrected. 
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I would double check to ensure that Christian List actually goes by ‘Christ List’ and not ‘Christian’ or ‘Chris’. It also appears that Philip Pettit only includes one ‘l’ in his first name. 
 

	This typo has been corrected. 

	Page 9
‘…group agency in which what is for..’ is this supposed to be ‘…group agency in which what it is for…’?
 

	This typo has been corrected. 

	It is not clear that the gesture toward Hegel is helpful. Not all mysterious forces or spirits are of Hegel (some are of the Jedi). Either strike or expand.


	This reference to Hegel has been removed. 

	‘Much of the talk of group agency on such accounts is metaphorical and the language of organic wholes, or bodies is used as a kind of black box, in which a mysterious entity emerges from a collective’. Check punctuation. 

	This typo has been corrected. 
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‘agency is bets…’ should probably be ‘agency is best…’
 

	This typo has been corrected. 

	‘French (1995)…’ The Oxford comma has not been in use in this paper (to my chagrin), let’s not try to add it in the wrong place now. Also, the first citation is to French (1995), but then the end of the sentence refers to 1994…which is it? Also, 1994 is not in the Bibliography, although a 1984 is.

	This typo has been corrected. 
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‘In the next section’ should have a comma following this clause.


	This typo has been corrected. 

	I am not sure why the authorization theory is not a ‘plausible account of the ontology of the Church’. I see how it might not be as robust as one would want given the considerations of individual Christians actively participating in worship (as this section emphasizes), but that component wasn’t there from the outset.  

	I have taken this suggestion (and the one below) and moved the discussion of this point into the footnotes. 

	‘…we do not authorize Christ to act on our behalf by being united to him, but, rather, our unity with Christ is supposed to transform our own actions so that we might participation in worship’. 

This sentence begs the question against the authorization view and is thus not an argument against the view.

Might not one strongly in the Reformed camp argue that fallen humans clearly cannot offer laudable worship to God and so can only by the Holy Spirit hope to authorize Christ to worship on the human’s behalf? The more decisive argument against this view has to do with the sin component of point (4), which the author states. I would say cut the stuff on participation, since that is newly here introduced, dismiss this view because of the sin problem, and get on with it.

	See above. 
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The rejection of the animation view because of the analytic allergy to metaphor is unnecessary. 

The rejection of the animation view based upon the insufficient emphasis on the personhood of the Spirit is trickier, for this is just how modern theologians at times tend to approach the Spirit. 

There may be Athanasian motivations for rejecting this view of the Spirit, but the modern theologian enamoured of the animation view might just bite that bullet. 

However, the rejection from individualism seems sufficient enough and fits better with the (revised) emphasis that the Church is constituted by individual Christian disciples articulated in (my) point (1). It would also save the author some space to strike these unneeded argument and focus on the decisive one.
 

	I have followed this suggestion and moved the Athanasian point to the footnotes. 
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Does Underhill really write ‘…His enteral priestly…’? What an image that would be if so.
 

	This typo has been corrected. 
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‘This would involve one or several organizational designer…’ Should not the last word be plural?
 
	This typo has been corrected. 
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The conclusion seems a little too soft for this reviewer’s liking. Sure, admit that this is a small step, but don’t say much about one’s hopes for a conversation. Rather just show us again how the model satisfies the desiderata stated at the outset and briefly how it achieves points 1-5.
 
	The conclusion has been revised to show how the position achieves the conditions. 
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