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LECTURE 111. 

TBE MINISTRY AS IT APPEARS IN THE N I ~ W  
TESTAMENT. 

IT is necessary at  the outset to define the position 
which we assume in vindicating the validity of the 
order of the Church of Scotland. That in which 
we Presbyterians join issue with the extremer ad- 
vocates of Episcopacy is the claim urged by them 
to an exclusive ‘divine right for the three orders 
of bishop, presbyter, and deacon, and the CA- 
sequent necessity for episcopal ordination to secure 
the validity of the order of presbyter, and, what is 
still more important, the validity of the sacraments. 
According to “the catholic conception of the bishop 
as securing the channels of grace and truth, and 
representing the divine presence,”l the bishop is 
ofhially an essential element. in a series of steps 
involving the spiritual life of the membership, for 
without the intervention of the bishop, and a bishop 
in direct succession from the apostles, there is no 
valid ordination; the ministry of ordained men is 
said to be by divine appointment necessary to the 

’ ‘The Churcli and the Ministry,’ by Bishop Gore, p. 61. 
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vahd administration of the sacraments, especially 
Holy Communion, seeing that lay ,baptism is 
recognised.’ 

These are immense claims for the office of 
bishop, and, if the position thus talcen can be 
established, we need not be amazed at ‘ the un- 
compromising earnestness with which Episcopalians 
urge their exclusive title to a divine right; nay, 
we could even comprehend the intolerdnce, although 
not the contempt, with which they sometimes speak 
of all other Churches as no Churches at all, unless 
they possess the three orders said ,to be divinely 
instituted as the only authoritative channels of 
grace, or rather, as Bishop Gore expresses it, “duly 
presenting those outward forms on the occasion 
of which the Holy Spirit bestows grace.” If 
the proper outward form is the covenanted means 
whereby the grace can,  be secured, then nothing 
can exceed the importance of examining the 
credentials for such forms. 

How are we to ascertain whether Episcopacy 
in this sense is or is not of divine right? 

There a& two respects in which we may speak 
of divine right. There is the sense in which .St 
Paul spealcs of the civil power as being ordained 
of God, so that to disobey it is to disobey God. 
There is a divine side in all law, and a divine 
purpose can be traced in the evolution of society 
as well as in nature. St Paul never spealcs more 
strongly regarding the authority of any class of 
Church officials than he does Qf the ’right Of 
’ 1 See Gore’s ‘Christinn Ministry,’ pp. 71, 115, nndpnrrirtr. 
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the civil governor. But it is not difficult to dis- 
criminate in respect to the latter what were the 
elements which he regarded as divine. He certainly 
never intended to attach divine right to any specific 
form of government as distinguished from all others. 
Imperialism was the type of government then in 
force, but his command to obey the “power” never 
implied a preference for imperialism, monarchy, or 
republicanism. The element which was divine is 
plainly that of law and order. The continuance of 
the law of obedience to the head of the State was 
founded on the continuance of the social life of the 
State, and on the continuance of law, both of them 
changing it may be in harmony with the necessities 
of the times, but ever demanding that submission 
which is essential to the welfare of society, The 
true succession in the State is not to be found in 
the divine right of any type of official passing on 
to his successors a commission to govern, but in 
the continuance of the life of a nation and in the 
abiding divine rule that law and order are funda- 
mentally necessary, and that there must be officials 
duly commissioned to execute law and enforce 
order. 

It is plain, therefore, that whether this principle 
is applicable or inapplicable-as we believe it to 
be-to the history of the Church, the divine right 
of government and the authority of certain officials 
to exercise it may be secured as effectually through 
the continuance of society, as God has constituted 
it, as it would be secured by the supposed divine 
right of any particular family of moqarchs to govern, 

I 
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wherein the succession is from father to son. This 
is in harmony with law in nature and in history. 

On the other hand, the divine right may be of 
a different nature. For it is quitc conceivable that 
God may have given a divine right to certain speci- 
fied classes of officers in the Church and to their 
successors, to be the instruments through which 
He covenants to bestow His grace. It is equally 
conceivable that He may have conditioned the con- 
tinuance of such an order by means of the rite of 
ordination, so that only those ordained by officials, 
who are themselves ordained in direct line from 
the apostles, can be regarded as carrying the 
divine commission, and with that commission afford- 
ing security that the covenanted grace shall be 
bestowed in the sacraments they administer. The 
essential element here is succession. Any form of 
office might equally serve the purpose, but that 
the commission may be “valid” it is necessary to 
trace it back to Him who could alone give it 
divine and exclusive authority. Such an arrange- 
ment is not only conceivable, but finds a marked 
illustration in the ancient Jewish system. The 
offices of high priest, priest, and levite were not 
left to thc chance development of national life or 
to the decision of the people, but were definitely 
prescribed, and the whole order and methods of 
appointment, and of the ritual which they were 
to fulfil, were laid down to the most minute 
detail. 

The claims, therefore, which those who hold by 
the exclusive authority of certain Church officials 
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holding their commission in unbroken succession . ,  

from :the apostles appointed by the h r d ,  are nn. 
doubtedly 'claims which find a parallel under the 
ancient covenant. 

But if this was intended to be the case in the 
C'hristian Church, we are entitled, as we forrnerly 
said, to expect the credentials of divine authority 
to be as clearly laid down respecting the offices and 
ritua1,of the new covenant as they were in regard 
to the old. .If such solemn issues as are involved 
in the bestowal of such grace as is connected with 
the sacrament of the Body and Blood of Christ 
depend on the officiating minister having been or- 
dained by a bishop in the modern sense, in direct 
succession from the apostles, and by no, one else, 
then we might expect either that this condition 
sho,nld be as clearly laid down in the New Testa- 
ment as are similar conditions under the Mosaic 
law, or that we should have sufficiently clear proof 
that the apostles had instituted the order of bishops 
as distinct from the presbyters, and empowered 
them alone to ordain the presbyters, who without 
such ordination could have no valid comniission. 

We are not questioning here the fact of a min- 
istry having been appointed, but only the special 
claims of Episcopacy. 

It is evident that the requirements we have sug- 
gested'are not met by showing that Episcopacy, 
with the sole right tci give valid ordination, emerges 
at a n  early period in the history of the Church; 
or that it can be  discovered at least "in 'germ" 
in certain regions and in certain writings as far back 
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as the second century. Its antiquity is undoubted; 
but in order to establish exclusive divine claims, 
we must have something more than assertions made 
by Ignatius or Cyprian. Nor is it to the second 
century we must turn. We. have primarily to go to 

. Scripture, and to demand proof of divine authority 
where alone that can be gained. It is not enough 
that the chain goes back a long way, .it musf be 
shown stretching all the way. If each link is 
deemed necessary, then assuredly the first links are 
the most necessary of all, which are required to 
bind the rest to the great fact of a divine begin- 
ning-a divine appointment. Can such a n  origin 
as this for the exclusive. claims of Episcopacy be 
made clear, or even probable? 

That it cannot be made either clear or probable 
-nay, that the reverse is the case, and that bishop 
and presbyter are synonymous in the New Testa- 
ment-can, we think, be proved from Scripture it- 
self and by the acknowledgment of many of the 
most learned and, capable advocates of Episcopacy. 
The question is not one affecting the priiiciple of the 
Christian ministry, but one of historical evidence 
as to the primitive and apostolic order of ministry. 

