
LECTURE IV. 

SECOND LECTURE ON THE MINISTRY. SIJBJECT- 
THE MINISTRY IN THE SUB-APOSTOLIC PERIOD. 

11. We now pass from Scripture to the earliest 
documents following the New Testament era-that 
is to say, up to the middle of the second century. 

The discovery of the Didachel (circa A.D. 100; 
Harnack, 130-160 A.D.) throws new light on sub- 
apostolic customs, but it will be difficult for the 
advocates of existing ecclesiastical systems to find 
support in the Didache for any exclusive claims. 
It gives a most interesting and curious picture of 
the Church, probably at  the end of the first century, 
for we cannot believe it t o  be of a much later date. 
It is of little consequence in what region it was 
written-whether it belongs to the Jewish Christian 
Church beyond Jordan or to Egypt. It, a t  all 

ing of the Lord through the T~VCIVC Apostles to the Nations,” is c!n- 
Tlic Didache, or “Tcnching of the Tivelvc Apostics,” or “Tench- 

tnined in n mnniiscript discovered in is73 by Philollieos Bryey’o? 
Metropoiitnn of Nicoiiicdio, in Asin Minor. It ivns found by I!im in 
the lihrnry of the Monnstciy of thc Most Holy SepulclirC, In the 
Phannr, or Greek Quarter of Constnntinoplc, and f o m  a document 
Of high importance for historinns of the early CIinrCh. 
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events, represents a condition of things suggestive 
of the transition period between the apostolic and a 
later age. We find “apostles” mentioned, but they 
are no longer the apostles of the New Testament, 
Ijut missionary evangelists who are not expected to 
settle in any place, and whose claims are regarded 
with a certain suspicion, as if they had a tendency to 
settle as a burden on believers. The Didache also 
brings into prominence the position of the charis- 
matic prophet. He appears here as occupying the 
place assigned by St Paul, “first apostles, secondly 
prophets,” because whenever the genuineness of 
his claims had been tested and recognised by the 
ecclesia, he was at once assigned the chief place in 
the Church. As long as he is resident he presides 
and celebrates the Eucharist, and is entitled to 
pray extempore as the Spirit moves him. When 
there is no prophet then the bishop (presbyter- 
bishop), and not the wandering apostle, takes the 
highest place and I‘ offers the gifts.” This descrip- 
tion reveals a condition peculiar to a special period 
when the organisation of the Church was, as it has 
been well named, “ fluid,” and not yet settled into 
permanent moulds; or it may have been peculiar to 
a certain locality. If it belongs to any later time 
than the early sub-apostolic era, it indicates that 
the Episcopacy advocated by Ignatius had certainly 
not become, as he asserts, universally received. In 
whatever light we find it, the Didache gives no 
countenance to claims of an exclusively authorita- 
tive character which have been urged by various 
sections of the modern Church, whether by SO- 
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called “ Catholics” or ‘ I  Presbyterians” or Con- 
gregationalists,” and may therefore form a warning 
to all Churches against overweening confidence as 
to details.’ 

But turning to the sub-apostolic Fathers, we 
have- 

I. The Epistle of Clement of Rome to the Cor- 
inthian church, probably not later than A.D. 97- 
that is, nearly contemporary with the Didache, if 
not earlier. In that epistle, as is to all intents 
and purposes universally acknowledged? there are 

See paperon Dr Moberley’s trentment of the Didache, Note I. p. 142. 
a Bishop Gore, indeed, sets himself to prove whnt, in view of the 

letters of Clement, Polycnrp, nnd the Shepherd of Hermns, mny seem 
n hopeless thesis when lie says “thnt in the West no more thnn the 
East did the supreme power ever devolve upon the presbyters.” While 
confessing thnt I’ the evidence of Polycnrp tnken nlune indicntes thnt 
the Churches in the Wesl were governed simply by n council of presby- 
ters” (‘Cliurch nnd Ministry,’ p. 334), yet he holds thnt such n 
supposition “does not satisfy d l  the evidence of Clement‘s letter or 
of Kcrmns.“ IIe discovers in Clemcnt’s letter the following phmses: 
“Ye did nll things without respect of persons, nnd wnllied in the 
conimnndnienls of God, being obedient to those who hnd the rule 
Over you, nnd giving all fitting houour to the presbyters among YOU” 
(Clement, cii. i.) ‘1 Let us esteem those who have the rule over us; 
let us honour tlie nged [or presbyters] nmong us; let us trnin up the 
young men in the fenr of God” (Clement, ch. xxl.) And ngnin, 
referring to tlie apostles, he snys: “They appointed those already 
mentioned [thnt is, presbyter-bishops], nnd nlterwnrds gave instructions 
thnt when they should fnll nsleep other niproved men should succeed 
them in their ministry. We nre of opinion, therefore, thnt those 
nppointed by them [thnt is, the npostles], or afterwards by other 
eminent men with the consent of the whole Church, . . cnnnot be 
justly dismissed from the ministry,” On these grounds Bishop Gore 
rests the opinion that there wns n class indicntcd by the term “ t~ lers”  
distinct from and nbovc tile presbyter.bisliop, and thnt Lliesc or suchlike 
Were tlle “eminent men” who with consent of the Church nppointed 
nlld ordained presbyters. WC could nccept such n theory only if the 
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only two orders of localised ministry mentioned, 
and the object of the epistle is to establish the 
authority of the presbyters over parties in the 
Church which had been rebelling against them. 

Clement himself does not style himself a bishop, 
but writes in the name of “ the church sojourning at 
Rome to the church sojourning at  Corinth,” and his 
silence as to there being any local ecclesiastical 
official higher than the presbyters may be held 
to prove decisively that in Corinth at  least there 
were not three orders of regular ministry up to the 
end of the first century. 
2. The Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians 

language of Clement clearly lndimted tliis meaning, or if there \vas 
no more obvious m y  of explaining these pnssages. Thcrc wcrc two 
classes of local oficers, tlie prcsbyterAishops and deacons, and of 
those the prcsbyter.bishops were “rulers” in the local churches 35 the 
Pastoral Epistles indicate. Why postulate another unknown order 
here? If  there wus such an order present, eitlicr in Corinth or 
elsewhcre, with authority to rule over tlie church of Corinth, why 
did Cienient not direct his letter to them as well us to the presliytyteis, 
or indicate clearly their existence? ‘1 If Corinth had lind a bishop in 
Clement’s time, or were remarkable or blameworthy in having no 
bishop, we could scarcely hnvc fniled to hear of it in  a letter called 
forth by the deposition of certain elders” (see Prof. Gwntkin, ‘Bible 
Dictionary,’vol. i. p. 441). Bishop Gore sccms at one point to admit 
this. “ I t  is quite true,” lie says, “that there is no local authority in 
Corinth above the presbyters : Clement‘s language about submission 
10 them postulates this.’’ But he does not rest there, for, pussing on, 
he is guilty of the strange and suggestive annchronism, “ I t  may be also 
nclcnowledged that it is an nnwarmnlnble hypothesis that tlic see ( I )  
of Corinth was vacnnt when Clement ivrote.” And then hc says, 
“But it does not therefore follow that there is not in this epistle the 
recognition of a superior authority, though it has as yet no representn. 
tive in the particular Church addressed” (‘Chnrcll and Minislry,’ p. 
322). This is a supposition pure and simple, without historical foundn. 
tie% and scarcely worthy of soscholarly a writer. 
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was written in the second century. He was a 
disciple of St John and a contemporary of Ignatius. 
In this letter, and in spite of the influence of 
Ignatins, his contemporary and the first setter forth 
of Episcopacy, Polycarp, himself Bishop of Smyrna, 
knows of no other order in Philippi than that of 
presbyters and deacons, nor does he find fault with 
them for being without a bishop. 

3. Still later the curious book called ‘The Shep- 
herd of Hermas ’ (probably about A.D. 140, although 
the date is very indeterminate), written to Rome 
apparently, knows only of presbyter-bishops, and 
they are described as those who “presided over the 
Church.” Dr Salmon, in his article on ‘( Hermas ” 
in Smith’s ‘ Dictionary of the Bible,’ says : I ‘  Hermas 
seems to use the words Cpiscopos and presbyteros as 
synonymous, and he always speaks of the govern- 
ment of the Church being in the hands of elders, 
without giving a hint that one elder enjoyed autho- 
rity over others.” 