. . In. speaking of the Christian ministry we have to 
,remember the distinction between .the sacerdotal 
.conception and that, of the ministrj as appointed to 
represent the body of believers, who are all “priests 
unto God.” The ministry is ,but’.the executive 
apostolically empowered to act in ampresentative 

-.capacity, and to fulfil duties which can,not,ordinarily 
.)e assumed, by unauthorised indipidpals., , The dig- 
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tinction thus arising between what we now call 
the “laity“ and the ministry is manifest: for that 
God has instituted a ministry in the Church with 
certain powers is plain from the following facts :- 

I. Christ appointed His apostles, and commis- 
sioned them to  carry out His purpose in the Church. 
When by the fall of Judas a vacancy occurred, two 
were nominated by the believers, and the choice 
of Matthias by lot indicated the recognition of his 
appointment by Him who was Head over the 
Church. 

2. God “hath set some in the Church, first 
apostles, secondly prophets, thirdly teachers ” (I 
Cor. xii. 28). He also “gave some, pastors and 
teachers” (Eph. iv. 11). There was a divine ap- 
pointment of Barnabas and Saul to  a special 
ministry (Acts xiii. 2). To St Peter was assigned 
by the Church the charge of preaching to the cir- 
cumcision, and to  St Paul the uncircumcised (Gd. 
ii. 7). It was the Holy Ghost who appointed the 
Presbyters of Ephesus “ t o  feed the flock of God” 
(Acts XX. 28). Archippus is exhorted to fulfil the 
ministry which he “ had received in the Lord” 
(Col. iv. 17). 

3. The very names given to the ministry imply 
official authority. If some are called “pastors” 
and the people ‘‘a flock,” there is an implied 
distinction between the two. $1  Teachers ” suggest 
those that are to  be taught, The command to 
ministers to “rule well” (I Tim. v. 17), and the 
people “ t o  obey them that have the rule over 
them ’ I  (Hob. xiii. I?), indicates government. The 
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ministers are called “stewards of the mysteries 
of God” (I Cor. iv. I), while the rest are “of the 
household of faith ” (Titus i. 2). A5 “ambassadors 
for Christ ” they are representatives of His authority. 
There are also many injunctions of a special 
nature given them as distinct from the body of 
believers (I Peter v. 2, 3), while the believers are 
to render them corresponding duties (I Thes. v. 
12, 13; Heb. xiii. 7; Gal. vi. 6 ;  I Cor. ix. 7, 19). 
Having “gifts” does not necessarily bring with it 
authority to preach, for in that case “every gifted 
man who does not preach becomes guilty of sin.” 1 

During the last forty years the question of Church 
order has been the subject of a research to which, 
in point of scientific accuracy, it was never sub- 
mitted before. The discovery also of various early 
documents-notably the Didache-has thrown fresh 
light on points which had before been obscure, 
leading at  that time to a dogmatism on both sides 
which was often in the inverse ratio of the actual in- 
formation. The Bampton lectures of Dr Hatch, one 
of the most deeply read scholars in the literature 
of the apostolic and sub-apostolic period England 
ever possessed, was followed some thirteen years 
afterwards by the celebrated essay of Bishop Light- 
foot on the Christian Ministry. These originated a 
fresh era of inquiry. Since then there has been a 
brilliant array of accomplished and trained scholars 
engaged in unravelling the problems which primitive 
Church life presents. Without naming Harnack, 
1 The New Testament nutliority for the ministry isadmira~ly setforth 

in the Second Part ofthe ‘Jus divinum Minister2 Evangeki.’ 
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Lechler, Zahn, Loofs, Schmiedel, and other, rep- 
resentatives of modern foreign theology who have 
recently been investigating this subject, we have in 
England Bishop Lightfoot, Dr Hort, Dr Sanday, 
and Bishop Wordsworth .of Salisbury, and in Scot- 
.land Principal Lindsay and others, ranged in at 
least partial agreement on one side, while Bishop 
Gore and Dr Moberly may perhaps be taken as 
recent representatives of the older beliefs. 

It is not easy to  divest oneself of prejudices and 
preconceived opinions, but .in historical inquiry it is 
necessary to make absolute fairness supreme, and it 
will certainly be our endeavour so to put the state of 
the case, as far as we know it, without prejudice.l 

No better illustration of thc modification of view, which hns beun 
brought about by fuller knowledge, cnn be found than a comparison Of 
the worlc called ‘Theophilus Anglicnnus,’ publishe~I in 1865, by the 
late Chrlstopher Wordsworth, nishop of Lincoln, then Canon of West-  
minster, with the work of his  relntive Dr John Wordsworth, now 
Bishop of Snlisbnry, ‘The Ministry of Gmcc,’ publislied in 1g0I. In  
the formcr,’dogtnatic mertions as to the divinc’nppointmcnt of bishops 
from the first, and thc universnlity of the ncceptancc of the office Of 
bishop ns distinct from and superior to presbyters, give plncc, under 
the candid and more richly informed scholnrship of the Inter work! 10 a 
truer picture of the fncts which, ns is shown, nrc really irreconcllnble 
with the bald and nnked statement made in the enrlicr book. Nor cm 
there be a greater contrast than the nssumption of the former-nnmcly, 
thnt “bishops succeeded and represented the npostles” (p. 89) ; nnd 
again, “Thelr office wyils similnr to and in place of thc apostles” (p. 96) 
-with the words of Bishop Lightfoot, “ The opinion first hnznrded 
by Thcodoret, and of mnny later writers, thnt the same offices in the 
Church which arc first cnllcd Apostles came afterward; to be designated 
Bishops, is baselers.“ And ngain, “Thc Episcopate was formcd, not 
Out of the Apostolic order by locnlisation, but out of the Presbyterinl bY 
elevation.” . .  

In the Prcface to the Ordisnl in the Anglican Prnyer Book there i5 
a ‘stitcinent which, were it ,true, would g 0 . r ~  to settle controversy 1 
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We shall first consider the evidence of the New 
Testament as to the ministry of the apostolic 
period. 

Pentecost was followed by an exceptional condi- 
tion of Church life. There is nothing said as to any 
permanent ecclesiastical organisation having been 
instituted at  first. The apostles, especially St Peter, 
are the chief, probably the only, representatives of 
authority among the brethren who constituted the 
ecclesia. And yet it was not a dictatorship which 
they exercised so much as a brotherly yet firm 
guidance. “They were recognised,” says Dr Hort, 
“as holding authority founded on their former 
discipleship, and from having companied with the 
Lord during His life.” There must also have 
been the knowledge of the special commission 
given to those who had been thus trained, and 
they exercised authority as St Paul did afterwards 
“ I t  is evident unto nll men diligently rending tlie Holy Scriptures nnd 
ancient authors, that from the Apostles’ time lherc hnvc been thrcc 
orders of ministers in Christ‘s Church, Bishops, Priests, nnd Deacons.” 
“Evident unto all men” sounds strangely now in view of the ex. 
tensive lltemture nnd the nnmes of the great scholnrs who firmly 
deny tlie fact. Mnny denied it even in 1549, when the Ordinnl wns 
drawn up. Still further, even if the assertion \vas hislorically trne, 
i t  is rcmnrknble that tlie nntliority is not based on any divine precept, 
universal nnd immutable, assigning exclusive snnction to the thrccfold 
ministry. Still further, “The injunction based on this preamble is n 
mere stntutory one, origiimting in reverence nnd confirmed by English 
law, though not uniformly obseivcd till alter tlie Reslomtion, when the 
Ordinal was mntle more stringent in form. Up to thnt time the 
function of ordinntion wns not attended to in the questions preliminary 
to consecrution. And in the centrnl words by which Episcopd com. 
mission was conferred through tile imposition of hands, there wns no 
indicntion of nn ofice bcing conveyed, as WRS done in the net of 
ordnining n priest or deacon” (from a letter aritlen by Dr Leishmnn). 

F 
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(z Cor. x. 8, xiii. IO), but yet never as “lords 
over God’s heritage.” 

While the apostles stand out distinct, we read 
of no separate order to which authority was alone 
given by the apostles from the first to teach and 
baptise or to celebrate the Eucharist.’ 