Even Bishop Gore frankly acknowledges this fact 
when, summing up the evidence, he writes : “ There 
is a view (which is undoubtedly supported by the 
Epistle of Polycarp taken alone) that the Churches 
in the West were governed simply by a council of 
presbyters who had no superiors over them, and who 
therefore must he supposed to have handed on their 
own ministry”; and he adds: “There is no ob- 
jection on ground of principle to this conclusion 
viewed in the light of the apostolic succession. 
These presbyter-bishops legitimately ’ ordained ’ and 
fulfilled episcopal functions, because these func- 
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tions belong to the equal commission they had all 
received. Subsequently a t  later ordinations this 
full commission was confined to one of their number, 
and the rest received the reduced authority which 
belonged to the presbyterate of later Church history. 
Such a process would not represent the elevation of 
any new dignity from below but the limitation of an 
old dignity to one, instead of its extension to many, 
and that in accordance with the precedent set by 
St John.”l So far he concedes almost all we con- 
tend for, but he no sooner concedes than he with- 
draws the concession, and his reasons for doing so 
are by no means convincing. He does so “ because 
it makes the strong tradition of the mono-episcopal 
succession, which meets us in the latter part of the 
second century, and the undisputed succession of 
the single bishop, almost unintelligible.” In  other 
words, he. puts aside the plain evidence of Clement, 
Polycarp, and Hermas, because it interferes with a 
“tradition,” and renders “ almost unintelligible ” 
what is found, not at the time of these writers, but 
at the end of the second century. One accustomed 
to the reasoning of science when similarly dealing 
with a hypothesis would expect the confession that 
the hypothesis, not the facts, had broken down. 

He then adduces what apparently is deemed an 
argument for the existence of a Bind of Episcopacy 
in the shape of some authority higher than the 
presbyters, even in the chnrches to  which Clement 
and Hermas alluded. Because the name presbyter 
could still be used for both orders in the days of 

, 

1 

I Church and Ministry, p. 334. 
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Irenseus, and Clement of Alexandria, and Origen, 
he holds it to be “maintainable that there was 
instituted at  Corinth and Philippi one amongst the 
presbyters who, though he held the unique powers 
which afterwards belonged to the episcopate, was 
still included under the common name of presbyter- 
bishop.” He no sooner states this, however, than 
he confesses that it is “unsupported by the docu- 
ments he is considering.” Why, then, bring it 
forward? And stranger than all, in view of such 
a confession, he proceeds to state the convictions 
to which he had been led, ‘I that in the West no 
more than the East did the supreme power ever 
devolve on the presbyters,” and yet in the next 
sentence he writes, “There was a time when they 
[i.e., the presbyters] were (as the Epistles of Clement 
and Polycup bear witness) the chief local authorities 
-the sole ordinary occupants of the chief seat.” 
But as if too much had been conceded, he builds 
on the distinction he had himself created between 
the local and non-local, the theory that over those 
presbyters and not yet localised were men of pro- 
phetic inspiration or of apostolic authority and 
known character, ‘1 prophets ” or ‘I  teachers ” or 
“rulers” or ‘(men of distinction,” who in the sub- 
apostolic age were ordained to the sacred ministry, 
and in certain cases would have exercised the chief 
teaching and governing authority. But there are 
too many alternatives here, and the whole is sheer 
speculation, not history. I‘  Gradually,” he goes on 
to say, “these men, after the pattern set by James 
in Jerusalem or by St John in the churches of Asia, 

H 

’ 
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became themselves local presidents or instituted 
others in their name. Thus a transition was 
effected to a state of things in which every church 
had its local president who ranked amongst the 
presbyters-a fellow-presbyter like St  Peter-sitting 
with him on the chief seat, but to whom was 
assigned exclusively the name of bishop.” If the 
premises were clearly established, and the position 
and influence and authority of these unlocalised 
and charismatic men were clearly in evidence, this 
would be an arguable account of the evolution of 
bishop in the modern sense. But even then, if it 
is the account of a development, a growth leading 
to a new office unknown in the apostolic Church, in 
which there was confessedly but two orders of per- 
manent local ministry, and if the third order arose 
out of. the force of circumstances, through the 
natural evolution of history or because of schisms 
and heresies, as Irenzus and Jerome assert (see 
’Expositor,’ 1887, p. 10 ; Lightfoot, p. 204 ; Hatch, 
p. 98), it may well appear as if mono-episcopacy 
was, to quote the oft-repeated phrase of Bishop 
Gore, “from below and not from above,” got not 
‘by direct divine appointment but through an ar- 
rangement naturally reached by the Church through 
traceable influences, and in the manner which 
seemed most advisable,-then we may boldly assert 
that in the immediate sub-apostolic period, and 
before these influences were fully felt, the divine 
right of Episcopacy as a separate order was not 
recognised in the Church of the West till the 
Council of Trent, and not then-except in England. 
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4. The position of the ministry in the Roman 
Church is somewhat obscure. If we were to be- 
lieve Hegesippus (about the end of the second 
century) as quoted by Eusebius, there was a suc- 
cession of bishops following St  Peter; but his evi- 
dence is open to grave suspicion.1 There is much 
to indicate the absence. of any bishop, in the 
modern sense, in the Roman Church for more 
than a century.2 

We await tlie promised nrticle by Mr Turner in the ‘Magazine of 
Theologicnl Science’ on tlie value of the Roman lists. The article in 
which lie deals with similar lists connected with thc succession in Jeru- 
salem shows liorv utterly unreliable his testiniony is. 

a The clearest and most succinct stiltement of the evidence regnrding 
the Roman Church is given by Bishop Wordsworth (‘Ministry of 
Grace,’ pp. 1.29134). The following is a brief summary. Even St 
Ignatius, while usiinlly singling out tlie bishops in the churches he 
nddresses, makes no mention of LI bishop when writing to Rome. 
Hernias (circa A.D. 140) represents the gorernment of tlie Roman 
Church as being in the hands of the college of piesbyter-bisliops. Iren- 
wus (circa n.n. 180) writes of those whom Acgcsippus calls Bishops 
of Rome us if they had been presbyters,-“The presbyters before Ani- 
cetiis,” “before Soter.” Hippolytus in the third century describes the 
heretic Noctus as tried by the prcsbytery, if not at Rome, then at 
Smyrna, in  the very region where Ignatios had most influence. In the 
Church Order ascribed to Hippolytus (circa A.D. 200) it is prescribed 
that one of the bishops and presbyters is to say prayers and lny hnnds 
on the persons to be ordained. Bat the ofices of presbyter nnd bishop 
were becoming distinguished. Though a bishup is said in the Same 
Church Order to be “in all things considered equal to a presbyter 
except in the name of tlie throne, and in the matter of ordination, 
because the power of ordination is not given to the presbyter.” This 
shows tlie commencement of change. If a deacon was made bishop 
per saNtiin-thnt is, at once, without hecoining n presbyter first-he 
received ordination in the same form as tlie ixesbyters, but with the 
nmne of bishop substituted ; and this continued in the Roman Churcli 
to tlie ninth century. This fact clearly assumed that the bishop and 
presbyter were essentinlly the saine order. A siniilnr evidence n v  
be gathered from the 13th Canon of tlie Council of Ancym, A.D. 314, 
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5. In  the church of Alexandria wc have a peculiar 

and interesting picture given by Jerome at the latter 
end of the fourth century, and by more than one 
writer in the fourth or fifth centuries, as to what 
existed there. Jerome,’ quoted by Dr Lightfoot, 
shows that “a t  Alexandria, from Mark the evan- 
gelist down to the times of the Bishop Heracles 
(A.D. 233-249) and Dionysius (A.D. 249-265), the 
presbyters always nominated as bishops one chosen 
out of their own body, and placed him in a higher 
grade; just as if the army were to appoint a general, 
or‘deacons were to choose from their own body 
one whom they know to be diligent and called him 
‘archdeacon.”’ “Though the direct statement of 
this father,” says Bishop Lightfoot, “refers to the 
appointment of the bishop, still it may be inferred 
that the function extended also to the consecration. 
And this inference is borne out by other evidence. 
‘In Egypt’ writes an older contemporary of 
Jerome, the commentator Hilary, ‘the presbyters 
seal [i.e., ordain or consecrate] if the bishop be not 
present.’% This, however, might refer only to the 
where it is said thnt “country bishops arc not permitted to ordain 
presbyters or dencons, nor even is it permissible to city presbyters to 
(10 SO except wit13 the consent or commission of the bisliop in cncl) 
diocese.” If so, the power to ordain was recognised in the fonrtll 
centuv 3s inherent in the ofice of presbyter, Tor the colnniisslon oi the 
bishop was no more thnn tile giving oi n “raclllty” to exercise that 
power. He could not commission n lnyman or dencon to do so, but he 
gnrc D faculty to a presbyter because his ofice implied ordnining power. ‘ Epis. Ad. Evnng., vol. i. p. 1082. 

a Ambrosinstir on Ephes. iv. 12, quoted by Bishop Liglitfoot, 
‘Christian Ministry,’ 11. 78, ns well as another passngc, “Nnm in 
Alexandria et per totnm Dgyptam, si desit cpiscopas, consccmt (v. 1. 
consignat) presbyter.” 
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ordination of presbytcrs and not to the consecra- 
tion of a bishop. But even the latter is supported 
by direct evidence, which, though late, deserves 
consideration, inasmuch as it comes from one who 
was himself a Patriarch of Alexandria. Eutychius 
(A.D. 933-940) writes as follows: ‘The evangelist 
Mark appointed along with the Patriarch Hananias 
twelve presbyters who sbould remain with the 
Patriarch to the end that, when the patriarchate 
was vacant, they might choose one of the twelve 
presbyters, on whose head the remaining eleven 
laying their hands should bless him and create him 
Patriarch.’ The  vacant place in t h e  presbyterate 
was then filled up that the number twelve might 
be constant. ‘This custom,’ the writer adds, ‘did 
not cease till the time of Alexander (AD. 313-326), 
Patriarch .of Alexandria.’ It is clear from this 
passage that Eutychius considered the functions of 
nomination and ordination to rest with the same 
persons”1 (‘The Christian Ministry,’ p. 78). 

An attempt is mnde by Dr Gore to explain this awny by the extra. 
brdinnry supposition, without a slired of ‘evidence, that thc presbyters 
were ordained RS bishops “irrpossc” (‘Church and Ministry,’ p. 143). 
If there were no bishops but such as becnmc bishops by the election of 
presbyten and without nny Curther ordinntion or consecration at the 
hands of othw bishops, have YIC not here another instance of authority 
coming “Crom bclorv”? For if the hishop had been regnrded as n 
separate and higher order rather than n gradc of dignity, if that order 
could only reach authority becnnse of an exclusive right given from 
above and through consecration by thnt higher order, we fail to see IIOW 
the presbyters could ever have been mndc bishops ‘‘:I$ porrc,” or could 
gain tlic grade oC bishop simply through clcction by other prCs!)Yters 

without anyothcr ritc. Thc aupposltion of presbyters beingblsllops 
“ t t t  $OSSE” shovvs the extremity to wliicli sonic of the advocates OC 
Episcopacy, in the modern High churcl~ sense, are placed; but that 



118 Lecttwe 1K 
A remarkable confirmation of this statement has 

been found since Bishop Lightfoot wrote, and is 
given by Mr E. W. Brooks in the ‘Journal of 
Theological Studies,’ July 1991, pp. 612, 613. The 
extract quoted from the letters of Severus is in these 
words : “And the bishop also of the city renowned 
for its orthodox faith, the city of the Alexandrians, 
used in former days to be appointed by presbyters; 
but in later times, in connection with the govern- 
ment which has prevailed, the solemn institution of 
their bishop has come to be performed by the order 
of bishop, and no one contemns the strictness which 
prevails in tlie holy churches and has recourse to 
the former practices, which have yielded to the later 
clear, strict, approved, and spiritual ordinance.” 
“Here,” says Mr Brooks, (‘we have a distinct 
statement four hundred years before Eutychius, 
that it was at one time the custom for the 
Alexandrian presbyters to ordain their bishop ; and 
as Severus wrote in Egypt, he may be assumed to 
give the tradition current in the church of Alex- 
andria in his time. . , , It does not, of course, 
follow that a tradition is true, but it is difficult 
to think that a tradition so contrary to the ideas 
of the time could have arisen if it had not been 
founded on history.” Mr Brooks also gives an- 
presbyters were, up to a date wliich carries us beyond apostolic times, 
not only bishops “irr posrd” but bishops in fact, in the old sense of the 
prcsbytwbishop, holds good if history is to be depcndcd upon nt all 
in large sections or the Christian Church, and the clinngc 10 mono. 
episcopacy npplies chiefly, if not solely, tn tlic churchcs in Asia and 
perhaps in Syria nnd Pnlestine. 
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other evidence from the apophthegms of the monk 
Poemon.1 

It is quite possible, perhaps probable, that St 
John may have sanctioned a system which he found 

’ To show lhnt the early belief ns to the identity of presbyter and 
bishop did not die out wholly in the middle ages, we hnve nn intcrest- 
ing illustrntion of its survival in the writings of Mnrsilius de Manan. 
drius of Padun, n Franciscan of the fourteenth century and professor 
in Vienna. Dr Cooper of Glasgow Univcrsity kindly drew my ntten- 
lion lo wvlint Mnrsilius says in his work ‘Defensor Pacis sive Apologia 
pro Ludivico 111. “Nor ought it to escnpe YOII,” 

he writes, “that these names presbyter and bishop were in the primi- 
tive chnrch synonymous, nlthough applied to tlie same person to 
denominate diil‘erent nspccts of his oflice.” Alter quoting Jerome and 
the passages in the Ncw Testament which confirms this view, he 
proceeds: “After the time of the apostles tlie number of priests [it., 
presbyters] hnving notably increnscd, in order to nvoid scnndnl and 
schism the priests clccted one from among themselves who should 
direct the olliers nnd tnke order in nll things benring on the exercise 
of the ecclesinslical office and service nnd tlie distribution of the things 
oil‘ered ; but if every man took his own wny tho economy and service 
of the temples should be disturbed. He bewme elected for the rcgulnt- 
ing of other priests, nnd appropriated, according to the usngc of Inter 
times, to himself alone the name of bishop, ns .it ivere superintcn- 
dent. . . . Bnt the said election, or institution by man, hns given 
to the mnn so elccted nothing further of essentinl worth (iimriti) or 
of sncerdotnl authority, but simply n certnin power of household 
government in the I~oose of God, n certain power of ordering (ordirt- 
a d )  and ruling other priests, deacons, nnd other ofice-bearers. In 
like manner to a prior in.these times is given power over monks, 
not nny intrinsic equity or other power. , , . So nlso the dencons 
chose from nmong themselves nn archdeacon, to whom such election 
does not by any means convey a greater essential worth or holy order 
more nniple than the diaconnte, but only a certnin lllnnnn power of 
ordering nnd regulnting other deacons.” This theme is illustmted 
in n variety of methods. Whntcver the worth of the arguments, it 
is at all events most interesting to find a learned Franciscan in the 
fonrteenth century writing as a presbyterinn might wrlte in vindi. 
cntion of the cssentinl chnrncter of tlie preshyter’s oflice. I t  is nlso 

Imp. Bnvnro, $99.‘ 
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existing in Asia Minor, and which presented at  the 
time many practical advantages. But this is very 
different from a formal apostolic institution and, as 
has sometimes been asserted, an ordinance issued 
by St John and other apostles authoritatively estab- 
lishing the new order. 

We have accordingly the strongest evidence that 
up to the time when Ignatius wrote his letters, and, 
in the case of Alexandria and Rome, long subsequent 
to these letters, there were churches in which the 
evidence seems to prove that there was no local or 
other authority higher than the presbyter-bishop. 