1 There is indeed nothing decisive said ns to who thosc were who 
presided at the Euclmrht. St  Paul is described as “breaking tiie 
bread” at Tmas (Acts xx. 7-11), The breaking of the bread nlluded 
to in Acts xxvii. 36 u n  scarcely be called n Eucharist, and the phme 
in I Cor. x. 16, “The bread which we break,” probably refers ratller to 
the Church ns a whole than to any olficiating olficinl. Doubtlcss whcu 
nu apostle wns present he would preside ; but me have to pnss to n 
later nge before we find, ns in the Didache, that n prophet, if present, 
@.Iivays took the first place nnd olTcred the gifts. In the Neiv Testa. 
ment, however, the instances we have given arc the only ones that 
refer to apostolic usage. But while, on the ground of that orderly 
government which lies at the foundation of every society, we would 
expect that in the Church-so rich from the first in various ministries- 
there was a recognised rule re to who should preside at  the commuiiionr 
yet no information whatever is discovered in the New Testaments* 
This is surely n remnrkable fact if we nrc to believe that no Euchadst 
cm be “valid“ or liave the security of the “divine covennnt” C X C C P ~  
celcbrntcd by n bishop or presbyter cphcopnlly ordained. On many 
grounds, besides the divine ground of order instead of confusion, 1% 
defend the necessity for recognising ollicers in tlia Church cliargcd with 
fulfilling acts properly belonging to tiie whole ecclesia, but neccssaniY 
executed by the persons duly empowered to represent the membcrsiiip. 
A1 the same time we search the New Testnment in vain for any ‘‘COY. 
enmtrl’such as seems to be appealed to by thosc who claim ns the only 
chnnnels of “ covenanted grace ” the ordinances celebrated by prW 
W e r S  ordained by bishops, nnd who regard the Eucliarisls celebmtcd 
by presbyters not episcopnliy ordnined as  without tile security” 01 
the Supposed divine covenant. Thnt this belief gradunlly grew in the 

’ It is rcmnrknble lhnt, with ilw emption or Winat is suggested in the SynoPllC 
Gorpcis, \vu h%v.vo no clear description or the in w1,icit tho Euchndrt w 
celobmled til l thc sscond eenlury. Tlie Didnclls ie pCrllnp~ iIm lint, bill 11 !I. 
Pccuiindtlcs; but Justln Martyr n k d a  tinD living piciuro of thc rites 
(cr. Principal Lindsny‘s ‘Thc ci,urcil and the Ministry in tile ~ a r l y  conturisl,’ 
PI so.) 
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There was an absolute liberty of “prophesying,” 

and any one who had a word of “exhortation“ or 
“ interpretation,” or “ a tongue,” was at liberty to 
manifest it in the meeting of the ecclesia, provided 
he did so in au orderly manner (I Cor. xiv. 26). 
Baptism was administered by evangelists as well as 
apostles; and Ananias, who baptised St Paul, and 
who also appointed him by the imposition of hands, 
is described simply as a disciple. Nothing is said 
as to any order of persons specially empowered to 
celebrate the Eucharist, and if we give full force to 
the suggestive statement (Acts ii. 46), “And day by 
day, continuing steadfastly with one accord in the 
temple, and breaking bread at home, they did take 
their food with gladness and singleness of heart,” 
we may believe that this picture of what was done 
at the very commencement of the Church significs 
that, following the analogy of the Passover, “the 
breaking of the bread”-if the phrase here refers 
to the Eucharist, as it does elsewhere-was cele- 
brated by the head of the house.’ It would, how- 
second centuiy, nnd incrcnsed until it becaine extensively prcvnlcnt in 
the thiid ccntuy, mny be freely gnnted ns nn outcome of subsequent 
Church life, but there is no evidence for tiic claim to divine nutiiority 
“from the first” for such views. 

Bishop Gore gives n diflerent inlerprelntion of the previous plirnse 
(Acts ii. 4z), “And they continued steadfastly in thc apostles‘ tcncliing 
and fcllowship, in the brenking or brend nnd tlic prayers.” He s u p  
gcsts that all these clauscs nre governed by the words &V &mm6Awv, 
so chnrncterising nil tlic clniiscs, thnt it ivns not only the teaching of 
the npostics, but the fellowship nnd the brenking of brend and the 
prnyers of the mpostles (‘Church nnd Ministry,’ p. 256 11.) But liiis i$ 
surely somewhat forced. The “fellowsiiip” (~o ivwla )  wns the fellow- 
ship of tlie ecclesin, and so must the brenking of brend nnd the prayers, 
and we cnnnot well limit such only to the occasions when tho apostles 
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ever, be wrong to found any precedent on what 
occurred at  that moment in the history of the 
Church and almost in the midst of the phenomena 
of Pentecost. 

The baptism of the Holy Ghost and His con- 
tinued indwelling in each believer was the formative 
power out of which the Church took shape and unity. 

Besides their special commission to be wit- 
nesses for Christ and His resurrection, the apostles 
were themselves endowed with certain charismata 
(spiritual gifts), just as each believer had his special 
gift. The great Head, who, through the Holy 
Ghost, had given some to be apostles, gave others 
to be prophets and teachers, bestowing upon others 
the power of working miracles, healing, helping, 
government, diversities of tongue, &c., and the duty 
of the apostles, as being the guides of the Church, 
was to recognise these gifts and give room for 
their exercise. The ecclesia was not the result of 
an external organisation imposed by the apostles 
ab extra: it was the product of the indwelling life; 
and that life created, as all life does, the organism 
appropriate for its development; it was the life of 
the Holy Spirit indwelling in the Church-guided 
and governed by this power-and largely mediated 
by the apostles. The prophets, who, speaking in 
the Spirit, were the recognised revealers of the 
divine will, came next to the apostles, and the 

were officinlly present. This is sirrely not tnught here, for how Could 
the K O I W ~ E  have been dependent on t ~ i e  presence of tllc nposlles? 
Dr Hort, on lhc ollier hand, sees in the words only the snggestion of 
“Common prayer being intended, a bond oilcllowship,” &c. 
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Church is accordingly said to be “built on the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets.” St Peter 
at Pentecost was the divine instrument whereby 
the Church took shape as a society, gathering into 
itself those who were converted by the preached 
word, and were baptised, while the divinely in- 
spired utterances of the apostles and prophets 
enlightened the members in the knowledge of 
God‘s will. The offices we have mentioned were 
not permanent. They represented functions, the 
result of charismatic gifts, rather than permanent 
offices. The charismatic ministry belonged to  the 
Church at large, and was not fixed to any locality. 
The prophets as such did not necessarily hold any 
localised office, although those who did hold such 
might be prophets. There was probably at  the 
very first no settled local ministry in the ecclesia. 
The Church was furnished with divinely gifted men 
who contributed to the wellbeing of the whole, and 
were effectual “for a work of the ministry; for the 
building up of the body of Christ.” It was a period 
in marked contrast to the Church now, with its 
stereotyped system of ministerial education and 
government. The charismatic ministries of the 
carly Church carried the credentials of the Spirit 
of God. 

The first movement towards the establishment of 
a permanent order in the Church was the appoint- 
ment of deacons in the ecclesia of Jerusalem.’ It 

1 Thcrc is n division of opinion ns to whether “ tbc scvcn” SO elected 
in Jerusalcp reprcscnt tlic ollicc of dcncon as it nftcnvnrds existed in 
tlic Church. Philip is simply They nrc not cnllcd dcncons ut first. 
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were ofieially present. This is surely not tnught here, for how could 
the ~rosovlu lime been dependent on the presence or the npostlcs? 
Dr Hart, on the olher Iinnd, sees in tllc words only the suggestion of 
“common prayer being intended, n bond of fellowship,” &e. 
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Church is accordingly said to be built on the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets.” St Peter 
a t  Pentecost was the divine instrument whereby 
the Church took shape as a society, gathering into 
itself those who were converted by the preached 
word, and were baptised, while the divinely in- 
spired utterances of the apostles and prophets 
enlightened the members in the knowledge of 
God’s will. The offices we have mentioned were 
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result of charismatic gifts, rather than permanent 
offices. The charismatic ministry belonged to the 
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localised office, although those who did hold such 
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in marked contrast to the Church now, with its 
stereotyped system of ministerial education and 
government. The charismatic min.istries of the 
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a permanent order in the Church was the appoint- 
ment of deacons in the ecclesia of Jerusalem.‘ It 

There is n division of opinion ns to whether "tile seven’‘ so elected 
in Jerusnlep represent the ofice of dencoii ss it nkerwnrds existed in 
llie Church. Philip is simply They nre not cnlled dencons nt first. 
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arose from a felt necessity, and was instituted by 
the apostles to gain requisite relief from the exact- 
ing duty of distributing the alms of the Church. 
" The serving (8mcovdv) of tables " took them away 
from their proper ministry (the SLaKovla 705 hdyou). 

The complaints of the Hellenist Jews were but the 
occasion of the change, for when we recollect the 
almost communistic generosity of the Church, the 
task of distribution, which apparently fell on the 
apostles at whose feet the believers laid their gifts, 
must have been peculiarly onerous. But what may 
strike us is the natural development of Church 
order which is here illustrated. The apostles, 
when appointing deacons, were plainly meeting an 
emergency rather than acting from any precon- 
ceived theory of Church government or of a special 
ecclesiastical order appointed for the Church in 
all ages. They apparently were guided by cir- 
cumstances rather than working towards an end 
previously fixed by divine authority. The Church 
was certainly being organised, for its life was not 
to be amorphous and undefined, yet the manner 
in which the organisation came about is suggestive. 
The apostles called on the ecclosia to choose fit 
men for a duty the necessity for which was felt, 
and the right men being chosen, the apostles laid 
their hands upon them, which was the common 
and ancient form of appointment to any office. 

This took place in Jerusalem, but the Church was 
termed "one of the seven'' (Acts xx i .  8). Principal Lindsny sccms to 
hold that " thc seven"wcrc the prcsbytcrs of Acts xi. (sec 'Thc Church 
and the Ministiy in the Enrly Ccntnrics'). It appcars more notuinl to 
supposc that the service of thc seven bccnmc the oflice of ilic perninncnt 
dcncons. 
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rapidly spreading over Judea and beyond it. Thus 
we find eccksie being formed, not by apostles but 
by fugitive believers, throughout Judea, Samaria, 
and as far as Damascus; and gradually Phcenicia, 
Cyprus, and Antioch were visited, and ecclesia: 
established in these places, consisting apparently of 
Jews only, because the admission of Gentiles had 
not yet been recognised, 

It was on the occasion of the arrival of St  Paul 
and St Barnabas at Jerusalem, with the contribution 
sent by the believers in Antioch for the saints suffer- 
ing from famine, that we first hear of what was to 
become a new order of ministry in the Church. 
The alms were appointed to be given to the elders 
or presbyters of the Jerusalem ecclesia for distribu- 
tion (Acts xi. 30). 

Nothing is told as to when these presbyters were 
first appointed.1 Eldership had always been a 
familiar institution in the Jewish Church. At the 
date in question they exercised distinct functions as 
members of the Synedrion, the court of discipline 
connected with every synagogue. It is possible that 
the apostles, as Dr Lightfoot believes,8 adopted the 
existing organisation of the Jewish ecclesia, which 
was, as regards elders, associated with a divine 
sanction; or they might have made a fresh and 
original appointment of the presbyterate as a new 
order in the Church. We have nothing to guide 
us to a clear conclusion, but if they assumed the 

1 It may sccm nn cxtrcmc position to we i t  lhat the npostles had been 
made pre%hyters by Christ Rimself, bccausc St Peter nlld St John, e&, 
describe themselves IIS presbyters. 

' Christinn Ministry,' p. 17. 
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existing organisation the duties of the disciplinary 
elders of the Synedrion must have undergone a 
change. In any case, the appointment was an 
apostolic and consequently divine institution. St 
Paul and St Barnabas, before the completion of 
their first missionary journey (A.D. 48-50), ap- 
pointed elders or presbyters in the churches they 
had founded in Asia Minor (Acts xiv. 23). There 
is nothing said of these elders having been ordained, 
for the word X E ~ J T ~ V E L V  (voting by holding up the 
hand) simply means election. The analogy, how- 
ever, of other similar appointments suggests the 
laying on of hands, although it is not mentioned. 

The position of the presbyterate comes into full 
view at what is called the Council of Jerusalem 
(A.D. 51), when the question of admitting the 
Gentiles without compelling circumcision was 
decided. I t  has usually been said that St James 
occupied the position of chairman, and presided at 
the Council a t  which St Peter and the other 
apostles were present ; but, as Dr Hort shows, this 
is not said in the Acts, and the word translated 
“judgment” which occurs in his speech means no 
more than “opinion.” The Council properly so 
called consisted only of the apostles and presbyters, 
while the whole ecclesia is represented as approving ; 
yet the people are distinguished from those who 
constituted the deliberative Council, and the decree 
is issued in the name of the apostles and elder 
brethren:-i.e., the presbyters, only. 

‘, 

’ Thc rcnding, “Tlic apostles nad eldcrs and bretlvcn,” is now 
acknowledged to bc incorrect. 
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That the presbyters are recognised as holding an 
official position in the Church is therefore plain. 
The name of bishop, .?WLUK~WOV, does not as yet 
occur. This is not wholly to be accounted for 
because it is Greek, for it occurs in the LXX., with 
which the Jews were quite familiar. The only two 
orders having a permanent place in the history of 
the Church that are mentioned at  this date (A.D. 51) 
are deacons and presbyters, for the apostolic office 
was admittedly temporary.1 

The advocates of Episcopacy usually term St  
James the first Bishop of Jerusalem, and see in the 
position he occupied, “if not the namc, at least 
the substance, of the episcopate.” But there is not 
sufficient ground for this claim. That he may have 
presided at the meeting of the Council, and per- 
haps occupied the presidency of the College of 
Presbyters, may be admitted as probable, but this 
is very far from the assumption that in him a 
new order of ministry was instituted. If his posi- 
tion involved the emergence of a new governing 

1 Dr Gorc holds thnt our Lord intcndcd the npostolntc 10 bc pcr- 
mnncnt “ to  tlic cnd of tlic world” (‘Church nnd Minislry,’ p. 228, 
nnd clscwvhcrc). This foims n b s i s  for tlic lurthcr clnim llint tlic 
bishops succccdcd to the npostolatc. Bishop Llglitfoot charncteriscs 
tllis theory ns ‘‘bnsclcss” (‘Christinn Ministry,’ p. 23). “The theory,“ 
writes IInmnclc, “thnt thc bishops were sncccssors of the apostles-thnt 
is, posscsscd llie npostolic officc-must bc considcrcd n Western onc 
which WRS very slowly and grndnnlly ndoptcd in thc East. Even 
in  tlic original of the first six boolcs of thc npostolic conslitutions, 
composcd about tlic end of thc third century, which represents llie 
bishop ns medintor, king, nnd tenclicr of the community, thc EpiSCOpnl 
ollicc is not yct regarded us tlic npostolic onc. It is rather presbyters, 
nr in  Ignntius, who arc clnsscd with thc npostlcs” (‘ IIist, Dogmn; vol. 
ii. p. 71, notc). 
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order in the Church to which were allotted the 
powers associated with the modern episcopate, we 
should expect the notice of such an appointment 
accompanied by the laying on of hands, now deemed 
so necessary for a valid ministry. St James, the 
brother of our Lord, was not even one of the 
twelve, and in all likelihood gained his position 
in Jerusalem because of his connection with Christ 
through the flesh,-a reason in complete harmony 
with oriental habits, as well perhaps as in conse- 
quence of his personal character and acceptability to 
the Jews. St Paul alone calls him an apostle, and 
in his case it was appropriate, because, in spite of 
his having at one time not believed in the glory 
of Jesus, he was one of those to whom He had 
revealed Himself after His resurrection, which was 
the necessary qualification of an apostle in the 
strict sense.l But his connection with the pres- 
byters would rather indicate that he himself was a 
presbyter. At the most, his position was much 
more like that of a permanent “moderator” in 
the modern Presbyterian Church than that of a 
bishop. We are far from denying that in after- 
years, when the episcopate was coming into view, 
S t  James’s position might have formed a sort of 
precedent for the episcopate, as the existence of a 
permanent “moderator” might be held as afford- 
ing a similar ground, as was at  one time the case 