We come now to the letters of Ignatius, which 
contain the first formal assertion of three orders 
of ministry, and assign at least primacy to the 
bishop. Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, throughout 
the seven epistles which, since Dr Lightfoot’s 
learned work on tee  Apostolic Fathers, are usually 
accepted as genuine,’ undoubtedly enforces three 
orders of ministry with a clearness that can leave 
no dubiety as to their existence at that time in the 
Church in the East, 

He would be an unwise defender of Presbytery 
who would deny that Ignatius,.probably early in the 
second cenhry,--i.e., some time between 105 and 

interesting to recall the connection between Mnrsilius nnd our country- 
man William of Occam. Both fought ngainst the papal curia in 
defence of the rights of Louis of Bavaria. They probably met, for 
Occnm was resident in Munich, and indccd to him was attributed 
the conversion of Marsilins to thc freer thpnght which we find in 
the ‘Defensor Pwis.’ 
We must not forget, however, that Dr Lightfoot’s position has been 

strenuously assniled by some Continental scholars. 
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117,~-gives an emphatic representation of the exist- 
ence of the episcopate as distinct from the presbyt- 
erate, although he is evidently mistaken when he 
asserts that it was universally acknowledged. This 
may lead us to consider here the position of those 
who, like Bishop Lightfoot, would agree with all we 
have said as to the position of the presbyter-bishop, 
especially in the Churches of the West, well on into 
the second century, but who rest the divine right of 
the three orders on their supposed institution by St 
John, as well as on the lettersof Ignatius. The fact 
that Ignatius was the Bishop of Antioch leads these 
critics to associate his authority with a circle of in- 
fluence which, it is asserted, had its focus in pro- 
consular Asia, and chiefly in Ephesus, where it is 
believed the apostle St John ruled till his death 
(circa A.D. 97). There can be no doubt that the 
Churches in the East, when they come into view in 
the second century, present contrasts rather than 
resemblances to the organisation prevailing in the 
West. Ignatius seems to represent, perhaps in 
exaggerated terms, the position which then held 
good in Asia, Syria, and perhaps Palestine. The 
actual rise of the new dignity attached to an office 
which elsewhere was synonymous with that of pres- 
byter cannot be clearly traced, although the picture 
drawn by modern writers of the influences which led 
to this result is in several respects credible. Assum- 
ing the presidency of St James in Jerusalem, this 
would naturally lead to familiarity with the idea of 
one selected to  represent the college of presby- 

1 Scc smitws 8 ~ i ~ i i o n o r y  of Christinn Biograpliy; vol. iii. P. 211. 
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ters, who thereby became a kind of type 01 what 
developed into the episcopate. The pressure of 
heresy and the threatening of schism, together with 
the trials affecting the Church from the secular 
arm, would enforce an argument for the advantages 
of the monarchical systenl over the less concen- 
trated authority of the presbyter-bishops, who were 
ecclesiastically equal. This cause is largely dwelt 
on by many early writers. Unity appeared to 
be more secure when the Church was ruled 
by single officers, and when rapid action had 
to be talten.' But such a reasonable theory for 
the rise of Episcopacy is insufficient for those who 
claim for it a special and divine institution as an 
order superior to presbyters and deacons. It is 
quite possible for us to acknowledge the early and 
extensive growth of the episcopate in the regions 
already indicated, and at  the same time emphatically 
to deny that its institution was originally different 
from the presbyterate, or that the exclusive claim for 
its authority urged by Episcopal advotates is to be 
attributed to the direct authority either of Christ or 
His apostles. The evolution of the episcopate is a 
different matter from its establishment at the first 
(' from above." 

The claim to apostolic authority rests on the 
belief partially accepted by Bishop Lightfoot, that 
St John in his old age, and possibly in conjunction 
with other surviving apostles, authorised the three- 
fold ministry, assigning the right of ordination and 
supreme government to the bishops, while the 

Lightfoot, p. 39. 
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presbyter-bishops, who hitherto, as we have already 
shown, had power to rule and to ordain, were 
deprived of this office, although remaining as a 
council subordinate to the bishop. St John and 
the others supposed to be with him, being apostles, 
carried, according to this claim, the commission of 
Christ, and all that they enacted had therefore a 
divine sanction, and, consequently, there has ever 
since been only one permanent and divine form of 
Church government, only one valid method by which 
the ministry can be continued and the validity of the 
sacraments secured. It is not enough for this claim 
that Episcopacy rose out ofthe force of circumstances 
-as Dr Hatch tries to show, and which we have 
considerable reasons for believing-in order to meet 
the pressure of heresy, and in a manner similar to 
that which determines the growth of institutions in 
the State, “The divinity, which is the divinity of 
order,” is not sufficient for these advocates of Episco- 
pacy. The claim is that the supremacy of bishops 
comes “from above,” that it is divine, and that to 
deny their exclusive privileges is to deny the authority 
of Christ exercised through His apostles. Accord- 
ingly the position thus taken depends almost wholly 
on whether there is sufficient evidence to establish 
the fact that St John, possibly along with other 
apostles, did establish for all time the threefold 
ministry of bishop, presbyter, and deacon to be 
the only authoritative government in the Church of 
Christ. 

What, then, is the evidence for this? 
We may recollect the light which St John’s own 
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epistles throw upon the tone of his mind respecting 
those “who love to have the pre-eminence” (3 John 
9). It proves nothing, but it is, at all events, sug- 
gestive in this connection. 

The supposed action of St John rests on certain 
traditions, Bishop Lightfoot touches on the grounds 
on which we may believe those traditions respecting 
St John. It is, however, to be noticed that Bishop 
Lightfoot does not assert that the supposed appoint- 
ment of bishops by St John was of the nature of an 
apostolic decree condemning or superseding through- 
out the universal Church the form of government 
which, it is conceded, continued in the West long 
after St John’s death, and in some places up to 
the third century. 

But when we turn to the actual proof we must be 
struck, in spite of Bishop Lightfoot’s ‘great name, 
by the complete absence of contemporary evidence. 
Clement of Alexandria, who tells us that St John 
went from place to place to establish bishops, writes 
in the latter half of the second century. Tertullian, 
who alludes to the sequence of bishops in procon- 
sular Asia being traceable to the authority of St 
John, was not born till nearly the close of the 
second century. The Muratorian Fragment, quoted 
by Lightfoot as speaking of St John with fellow- 
apostles and bishops being gathered in a kind of 
council, is obscure as to date and authorship : it is 
usually assigned to some time near the end of the 
second century. When we test the credibility of 
Hegesippus by other statements of his we feel 
bound to hesitate before accepting what he says with 
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implicit confidence. Ile is quoted, e.g., for another 
line of evidence, showing that there was a direct suc- 
cession of bishops from St  James in Jerusalem, and 
therefore the “episcopate,” as Dr Gore informs us, 
“was not only developed under apostolic patronage, 
but was in direct continuity with the apostles as rep- 
resented by S t  James, who, though not one of the 
twelve, ranked and acted with them ; and certainly, 
whether the presbyters were ever known as bishops, 
the episcopal authority never belonged to them.” 1 
In reference to all this we have to recollect that 
Hegesippus wrote probably in the latter half of the 
second century, and that we have nothing preserved 
of what he originally wrote, for, practically, all we 
learn of him is through Eusebius. However, the 
accurate investigation by Mr C. H. Turner into the 
lists of the Jerusalem succession given by Hegesip- 
pus clearly proves how unreliable his evidence 
This was not known when Dr Lightfoot wrote. It 
is, therefore, probable that Hegesippus, writing at 
such a comparatively late date, when Episcopacy 
was established in the districts with which he was 
most familiar, would scarcely fail-as Hegesippus 
sometimes did not fail-to be affected by the 
influence of prevalent opinion. This is seen not 
only in his lists of the succession in Jerusalem, but 
also in what he gives as authentic regarding the 
Church at  Rome, which cannot well be reconciled 

’ with earlier authorities. Therefore we do not feel 
much confidence in the evidence of Hegesippus, 

1 Church nnd Ministry, p. 275. 
0 Journnl olThcologicnl Studics, July 1900. 
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who, in his account elsewhere of St John, gives 
much that is evidently purely 1egendary.l 

We are led to believe that a large amount of the 
traditional influences attributed at those dates to 
St John arose from the desire to find apostolic 
authority for the episcopate which was then being 
pressed upon the Church. The spread of Episco- 
pacy, and its increasing assumption of authority, 
may have originated the traditions quite as likely 
as any real knowledge of the historical truth of the 
traditions. The tradition regarding St John may, 
in short, have been as much the consequence as the 
cause of the  episcopal propaganda. 