Principal Lindsny mnkcs the soggcstive observntion thnt be hnd 
not fulfilled the missionary work which belonged to the apostles, nnd 
which the very name of his ofice implied (‘The Church and the 
Ministry in the Burly Centuries,’ p, 81). 

. 
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in Scotland. But the position of St James is so 
peculiar that only a special pleader for some pre- 
conceived theory would dream of finding proof 
bearing on modern controversies from whai is re- 
lated in the Acts. On the whole, Bishop Light- 
foot, with his usual scholarly fairness, admirably 
sums up the evidence as far as it goes. He sees 
in St James the episcopal office only in a rudi- 
mentary form, and at  the same time says: “If in 
some passages St James is named by himself, in 
others he is omitted and the presbyters alone are 
mentioned. From this it may be inferred that, 
though holding a position superior to the rest, he 
was still considered a member of the presbytery; 
that he was, in fact, the head or president of the 
college.” Dr Hort, on the other hand, denies, as 
we have seen, any evidence in the Acts “which 
bears out what is often said, that St James pre- 
sided over the conference.” “His own circum- 
stances were unique, and the circumstances of the 
ecclesia of Jerusalem were unique. Peculiar func- 
tions founded on peculiar qualifications is what the 
narrative suggests.” 1 

When we pass from this early scene in the life 
of the Church we discover a gradual coming into 
light of certain offices, not without various cross- 
lines, in which temporary functions are at work. 
I t  is universally admitted that the charismatic 
ministry of the prophets and the evangelists and of 
apostles, both in the primary and in the secondary 
sense of being envoys or missionary preachers, must 

Iiorl’s ‘Ecclcsin,’ p. 79. 
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be regarded as temporary and distinct from the 
regular local ministry.l 

We are not concerned with the special functions 
exercised by Timothy at Ephesus, or Titus in Crete, 
acting as delegates commissioned by St Paul. They 
were not bishops as we understand the term. “It 
is the conception of a later age,” writes Bishop 
Lightfoot, “which represents Timothy as Bishop 
of Ephesus, or Titus as Bishop of Crete. St Paul’s 
own language implies that the position which they 
hold was temporary.” 

Confining ourselves at present to the New Testa- 
ment, we find, beside that of deacon, two titles, 
presbyter (or elder) and bishop (or overseer),3 

1 “But while following tlie grndunl cmergcnce of tlie future conslilu- 
lion of the Church, we mnst rccoilcct thnt from tile first there were in 
nil probnbility ministers who tnught nnd gnidcd tlie ccclcsin, nnd u p  
pnrently prcsidcrl at the public scrviccsandnt the Euchnrist. The good 
order of tlie ecclesin required thnt not every one should direct the wor- 
ship or offer the gins, but only those rvho !we entitled to do so becuusc 
of manifest chnrisrnntn, or by nppointmcnt-whether thnt of the npostles 
or of the existing ministry, or of the ecclesi~, cnnnot well be detcr- 
mined.” (As to the lntter, see Hort‘s ‘ Ecclesin,’ pf’ 64, gg, IW.) 

a Lightfoot, p, 28. Bishop Gore puts it otlierwise : ‘(Timothy nnd 
Titus exercise whnt is esscntinlly the lntcr episcopnl ofice, but it 
would not nppcar thnt this authority, though essentinily pen~inrtnf, is 
definitely loculised like thnt of the diocesan bishop” (6 Church and 
Ministry; p. 247). Ccrtninly it would not, sccing thnt some centurics 
must puss before the ~ N C  diocesnn bishop came into existence ; and we 
might nsk his nuthority for nsserling and emphasising by italics tlie word 
“permnnent.” Bishop Lightfoot’s stntemcnt us to the temporary char. 
nctcr of their dnties is more consonnnt with hets. 

It is to be regretted thnt neither in the Anthoriscd nor the Revised 
Version of the New Teslnmcnt nny distinction is mndc bctwcen the 
technifid use of the wordpYerhtfcvor, describing (a) the church oficinl 
or Christinn minister, (I) tlic original mcnning ofpvc~61rfcro~ us one who 
is old in years, nnd (c) the clder of the Tewish Syncdrion. While the 
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applied to the permanent local Church officers, 
and modern authorities are at variance as to 
the exact relationship in which they mutually 
stand.’ 

word “bishop” is cmployed with all ,its modern associnlions to rep. 
resent the cpico&r, nnd is never trnnsinted “overseer,” the equivalent 
ecclesinslical term presbyter” i s  persistently avoided. This, as we 
humbly think, has led to some confusion. There are four mean. 
ings in which presbyter occnrs in  Scriptore : ( I )  The older men as 
opposed to the younger (Acts xi. 17 ; Titus ii. 5 ; I Peter v. 5). 
(2) Officially to the elders of the Jews, in the Gospcls throughout. 
(3) To the office of presbyler in ‘the Ciiristinn Church (Acts xi. 30; 
xiv. x3; xv. 2, 4, 6, 22, 26;  xvi. 4; XX. 17; xxi. 18; I Tim. v. I, 
17, 19; Titus i. 5 ;  Jnmcs V. 14; I Peter v. r, and pcrhnps v. 5 ;  
2 John i. I). (4) To thc twenty-four eldcrs spoken of in Reveintions 
as part of the henvcnly host. 

We have here to do only wlth the third class-viz., the prcsby- 
lers of the Christian Church along with bishops and dencons We 
can therefore sec no rcnson wily thc revisers should not hnvc dis. 
tingnishcd tlic official title of prcshyter from eldcr as they do bishop 
from overseer. We may also go further and express our regret that i n  
the Prnycr Book the word “priest”(wliicii has led to so many trying 
conscqucnces) shoiild hnve been siibstituted Cor presbyter, from rvhicl: 
the yord “priest ’’ is derived, and of which it wns intended as nil 
eqnivnlcnt (15ooker’s ‘llccles. Polity,’ Y. Ixxviii. 3). 

The origin of each of these titles iins been crilicnlly cxnmincd by 
Dr IIntcli, who holds tiint they were translcrred from existing ofices 
which had wcll.known functions in Jewish and Greck communities, 
and that they carried with them similar functions when they became 
ecclesiastical litles. The prcsbytcr, ns he has sliown, belonged to llle 
Jewish Synedrion, the court connected with every synngogne, wbethcr 
in Pnlestine or among the Jews of llie Dispersion. The duty of that 
court was to exercisc discipline, and when presbyters were tppointcd 
in the Christian ecclesice tlicy formed, according to Dr Hatch, a 
body charged with keeping the life of the ntembcrship pure-m nll- 
important function, for nt that time C h + u i i t y  was in the midst of 
snrrounding hcathcndom. ‘Edmoxoc, or lnrprAnr~$s, wnf the title Of 
thc officer nppointcd,in Greek communitics to talre charge of thc funds 
belonging to the coiifmternitics, nsunlly intended for charitable pur- 
ppses. Dr FIatch would simiiwly dilfercntinte these two ClnSSCS Of 
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The belief on which we Presbyterians rest our 

claims to the possession of apostolic order and 
authority is that in the New Testament presbyter 
and bishop are identical and synonymous, and 
that this holds good in the Western Churches 
well on into the second century, and still later in 
the Church of Alexandria. We shall deal with the 
New Testament evidence first. 

I. We hold that the episcopate in the modern 
sense, and as Bishop Lightfoot seems to prove, 
was evolved out of the presbyterate by “ elevation ”; 
that essentially, as the Roman Church itself teaches,’ 
it was not a separate order but a dignity, even as 
an archbishop is not a new order but a dignity 
invested with certain privileges and powers. We 
hold that, according to Scripture and the early 

Officers when appointed in the ccclesim. But he seems to ovcrlool< 
descriptions in the New Testament which attributc to both officcs 
duties which Dr Hatch would confine to each sepnmtely. Thus it was 
to the iiresbytcrs lhat the funds raised for the poor in Jerusnlcm were 
given, and at the conference in Jerusalem it WRS to thc presbyters grid 
pmsbyters, with the apostles, that the serious doctrinnl question of thc 
adinision of Gentiles was rcfcrred. This was not a matter of discipline 
but of doctrinal importance. Then, again, we find the qpi~co$oi are to 
be “apt to lcnch” ( I  Tim. iii. 3). Tlierc diNcrcnces would be har- 
monised if presbyter and bishop were recognised as being at  first 
synonymous terms referring to the same ofice, but as Dr I-Intcli’s 
theory makes them diflcrcnt in origin and in their duties, it seems US if 
his suggestive reference to conteinpornneous customs had been pushed 
too far and lacked Scriptum1 support. See also the still more sugges. 
tivc passage in I Peter Y. I, 2. 

Moriniis, who is nn undoubted authority ns to Roman history and 
texts, says that the saying of Hilary the deacon, “Episcopi et prcs. 
byteri Una ordinntio est”-(the ordination or “order” of bishop and 
presbyter arc the sanre)-“is the gcncral opinion of the Latin Fathers.” 
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Fathers, presbyter and bishop being synonyms for 
the same office, the essential qualities of the original 
office remained in the presbyterate as much as in 
the episcopate, and that of these the presbyterate 
could not have been deprived because of the ele- 
vation at a later date of bishops out of originally 
the same rank of ministry. I f ,  as the advocates of 
Episcopacy so frequently assert, the special authority 
of bishops was “from above,” then assuredly, in 
the primitive Church, that authority was given as 
much to the presbyterate as to the episcopate. 
Still further, we have no evidence of any sub- 
sequent and formal deprivation “ from above ” of 
the authority which the presbyterate undoubtedly 
held as being one with the episcopate in apostolic 
times.’ Accordingly we maintain that “succession ” 
in the presbyterate is as validly secured through a 
line of presbyters as through the episcopate, and, 
if lineal succession from the apostles is necessary 
now to secure validity for the Sacraments, then 
that succession, as we shall subsequently show, is 
clearly found i n  the presbyterate of the Church of 
Scotland. 

The first fact on which our claims rest, as far 
as the New Testament is concerned, is the identity 
of the two offices of presbyter and bishop in Scrip- 
tural usage. That they are therein interchangeable 
appears the only way of accounting for the manner 
in which they are employed. The proofs of this 
are so familiar that it may seem superfluous to re- 
’ We will deallatcron with the traditions nnd legends resllecting the 

inslitution of bishops by St  John. 
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state them, Bishop Lightfoot in his exhaustive 
essay has proved this identification in Scripture up 
to the hilt. For completeness of treatment it is 
necessary, however, to set forth the evidence. Tak- 
ing instances in chronological sequence, we find- 

I. In the Church of Jerusalem (circa A.D. 51) 
only presbyters and deacons are mentioned along 
with apostles. If the name of presbyter and epis- 
copos do not represent the same office, then we 
must conclude that the episcopos had no place in 
the earliest Church organisation, unless St James 
was a bishop, which we have already seen is more 
than improbable. The identification of the two 
names here is as necessary to show the primitive 
position of the episcopos as of the presbyter. 

2. About the year A.D. 57 St Paul summoned 
the presbyters of Ephesus to Miletus, and delivered 
the touching address in which he exhorts them in 
these words, “Take heed unto yourselves and to all 
the flock in the which the Holy Ghost hath made 
you bishops, to feed the Church of God which 
I le  purchased with His own blood.” Here the 
identification of the presbyterate and episcopate is 
undoubted, for the names are used as synonymous. 

3. Similarly the absence of the name presbyter in 
the  Epistle to the Philippians (circa A.D. 62), and 
the  mention only of bishops and deacons, would 
be inconceivable unless bishop and presbyter were 
the same, because presbyters undoubtedly formed 
then, and ever since, a prominent and principal 
element in the organisation of the Church. To 
reduce the ministry to two orders, bishops and 
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* ‘deacons, would be as much against the claims of 

the episcopate in the modern sense as of the pres- 
byterate. If by bishop St Paul meant what St 
Cyprian meant, or what Episcopalians now mean, 
then we have a Church organisation consisting of 
but two orders without the order of the presbyterate 
or “ priesthood,” which has formed the very baclc- 
bone of the ministry in all ages. We are there- 
fore compelled, even for the sake of safeguarding 
Episcopacy, to regard the presbyters as included 
under the title of ‘‘ bishops” in the letter to the 
Philippians. 

4. In I Peter v. x, z (circa A.D. 64), we have ex- 
hortations to the presbyters in which he desires 
them to ‘I  tend the flock of God, exercising the 
oversight.” I n  the original the word is E I T L ~ o -  
rroirvres-that is ‘( acting as bishops” or I‘  over- 
seers’’ over them. The doubt as to the reading 
scarcely affects the sense, as Bishop Gore acknow- 
ledges, from the reference to (‘the Chief Shepherd.” 

5 .  In  I Timothy (which is a letter addressed to 
Timothy at  Ephesus), where the presbyters were 
the same presbyters as he had exhorted at Miletus, 
there is a t  first in the epistle no mention of pres-. 
byters a t  all, but apparently a description of the 
qualifications necessary for bishops and, deacons, 
and yet from I Tim. v. 17, 20, it seems that the 
presbyterate was in St  Paul’s mind. We cannot 
evade the conclusion that the presbyters whom he 
exhorted at Miletus as bishops who were to shepherd 
the flock of God, were the same whom he calls in 
the epistle bishops and presbyters alike. 

G 
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6. In the Epistle to Titus we find this identi- 
fication still more clearly stated. Titus was acting 
as delegate for St Paul in Crete, where apparently 
the Church organisation was as yet in a rudi- 
mentary form, as there is no mention whatever of 
deacons. He had left Titus to “set in order the 
things that are wanting,” and especially “to appoint 
presbyters in every city ”-I‘ men blameless, hus- 
bands of one wife, having children that are be- 
lievers, who are not accused of riot, or unruly”; 
and he then says, ‘‘ For the bishop must be blame- 
less, as the steward of God; not self-willed,” &c. 
Nothing can be more explicit than this ideutifi- 
cation of the two titles. That the mission of Titus 
was temporary, and for the purpose of establish- 
ing orderly government, correcting false teaching, 
and meeting the corruption which was prevalent, 
is plain from iii. 12, for St Paul instructs him to 
join him at  Nicopolis, assuming that his work in 
Crete was completed. Professor Gwatltin calls the 
letters to Timothy and Titus “letters of recall,” 
for not only is Titus summoned to Nicopolis, but 
Timothy also appears elsewhere soon afterwards 
(Heb. xiii. 23). 