The probability that this was the case is greatly 
strengthened by certain considerations. If St John, 
at the close of the first century, with or without 
the support of other apostles, instituted bishops as 
supreme in three orders of ministry, it may well 
appear unaccountable that Clement, writing about 
the same period, seems ignorant of any such 
exercise of apostolic authority when he establishes 
the authority of the presbyters in Corinth, and 
mentions no office higher than theirs. Nor does 
Polycarp, himself a disciple of St John, writing 
early in the second century, show any knowledge 
of the fact. Nay, so far from alluding to such 
action on the part of St John, he recognises no 
higher ecclesiastical office in the Philippian church 
than the presbyter-bishop. He gives no hint that 
such a condition was wrong or contrary to apostolic 
’ We refer to his account of the circumstnnces under whicli his Gospel 

was written. 
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injunction. Hermas in lilte manner, whether we 
date his Visions at  the beginning or at  the middle 
of the second century, is equally silent. He also 
seems to Itnow of no higher office than that of pres- 
byter. And perhaps still more suggestive are the 
letters of Ignatius himself; for, if he was aware that 
the new order-new certainly in the churches of the 
West-had been created by the express act of the 
apostle John, it is inexplicable that he should not 
only never quote so august an authority, but never 
even mention his name in any of his letters, while 
he does refer to S t  Paul and St  Peter. I t  is also 
noteworthy that when writing to Rome he either 
ltnew that there was no bishop there, or, if he 
believed there was one, he strangely fails to address 
him, or allude to bishops at  all as representing 
that Church; while, with one exception, he never 
does omit either expressly to address the bishop 
or alluile to  episcopal authority in all the letters 
sent to the churches in the East. In  the letter 
to Smyrna, which is the exception, while he does 
not address it to Polycarp its bishop, he strongly 
enforces his authority. The argument from silence 
is, of course, not conclusive, but when there is, 
besides, evidence of the kind which we discover in 
Clement, Polycarp, and Hermas, then the silence of 
Ignatius as to  the presence of a bishop in the only 
letter he wrote to a church in the West receives 
a significance which would otherwise be wanting. 
These facts, belonging to a period which is earlier 
than the one a t  which the tradition respecting St 
John’s establishment of Episcopacy appears, throws 
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suspicion on the historicity of the authorities on 
which Eusebius rests, and lends strength to the 
supposition expressed above, viz., that the bringing 
in of St John’s authority is probably the consequence 
of the desire to establish Episcopacy,-in short, that 
St John’s authority was a sort of afterthought which 
gradually gained hold on the Church. 

The only argument which appears to have a sug- 
gestive bearing on the other side is the rapid rise of 
Episcopacy in proconsular Asia, where, from his 
residence at Ephesus, St John’s influence would 
naturally be felt. But even granting such a claim, 
we have no reliable information as to the manner in 
which he appointed bishops and the extent of the 
authority he may have assigned to them. If the 
episcopate was elevated by St John into a primacy 
over the presbyterate, we are completely in the dark 
as to  the extent and character of that primacy, or 
as to the conditions he may have laid dowh for its 
exercise; and we have not a shred of evidence as 
to his apostolic authority having been given for the 
special claims urged by Ignatius, who never himself 
cites St John. 

In  short, the chain which it is asserted binds 
the three distinct orders of bishop, presbyter, and 
deacon to the apostles as divinely instituted and 
permanent orders, confessedly fails to appear with 
any clearness at the precise point where its presence 
is vitally important. The linlcs binding the chain 
to apostolic authority have not, as we have shown, 
any existence in the New Testament, wherein the 
evidence is all the other way ; and that what existed 
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in the New Testament was revolutionised in the 
last years of St John seems so highly improbable, 
and the evidence for it is so obscure, as to compel 
the utmost caution in accepting such vague tradi. 
tionary pleas. 

Granting the existence of a widely diffused epis- 
copate in the regions of the East, and confessing 
our ignorance as to the precise sources from which 
it arose,-whether through the influence of St James‘s 
presidency in Jerusalem, or the rise of heresy, or 
the recognition of monarchical government in some 
sense by St John,-undoubtedly Ignatius is the first 
to present it as actually existing, and to recommend 
it with earnestness, although only in those of his 
letters which were addressed to Oriental Churches. 

But the letters of Ignatius prove too much; their 
very vehemence of pleading is scarcely consistent 
with the alleged universal acceptance of episcopacy. 
Nor can one pass from the New Testament or from 
the contemporaneous writings of Clement, Polycarp, 
and Hermas, and we may add the Didache, without 
feeling that he enters a totally different atmosphere, 
and is in contact with a condition of things alto- 
gether unlike what these other documents reveal 
when he reads Ignatius. We feel we have entered 
a new world when we read, “We should look 
upon the bishop even as we look upon the Lord 
Himself” (Ep. to Ephes., vi.) “Give ye heed to 
the bishop, that God also may give heed to YOU” 
(Ep. to Polycarp, vi.) 1‘ It is becoming, therefore, 
that ye should be obedient to your bishop, and 
contradict him in nothing; for it is a fearful thing 

I 
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to contradict any such person. For no one does 
[by such conduct] deceive him that is visible, but 
does [in reality] seek to mock Him that is invisible, 
who, however, cannot be mocked by any one. And 
every such act has respect not to man but God” 
(Magn., iii.) “Now it becomes you also not to 
treat your bishop too familiarly on account of his 
youth, but to yield him all reverence, having re- 
spect to the power of God the Father, as I have 
known even holy presbyters do, . . . submitting to 
him, or rather not to him, but to the Father of  
Jesus Christ, the bishop of us all” (Magn., iii.) 
These quotations, which might easily be greatly 
multiplied, make us feel how far we have wan- 
dered from the Ncw Testament when we come to 
Ignatius. 

It is true that writers like Dr Moberly under- 
stand the attitude of Ignatius as not being so un- 
compromising as the plain reader of his words 
would receive them. Dr Moberly says: “The 
letters as they stand are not incompatible with the 
working theory of an episcopacy in which jurisdic- 
tion over presbyters could hardly be said to exist. 
I do not mean to suggest that there was no such 
jurisdiction, but that it certainly had not become 
the full-fledged thing that is sometimes supposed.” 
Again, in a note referring to a quotation from the 
letter to the Smyrneans, he says: “The  words 
do not necessarily imply in the bishop any more 
authority than would be possessed among us by 
any chairman or president of any authoritative 

Ministerial Priesthood, p. 194. 
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council. The ‘authority of the chair’ means, in 
fact, the’ authority of the council as a whole.” 

Such views cannot but be gratifying to Presby- 
terians; and yet, in spite of this criticism by so 
competent a scholar, we aflirm that the letters of 
Ignatius are the first documents which clearly assert 
the position of the bishop as distinct from the pres- 
byter, and its primacy in a gradation of orders in a 
threefold ministry. Without these letters we might 
conclude the existence of bishops by the fact that 
they are in evidence in certain places, as Polycarp 
is called Bishop of Smyrna and Ignatius ofht ioch,  
but that would be insufficient to establish the 
position which Ignatius’s assertion of primacy 
assigns. 

The background of apostolic authority found in 
the New Testament has, at the best, a very indirect 
bearing here, and the pre-eminency of St James in 
Jerusalem only illustrates how one came to be chief 
in a council of presbyters; but it is in Ignatius that 
we first see clearly defined lines separating three 
grades in Asia Minor and Syria. Other writers take 
the sharp edge off the apparently uncompromising 
and sudden character of Ignatius’s assertion, by 
suggesting that he is dealing only with churches in 
which Episcopacy already existed, and did not mean 
to interfere with other churches in which the pres- 
byterate was supreme. If this is the case, then 
Ignatius presents the rare picture of an ecclesiastic 
who can rise above the special claims of Presbytery 
or Episcopacy, and, recognising apostolic authority 
in both, whether united as in the presbyter-bishop 
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of the West, or differentiated as he had seen it in 
the East, could enforce the great ends of unity and 
truth through obedience to constituted government. 