7. The government of presbyters is seen to be 
in force in the Jewish churches of the Dispersion. 
St J a m s  in his epistle speaks of them as if they 
were the only spiritual officials (James v. 16). SO, 
too, St Peter appears to know only of presbyters 
(I Peter v. 1-4). 

It is unnecessary to notice attempts to find in the 
angels of the seven churches the proof of the ex- 
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istence of bishops, as few intelligent students now 
accept that view.* 

What, then, do we learn from the New Testament 
regarding the ministry 7 

I. We have already seen how our Lord educated 
and prepared His disciples, not merely to be His 
envoys during His life, but with direct reference to 
His great purpose in the Church afterwards,-that 
future society of men and women to be gathered 
into fellowship with Himself, to be the spiritual 
temple in which He was ever to abide through His 
Spirit, and through which His redeeming work for 
the world was to be fulfilled. The training of the 
twelve had evidently ever in view the carrying out of 
the purpose which “had been before the foundation 
of the world,” and which had been made possible 
by His incarnation, His death on the cross, His 
resurrection, His ascension into glory, and His re- 
ceiving gifts for men, being made head over all 
things to His Church. The apostles were to be 
His chosen instruments for this end. From the 

A condensed siimmnry of the case is given hy Prof. Gwntliin of 
Cambridge in Ilnstings’ ‘Bible Dictionnry’ : (1) Bishops and elders 
nre never joined together like bishops and deacons, as sepnrnto clnsses 
ofofficials. If lllere llnd 
been n distinct order of elders it wonld scarcely hnvc been omitted; 
so 1 Tim. iii. pusses over the elders, though v, ,17 shows lherc were 
certainly elders at Epliesus and had been for Some time pnst (Acts 
xx, 17). Conversely, Titus i. 5.7 passes over the bisllops, describing 
elders in their place nnd in nearly the snme words. (3) The bisliops 
described to Timothy, tlic elders of I Tim. v. 17, and those Of 
I Peter v. 2, have distinctly pnstornl fnncrions. So, too, have the 
elders ofdcts XX. and those described in the Epistlc to Titus. (4) The 
same persons seem to be cnlled bishops nnd elders (Aels XX. 17-28; 
Titus i. 7). 

(2) Pliil. i. I, “To bishops and dencons.” 
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first they were fellow-workers with Him, for even 
during His life His disciples were commissioned to 
do the works which He Himself did (cf. Mark i. 39, 
iii. 13-16, vi. 12 ; Luke ix. 6 ; Matt. ix. 35). This 
throws light on the saying on which a greater 
superstructure of inference than the words neces- 
sarily bear has often been built, “As the Father 
hath sent Me, even so send I you.”’ They were 
to be witnesses for ’Him, to continue His work, 
and to carry into the world the peace and the 
love, unity, and sanctity, which in His later hours 
He was so gloriously teaching and so earnestly 
praying for. For that end He promises to send 
the Comforter to guide them into the truth, to 
call to their remembrance all that He had done 
and taught, and through the same Comforter the 
world was to be convinced of sin and righteousness 
and judgment. ”As  the Father hath sent Me,  
even so send I you. And when He said this, He 
breathed on them, and saith unto them, Receive ye 
the Holy Ghost : Whose soever sins ye forgive, they 
are forgiven unto them; and whose soever sins ye 
retain, they are retained.” This last probably refers 

Bishop Westcott, than whom there is perhaps no more reliable 
interpreter of St  John‘s Gospel, believes that these words were spoken 
to nll the disciples, and not confined to the eleven apostles. If so, 
it is n commission to the ecciesia rather than to the apostles done. 
There is a parallel passage (St John xvii. 18) in which similar words 
m e  u w l  apparently in reference to the fiist mission of tlie disciples 
when they wcre sent out to declare the good news of tlie kingdom, to 
heal the sick and cast out devils, which had hccn tlie work of Jcslls 
Himself during His own ministry, and it wns apparently a similar work 
which is alluded to when IIc sends them forth once more to bc 1x1s 
envoys in tlie world after His nsccnsion, 
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to the disciplinary work of the Church, and was 
a promise apparently made also to the Church and 
not exclusively to the apostles (Matt. xviii. IS). His 
breathing on them, accompanied by the solemn 
words, “ Receive ye the Holy Ghost,” was assuredly 
the giving to them the grace of the indwelling Spirit 
for the work committed to them. But while these 
suggestive words-spoken after the resurrection and 
to be taken along with the solemn counsels given 
to them ere He suffered, and the immeasurably 
solemn prayer of the great High Priest on their 
behalf and on behalf of those who were “ to  believe 
on Him through their word’’-indicate a special 
position for His apostles and a specially influential 
work to be fulfilled by them, it is not easy always 
to distinguish what is said to the apostles from 
what is intended for the whole ecclesia. 

The command to observe the Supper of the Lord 
till He came again was not given to the apostles 
only, but through them to the ecclesia. In like 
manner the command to make disciples of all 
nations was equally applicable to the future Church 
as a‘ whole. Nor is government in any special or 
clear form assigned to the apostles. Dr Hort may 
seem justified in his statement that there is no 
express indication of power to govern being specif- 
ically given to the apostles, although the subsequent 
history of the Church plainly shows that they did 
govern, and must have had authority to do So, 
because the Church universally acknowledged their 
supreme position. In short, it is impossible to 
read the New Testament without recognising Divine 
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authority as involved in the apostolate. At the 
same time, there is a remarkable absence of evi- 
dence to show that Christ ever formally prescribed 
the nature and type of government which was to 
be instituted permanently in His Church. 

2. When we follow the actual history of the 
Church under apostolic guidance, we discover a 
similar absence of any precise form of ministry 
having been pre-arranged for the Church. Govern- 
ment was of course essential to the existence of the 
Church as a society, but when we trace the actual 
course of events, and notice how the diaconate was 
established to meet a felt want, and how, while 
charismatic ministries were certainly directly en- 
dowed “from above ’’ in the most literal sense, yet 
the actual institution of the local and permanent 
ministry by the apostles betrays no hint of precon- 
ceived plan: we learn that a characteristic of the 
apostolic organisation was freedom under the guid- 
ance of the indwelling Spirit.2 

“In the apostolic age we have seen thnt the olfces instituted in the 
ecclesix were the creation of successive experiences and changes of 
circumslance, involving at the same time a partial adoption first of 
Jewish precedents by the ecclesia of Juden, and thcn apparently of 
Judean Christinn prccedenls by the ecclesix of the Dispersion and the 
Gentiles. There is no trace in the New Testament that any ordinances 
on this subject w r e  prescribed by the Lord, or that any sach ordinnnces 
were set up as permanently binding hy the Twelve 01 by St  Pnnl or by 
the ccclesia at large. Thcir faith in the Holy Spirit nnd His perpetual 
yidnncewnsloomuch a rcnlity to make tllRt possible” (Hort’s Eccles., 
P. 230). 

a Instead of acknowledging lhe freedom which mnrkcd the charis. 
matic characler of the prophets nnd teachers, and the nuthority wliich 
that mnnifest presence of the Spirit of itsclf conferred, Bishop Gore, ns 
il anxious to bring into hnrmony with his theory the fact thet prophets 
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For the presbyterate of the 'Christian Church 
seems to have its roots in the existing eldership of 
the Jewish ecclesia. It was adopted apparently 
from the old ecclesia rather than a matter of fresh 
creation by the new.' This does not imply that 
the Jewish elder-the " zaqen "-and the Christian 
elder were identical, or that the old office was trans- 
ferred to the new ecclesia. The connection between 
the two may have been as remote as that between 
circumcision and baptism, or the Passover and the 
Lord's Supper. Yet that it was the elder and not 
the priest (lepe3s) who was taken as the type, how- 
ever distant, of the Christian minister is suggestive. 
Priesthood was associated with sacrifice, and finds 
its fulfilment in Christ and in the priesthood of 
believers, while the Jewish elder represented govern- 
ment wherever there was a synagoguc. But there 
was a wide distinction between the Jewish and the 
Christian office. The Christian presbyter, as we 
shall see, was more than a disciplinarian. His 
functions were chiefly spiritual. 

As far as the New Testament is concerned, 
wc have found that the presbyter- bishop-com- 
bining the two' names as identical - is the only 
fixed local ministry besides that of deacon. The 
and teachers laid hnnds on BarnnbRs and Pnul, h ~ s  to posluhte thnt 
these men-viz., the prophets nnd tencl iers-"~rcrr~r~~a~~ had received 
either Christ's own command before He left the enrlh, or (like Pnulnnd 
Bnmnbns) the recognition by the hying on of hnnds of those who rvere 
npostles nnd prophets before them of thnt divine mission rvllicli thcir 
mirnculoas gifts evidenced I' (' Cliristinn Ministry,' p. 267). This is, of 
course, pnre supposition. ' Sec Lightfoot's 'Christian Ministry: p. 17 ; Hatch's 'Orgnnisation 
of the Enrly Cliristinn Church,' p. 6 2 ;  I-Iort's 'Bcclesin,' p. 62. 

. 
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. passing away of the charismatic ministry and of the 
apostleship in its original form properly belongs to 
the post. apostolic period. The presbyter - bishops 
were ministers whose duties were not confined to 
discipline, as they are sometimes alleged to have 
been confined: for they were to be “apt to teach”; 
to “take heed to themselves and t o  their doctrine ”; 
and (‘ to feed the flock of God,” * which surely were 
duties of a spiritual character.” We have no clear 

1 Dr Hatch, ns we have seen, is so much under the control of his 
studies in Jewish and Greek customs that he transfers too completely 
the characteristics of the Jewish elder and of the Greek Znluirroror or 
ZarpfAq& to the Church oliicers who bore tlie same names. Dr 
Harnnck, again, because of his rejection of the pnstornl epistles, omits 
evidence which to us seems nt once authentic and indispensable. Dr 
Sanday, in  his interesting and able article in tlie ‘Expositor‘ (1887)~ 
shows the influence of Iiarnack’s teaching, because, on account of the 
bishop and deacon being frequently conjoined, but never the presbyter 
and dencon, he concludes that there was an original and continued 
difference in their functions; hut there is rcally no evidence touching 
the nature of the ofices of bishop and deacon to be derived fiom the 
collocation of the two names. What that really signified we cannot 
now tell. Dr Sanilay acknowledges, thougli not so unreservedly as Dr 
Lightfoot, tlie pnctical identity of bishop and prcsbyter during the latter 
half of the apostolic age. In  the same volume of the ‘Expositor’ there 
is an interesting papcr by the late Rev. J. hlncpherson, M.A., accent. 
uating the nuthoritative position o i  the presbyter. 

Dr Sanday, in his lucid p p e r  (‘Expositor,’ 1887, p. I O ~ ) ,  agrees 
with Harnnck ns to there heiiig little evidence regarding lhe exercise 
of spiritual functions by the presbyter-bishop, but it seems impossible 
to understand what was meant by the exhortations given to presbyter. 
bishops (Acts xx, i I Peter v, ; Titus i. g ; I Tim. iv. 16) unless tliese 
indicated distinct spiritual fiinctions, I t  is trtle that we have nolhing 
soid as to the Eucharist being celehrntcd by presbyter.bisliops or hy 
any one else, except when S t  Paul is mentioned on a single occasion, 
and the Didnchc shows that in the case of that ecclcsin (riucn A.D. 100) 
it xvos a charismatic prophet who, in the nbsence of an npostle, presided 
at the Enclmrist. Wilh that exception we have no light wllatcver OS to 

a I Tim. iii. 2, iv. 16; I Peter V, I, 2. 
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statement as to whether they presided at the cele- 
bration of the Lord’s Supper, but the fact that 
they were regarded as “having the rule” over the 
ecclesia in which they were placed, and that in all 
probability they had all been ordained, as was 
Timothy, would indicate that in the absence of 
apostles or prophets they would “offer the gifts.” 
This seems confirmed by the rule given in the 
Didache (circrc A.D. IOO), that when no prophet 
any rnle in the ecclesia when no apostle is present I the one command 
that “nll things be done dcccntly and in order”is thc great guiding 
principle which is imposed. Agnin, that the Didache does not mention 
1Itc presbyter at all, but only bishops and deacons, indicntcs thnt lhc 
term bishop was used by the writer as synonymons with presbylcr, as 
it is also so used in the Epistle of Clement. If not, the absence ofnny 
noticc of an oflice so auuredly important, were it n distinct oflice, and 
not synonymous wilh bishop, would be unnccounlnble. If, however, 
the Didache did combine the two under thc mine bishop, then wc read 
(Did. xv. I.z), ‘I Elect therefore for yourselvcs bishops nnd deacons 
worthy of the Lord, men meek and not lovers of money, and lrutliful 
and npproved; for they too minister to you the ministry of the prophets 
and teachers : therefore despise theni not, for they are those that are 
the hononrcd among yon mith the proplicts and teachers.” The hying 
on of hands by the presbyters along with St Paul seems to be dcnlded 
of ils spiritual value by Dr Sanday, “becnusc there is the intervention 
of the prophets.” We fail to see how this intervention deprives the 
laying on of hands by the presbylcrs of spiritonl value. Agnin, 
Dr Sanday builds much on the phrase, “Let the presbyters thnt 
rule well be counted worthy of double honour, especially those who 
Inbour in the word nnd teaching.” Iiis belief that this excludes the idea 
of every presbyler4ishop being called to tcnch or prench, because i t  
implies that there were those who did not labour in teaching or preach- 
ing, is surely too much. One of the qudifications of the prcsbyter- 
bishop was that “he should be apt to teach”; but thatidenl may not 
hnve been always realised in the early Church, just as it is far from 
being realised in the modern. The fair reading of the pNsagC is thnt 
there were some distinguished N tenchen and others ns mlers, even 5s 
in tlie Church now there are some who mnybe wcalc preachers bnt wise 
leaders. 
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was present the bishops and deacons were to 
officiate. The presbyter - bishops also ordained 
(I Tim. iv. 14).l 

1 If the pnstoral epistles must he nttrihuted to the middle of thc 
second century, as Dr IInrnnck ~~sserts, then this pnssnge nppcdng at 
such a time would indicate the continunnce of the presbyter ns the chief 
local officer with power to ordain up to n period later than the lctters 
of Ignntius. 

“Of oficers higher than the preshytcrWhops,” says Dr Hort, 
“we find nothing that points to an instllntion or syslem, nothing like 
the episcopal system of Inter times. In the New Testament the word 
e-pisco@s, as applied to men, mainly, if not nlwnys, Is not a title, but n 
description of the elder‘s functions. On the otlier hnnd, the monnrcliicnl 
principle, which is the essence of Episcopncy, receives in the apostolic 
age n practical though n limiled recognition, not so much in the nhso- 
lntely exceptional posilion of St Peter in the early dnys at JeNsalcm, or 
the cqnally exceplionnl position of St l’mil thronghont the ecclesiir of 
his awn iaundntion, ns in thc position nldmntely held by St  Janies at 
Jerusalcm, nnd nlso to n limited extent in the tempornry functions in- 
trusted by St Pan1 to Timothy and Titus when lie left them behind for 
n little while to complete nrnngements begun by himself at Epl~esus 
nnd in Crete respectively” (Hort’s Eecl., p. 232). 