But if not, then there are some obvious difficulties 
suggested by the position of Ignatius, on the sup- 
position that he knew that St John had instituted 
the three orders of which he was the eloquent 
exponent. 

If he knew that St John had instituted the three 
orders which he so earnestly sets forth, and that they 
were “from above ” and “divine,” it is remarkable 
that he has no rebuke, or even counsel, for churches 
like Corinth and Philippi, in which no higher order 
than that of the presbyterate existed. It would, 
for example, be inconceivable that Dr Gore or Dr 
Moberly could pass through Scotland-if Scotland 
had no representation of Episcopacy-and could 
visit our congregations and yet have not a word 
to say respecting their neglect of what they believed 
a divinely instituted order. And that Ignatius 
should travel through Philippi, where only those 
who, because of antecedent theological beliefs, 
assert that the threefold ministry had any place, 
and yet, so far as history reveals, had not a word 
to say of remonstrance, seems extraordinary. He 
either recognised the succession through presbyters, 
as did Clement, and probably IrenEeus, or he must 
in duty have shown them how “unapostolic” and 
“ invalid” their orders were ; but of this we have not 
a hint in history. Nay, we have something less 
than silence, for his contemporary Polycarp writes 
to  one of those very churches, and treats the 
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presbyter-bishop as validly supreme. That  Ignatius 
cannot always be taken nzc pied de la Zettre, or his 
authority accepted in such matters without question, 
is evident when we read his extraordinary state- 
ment that Episcopacy was established at that date 
"throughout the world." He either knew or did 
not know what the ecclesiastical condition of most 
of the Western churches was, as we have seen it 
clearly shown in the New Testament and by con- 
temporary evidence. If he did know, then his 
assertion betrays the extraordinary carelessness or 
rashness of an over-leen partizan; and if he did 
not know, his ignorance deprives his evidence on 
other questions of the weight which many attribute 
to it. The  true explanation, we believe, may be 
found either in the ambiguity still prevailing as to 
the title of bishop as identical with presbyter, or 
to the fact that he was really more tolerant as to 
the relationship of bishop and presbyter so long as 
the succession was maintained, and, above all, some 
authority recognised as a centre of unity and truth, 
than his letters taken by themselves would indicate. 
He writes as one brought up under different associ- 
ations and forgetting for the moment the state of 
the ecclesiie, which, from the first, had preserved an 
order of ministry that was to him unfamiliar. We 
Presbyterians in Scotland can understand this. AC- 
customed as we are to a curious and often provoking 
ignorance of our Church, its history and its beliefs, 
on the part of many who from their learning in 
other regions of study, and the nearness of their 
geographical position, might be expected to know 
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better, Ignatius is to us not an altogether unknown 
type of ecclesiastic.’ 

When we come to Irenaeus we discover a curious 
blending of the episcopate and the presbyterate. 
That he himself is bishop, and that he recognises 
the three orders, may be freely granted, and yet there 
is in his work symptoms of what is still inchoate 
and of a transition period.2 

It is not our intention to go beyond the strictly 
sub-apostolic period. We cannot, however, forget 
that even after Episcopacy was established the 
recollection of the more primitive and Apostolic 
Church order remained. So it is that Jerome, 
-whom Erasmus described as “without contro- 

l In  illustration of the above the following questions, put by educated 
English people, sometimes Anglican clergy, to friends of the writer, 
may be quoted: “Do you use mr Commandments in Scotland?” “1s 
baptism celebrated In the Church of Scotland?” “Do yoii use the same 
Bible 85 we do in England?” An Academician asked another friend, 
“Does your Church believe in the Holy Trinity?” And B still more 
striking instance is the extraordinnry mistake of the late Archhishop Of 
Cnntcrbury, who in his first cliarge identified the doclrinal teaching of 
the Presbytcrian Church on thc Encharist with what Is commonly cnlled 
Zwingllanism. This is not, however, so surprising as his ncceptanco 
for his own Church of Luthemuism. 

a Does not Bishop Liglitfoot make too much of tlie loosc statenient 
of Irenieus when, quoting from Acts XX. 17, 28, he confnses the original 
and speaks of St Paul ns havingcalled tosether “the bishops and pres- 
byters lrom Epliesus and the other neighbouring cities,” and on this 
ground Seems to assert that Irenaus had no knowledge of a time when 
Episcopacy was not enlorccd? The fact that he quotes inaccurntely is 
insuficient to prove that he \vas really ignorant 01 what the text actually 
signified (see Irenaus, iii. I, 2, z, 2. 3 ;  iv. 26. z, 3,4,5). Still fwther, 
when Ircnaus alludes at length to tlie letters of Clement and Polycarp, 
it may be presumed that he had carefully read these ; nnd if he did, he 
must have had knowledge that Clement and Polycarp knew only of the 
presbyter-bishop. 
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versy the most learned of all Christians and the 
prince of divines,” and of whom Bingham said, 
“Jerome will be allowed to speak the sense of 
the ancients,”-although belonging to the close of 
the fourth century, thus writes when commenting 
on the Epistle to Titus: (‘A presbyter is the same 
as a bishop. And before dissensions in religion 
were produced by the instigation of the devil 
(diaboli insti%ctzc), and one said, I am of Paul, 
and another, I am of Cephas, the churches were 
governed by a common council of presbyters. After- 
wards, in order to destroy the seeds of dissensions, 
the whole charge was committed to one. There- 
fore let the presbyters know that according to the 
custom of the Church they are subject to the 
bishop that presides over them; so let the bishops 
know that their superiority to the presbyters is more 
from custom than from the appointment of the Lord, 
and they ought to unite together in the government 
of the Church.” And again, alluding to Philippi, 
he says : ‘‘ It is but one city, and assuredly in one 
city there could not be a plurality of such as are 
now called bishops. But Paul spoke indifferently 
of bishops and presbyters, because at that time 
being but the same, they had the same names.” 
Firmilian may also be quoted, who was somewhat 
earlier than Jerome, but a man of importance in the 
third century, seeing he presided over one of the 
Councils of Antioch. In a letter written by him 
to Cyprian, who of all others was facile ) ~ i ~ @ S  the 
High Churchman of the early Church, he says, ‘(All 
power is in the Church, in which presbyters preside 

, 

* 
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and have the power of baptizing, imposing hands 
&e., confirming], and ordaining." 

The increasing spread of Episcopacy during .the 
second century. may be granted, until in Cyprian 
it assumed an authority which increased in the 
Latin Church until the Reformation. The last 
appearance of the unchanged presbyter-bishop as 
supreme in local churches is in 'the Epistle of 
Polycarp, and if not so clear, there is sufficient to 
establish its continuance at the unknown dates at 
which the Didache and. Visions of the Pastor of 
Hermas were written. But there can be little 
doubt that .the evidence, as Bishop Lightfoot, Dr 
Hatch, 'Dr' Hort, and, we may add, Bishop Words- 

,worth of Salisbury-than whom we can name no 
more competent English scholars-have shown, goes 
to prove that up to the first and second decade of 
the second century there are unmistakable indica- 
tions of the presbyter-bishops in continuity from the 
apostles in certain important ecclesiae in Europe, 
their position being recognised and enforced by 
Clement and Polycarp, and later on by Hermas. 

While Episcopacy was undoubtedly in force and 
increasing in power in Asia, Syria, and Palestine, 
Ignatius stands in a measure alone. He writes as 
a man nurtured in a church life quite different from 
that of the ecclesiae of Greece and of Rome. This 

The words are n Lalin translation from the originni Greek, nnd we 
nre compelled to recognise in the pbrnse '*mnjorcs nntu" nn attempt at 
rcnderingprrrltlceroi. The words are these : " Quando omnis polestas 
in grntin in ecclesia eonstilutn sit, ubi president majorcs nniu qui.et 
baptiznndi et mnnuum imponendi et ordinandi possident potestatem." 
-'Cyprinni Epistoh,' p. Ixxv, ed. ~ b ~ t c i .  

. 
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contrast between the East and the West has received 
a clear and authoritative recognition from Bishop 
Wordsworth of Salisbury in his work on the Min- 
istry of Grace. The condition in the Western 
churches seems to be in continuity from what St 
Paul established, and it lasted beyond the lifetime 
of St John, and even later than the martyrdom of 
Ignatius. 

W e  are thus landed in a peculiar position. We 
have clear evidence of the sole primacy of the pres- 
byter-bishop, and as clear proof of the early rise, 
perhaps within the cognisance of the Apostle John, 
of the bishop as differentiated from the presbyter. 
We have also in Clement and in Irenieus the full 
recognition of direct succession from the apostles 
both of the presbyterate and of the episcopate. 
Clement lcnows only of the succession in Corinth 
through the presbyterate, and Irenieus seems to 
place the succession through both offices on the 
same footing (Irenaus, iii. 2. 2, 3. 2 ;  iv. 26. 2, 5).  

How are we to reconcile these facts with modern 
claims? We have already touched on Dr Gore’s 
supposition of some one, not a bishop, taking the 
authority of a bishop and forming a “background” 
of authority superior to the presbyter-bishop.l But 
if there was such a grade in Corinth, it must have 
been superior to the bishop as well as the presbyter, 
as these two are undoubtedly identified there; and, 
if not an apostle, which is almost certain, it must 
have been a grade unlcnown to history. 

But there are some features in the letters of 
1 See ndditiosnl Note II., p. 145. 
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Ignatius which it is necessary to bear in mind. 
While we have given the first or second decades 
of the second century as the probable date of his 
epistles, there is no certainty as to whether they 
may not be much later. Harnack, for example, is by 
no means certain that his martyrdom was so early as 
the days of Trajan, and Lechler says the further back 
his death is put the greater the difficulty created by 
his letters. Again, we may be almost shocked by 
the position he gives bishops : (‘ It is well to rever- 
ence both God and the bishop. He who honours 
the bishop has been honoured by God. He who 
does anything without the knowledge of the bishop 
does serve the devil” (Smyrn., 9). Yet we must 
remember that he writes almost as strongly as to 
the honour due to the presbyters, conjoining them 
with the bishop (Magn. 6. 7;  Trall., 13. z ; Ephes., 
11. 2 ) ;  and he also conjoins the three (bishop, 
priest, and deacon) as one harmonious authority 
representing that of God (Smyrn., 8. I, 9 ;  Magn., 
13; Trall., 2). Apart from these three orders he 
says there is no church (Trall., 3). A closer ex- 
amination of the letters shows that the purpose 
for which he wrote them was not so much to place 
the bishop in authority over the presbyters as to en- 
force unity in the Church, and to make the authority 
of bishop, priest, and deacon the centre and guar- 
antee for unity. “As to the Ignatian Epistles,” 
writes Lechler, U we find, after a careful and im- 
partial examination of their contents, that it is not 
a recommendation of the episcopal authority which 
forms their central point, that i t  is not the exaltation 
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of the bishop above the College of Presbyters which 
is the object in view, but it is rather the communion 
of believers among themselves, the unity of the 
Church, which is the ruling idea. . . . Inasmuch 
as the Church is a well-arranged whole only in 
connection with its appointed officers, Ignatius 
always expresses his admonition on behalf of unity 
in such a way as to require subjection to the bishop, 
presbyter, and deacon.” So writes Dr Moberly 
also : ‘ I  Nor is there anything in these letters to 
indicate the nature or conditions, or indeed (strictly 
speaking) even the existence, of a jurisdiction over 
presbyters exercised by the bishop. So far are they 
from being a polemic to enhance episcopate juris- 
diction or dignity, that-except in respect of the 
one fact that adherence to the bishops, pres- 
byters, and deacons, or, more shortly, adherence 
to the bishops, is the concrete test of reality of 
proper church fellowship - the letters are not as 
they stand incompatible with i working theory of 
Episcopacy in which jurisdiction over presbyters 
could hardly be said to exist. I do not mean to 
suggest that there was no such jurisdiction, but 
that it certainly need not have been the full-fledged 
thing that is sometimes supposed. The letters are 
compatible with its being still inchoate and nnde- 
fined to almost any degree.”’ And again: “If 
St Ignatius’s expressions are compatible with an 
episcopal autocratic jurisdiction, they are not less 
compatible with an Episcopacy which wields no 
jurisdiction save as chairman and symbol of the 

I ‘h.iinisterinl Priesthood,’ p. 194. 
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presbyteral body. Whatever there was, or was to 
become, must be looked for elsewhere than in these 
letters.” Such criticisms, which, we are glad to 
say, are in harmony with many recent utterances 
of Anglican scholars, if they do not give away 
altogether the case for Episcopacy founded on the 
Ignatian letters, certainly tend to reduce their value 
as emphasising claims on behalf of the episcopate 
as superior to  the presbyterate, and to make what 
Ignatius says consistent with the theory that a t  that 
stage in history the presiding presbyter came to be 
called bishop, while his position was really consistent 
with his being as yet of the order of presbyter, 
although it was gradually emerging into the epis- 
copate in its later sense. “ W e  must remember that,” 
as Lechler says, “the episcopate, according to the 
letters, is a church office whose authority is con- 
fined to the one city church in which it exists, not 
at all possessing importance and authority in re- 
lation to a number of communities, or the whole 
Church, as was the case after the second century. 
I n  short, Ignatius’s episcopate is an office for 
one community, but not as yet over any church. 
Moreover, his bishops are not successors of the 
apostles; rather does he enjoin them to be obedient 
to the presbyter as to the apostles of Jesus Christ, 
--S?rorduueuOac ~y vpos6vrepiy 6s  70iF ~vour6~okF 

While, therefore, the Epistles of Ignatius indicate 
the establishment of bishops in Asia Minor and 

’ IqUOO x P k U T O ~ . ” l  

‘ 

i. p, 330. 
Trall., 2. a;  Lcclilcr, ‘Apostolic and Post-apostolic Times,’ vol. 
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Syria, there is very little, if anything, to connect 
them with diocesan Episcopacy and its exclusive 
privileges as now taught. 

And now to sum up the evidence of the sub- 
apostolic period. We have already seen what 
is to be gathered from the New Testament, and 
our study of the sub-apostolic Fathers leads to the 
conclusion, certainly as far as the churches of the 
West are concerned, that the positioit of the presby 
ler-bishop was locally certtral nitd azithoritative; that 
only two orders existed in these churches-that of 
the presbyter-bishop (the names being synonymous) 
and deacon : the presbyter-bishop was supreme.’ 
Even when the bishop emerges he is at  first but 
a presbyter taking precedence. The episcopate is 
not at the most a new order, but a primacy. The 
associations belonging to the modern diocesan bishop 
are completely out of place when we are dealing 
with the bishop of the East at the time of Ignatius. 

’ An interesting illiislrntion of tlic survival of the curlier belicf N to 
the episcopnte being n dignity nnd not n higlicr order of ministry, is 
found in the nncicnt Armcninn Chnrdi. Tlic orders nrc dividcd into 
Inferior and Superior. The Inferior orders nre (I) Doorkeeper, (2) The 
Reader, (3) Tlic Exorcist, nnd (4) The Acalylc. The Superior orders 
nrc ( 5 )  Sub-dencon, (6) Deacon, (7) The Pricslhood, or in othcr words, 
the Prcsbytcrate. As rcgnrds this last it is snid, “This being the 
chicf ninong Holy Orders, the Armcninns observe still more solcmnly 
thc pcriormnnce of the ceremony ” ; nnd again, “ Such nrc the rites nindc 
use of in the Armenian Churcli for conferring the high holy order.” 
There arc nbovc it in nuthority nnd ndministmtive power, Bishops, nnd 
nbovc Bishops the “Cntholicus,” but they nrc not regnrdcd ns possess- 
ing distinct nnd supcrior ordcrs. (Sec IThc Sncrcd Rites and Cerc- 
monies of l l i e  Armenian Church,’ by the Rev. Dr Issnverdcus, hlcmber 
of the Academy of S t  Lnznro ut Venice. Printed in the Armeninn 
Convent of S t  Lnznro, Vcnicc, 1876, pp. 443.4633) 
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His duties were then confined to a single congrega- 
tion-the ecclesia of a city or town where he was 
located,-and he was surrounded by the Council 
of Presbyters, and  with the. deacons serving. This 
picturesuggests Presbyterian government rather than 
Episcopal in its modern form. 

NOTE I. 

DR MOBERLY’S TREATMENT OF TIIE DIDACHE. 

DR MODERLY’S treatment of the Didache is characteristic 
of the attitude of mind in which he approaches early 
Church history. He comes with a preconceived dogma 
regarding the Church, and when there are facts which 
do not easily fit in with his hypotheses, the greatest in- 
genuity is displayed in order to create harmony. I n  this 
way he deals with the Didache, minimising its importance 
as a witness to very early usages in some church, however 
unknown, whether in Syria or in Egypt. He will learn 
nothing from its language about baptism, as indicated by 
certain primitive customs, because it seems to him “incon- 
ceivable as a Christian exposition.” Because it is not what 
he, armed with his previously formed beliefs, would expect, 
it must be rejected as an untrue picture. But it certainly 
cannot be accepted, as he seems inclined to view it, as a 
representation of a Jewish rite. Perhaps it is Judaisin 
‘I veneered” with Christianity; but if so, it none the less 
may be held as giving a picture of baptism in some ecclesire 
that were Christian. 

I n  like manner the account of the Eucharist is de- 
nounced as ‘Linconceivable,” ‘‘ immeasurable,” “ in&- 
quate.” He can, in short, find the Didache in many 
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ways interesting and instructive only on the assump- 
tion that it is local and in some respects “ignorant of the 
Church of the first century.” But this is surely an easy 
way of disposing of evidence. I t  is, however, when we 
notice his dealing with the ministry as represented in the 
Didache that we measure the effect of Dr Moberly’s ruling 
principle-viz., that we must come to the study of history 
with previously formed dogmatic beliefs, 

What the Didache clearly shows is a Church in which 
quite a curious survival of influences is in evidence, and a 
type of organisation and of customs characteristic of a 
transition period. We have presented two classes of 
ministry : the one local and permanent, the other consist- 
ing of “apostles” and “prophets” who represent not what 
is local, but what belongs 10 the Church at large. They 
come and go, although the latter may become resident, 
because the resident presbyter-bishop may himself be a 
prophet. Bishops and deacons, or, as Dr Moberly-fnll- 
ing back on Scripture usage, and apparcntly not without 
purpose-interprets them, ‘I presbyters ” and ‘I deacons,” 
form a regular local ministry. The second class consists of 
those inspired with certain charismatic gills, and bearing 
the commission, not of any order in the Church such as the 
first apostles, but the direct commission of the Holy Ghost 
sealed by manifest powers. Dr Moberly seems to identify 
the apostles and prophets of the Didache, but without suffi- 
cient proof, The apostles of the Didache have certainly 
nothing in common with the apostles of Scripture. They 
mere practically missionary preachers, envoys, evangelists, 
and, as far as we can learn, not sent out by any church 
or ecclesiastical authority. They were not necessarily 
prophets, for they are distinguished from them. “A11 
the apostolic Fathers” (writes Lechler, vol. ii. 3. IS), 
“with the single exception of Hermas, restrict the name 
apostle exclusively to the twelve. Ignatius, for example, 
uses the names in his letters not less than fifteen times.” 
“The men of this calling”-that is, the wandering evan- 
gelists in the Didnche-‘Lnre styled nposfoloi.“ They mere 
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not necessarily prophets, for they are distinguished from 
them. The prophets, on the other hand, although often 
‘I itinerating dignitaries,” had much in common with the 
prophets described by St Paul. The exalted position they 
held is shown in the rule that when the claim to be a true 
prophet was acknowledged, he at once took the first place 
and celebrated the Eucharist, even when bishops and 
deacons were present; and he had the right to exercise 
the gift of extempore prayer. One or two remarkable 
indications of Church life are given. In the Didache it 
is the ecclesia, the congregation of believers, which is to 
appoint bishops and deacons, and nothing is said of how 
or by whom they were ordained. I t  is the ecclesia also 
tvhich apparently \vas to try whether the claims of the 
apostle or prophet were genuine. The apostles were 
a class that was under suspicion, for they had a tend- 
ency to stay too long at the cost of the community, and 
the believers were to be on their guard and to reject 
any who were too slow in moving on. The contrast 
between such apostles and those of the New Testament 
is therefore very marked. The prophets also were tried 
by the ecclesia, but when adjudged true prophets they 
at once became supreme: they were to be treated as 
“high priests,” and only in their absenbe did the local 
bishops and deacons perform the service the prophets had 
fulfilled. All this is simple and plain enough, although it 
is the picture of a peculiar condition characteristic of an 
age of transition. But how does Dr Moberly treat these 
facts ? On the face of them they are not easily reconciled 
with the episcopal theory. They have, however, one 
element which gives him satisfaction, for the Didache 
seems to show that there was a power higher than that 
of the presbyter-bishop. He calls them by the name of 
presbyter (although that name does not occur in the 
Didache at all), for the title bishop would have come in 
rather awkwardly for Dr Moberly. He holds that there 
is a background of something like the old apostolic 
authority, but he says it is only “like a ghost” of that 
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period. I t  is one which is “rapidly disappearing in a 
cloud of illusionary vagueness ” j it is justly dying,” 
because apparently Dr Moberly does not like the Lidirect 
cndowment of special inspiration,” which has little to con- 
nect it with that constituted apostolic authority which he 
claims for the episcopate that he advocates. At one time 
he seems to imagine that the prophet of the Didache was a 
bishop ‘Limperfectly understood” (I), and he concludes 
with a reniarkable admission that the true substitute for 
the original background of the apostolate-that is, the 
episcopate as representing the early authority of the 
apostles at the time of the Didache-probably at the close 
of the first century-was being ‘I solidified gradually under 
apostolic direction and appointment,” although “by no 
means as yet fully organised, ‘still less fully instituted, 
through the length and breadth of the Church.” This is, 
verily, something very different from the clear-cut hypo- 
thesis of direct divine institution,” or, as Bishop Gore 
puts it, “not only a body established by Christ, but an 
organised body with differentiation of functions inipressed 
upon it from the beginning.” 

NOTE 11. 

BISHOP GORE AND DR MOBERLY ON CLEMENT. 

DR MOBERLY’S treatment of Clement is similar to that 
of Dr Gore, but with some original features. We have 
already seen how the unprejudiced scholarship of Bishop 
Lightfoot disposes of the belief that by Clement’s “other 
eminent men,” or L1other distinguished men,” we are to 
understand some background of unknown authority higher 
than the presbyter-bishop, aud how he makes these phrases 
refer simply to the presbyter-bishops, who were charged 

K 
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mith the government of the whole Church, and to maintain 
the continuance of the apostolically instituted order of 
presbyter-bishops. No background is suggested by him ; 
and me might ask, in the absence of apostles,whet background 
could there be? I t  would be necessary to presuppose 
some new order which never emerged into light at all, and 
without any known sanction given to it to appoint the 
presbyter-bishops. Dr Gore seems to suggest that they 
mere prophets, but his doing so is somewhat inconsistent 
with the depreciatory tone in which these charismatic men 
are elsewhere treated both by Dr Moberly and himself. 
I t  is a little too much, and goes beyond all trustworthy 
evidence, to assert that under "St John's last arrangement 
the authority of the prophets and preachers passed to the 
bishops." How could it? The authority of the prophets 
depended on their charismnta-the charismata constituted 
the authority,-and surely it was impossible even for St 
John to pass on such gifts, which were the direct en- 
doivment of the Holy Ghost, to any order of men. The 
apostles themselves did not, and never pretended that they 
could, create them. How, then, could St John transfer 
such heaven-bestowed gifts, not to individuals, but 10 
permanent Church officials, to continue to them as an 
order to the end of the world? 

Indeed no argument against the positions maintained 
both by Bishop Gore and Dr Moberly can be more 
cogent than the perusal of the passages in their essays 
in which they display such extraordinary ingenuity in devis- 
ing one supposition arter another, in order to escape the 
plain lessons which the Epistles of Clement and Polycerp 
and the Visions of Hermas so clearly set forth. In  con- 
tradiction to Bishop Lightfoot's interpretation of Clement 
(and he is not e mean authority), Bishop Gore assumes 
throughout that the rulers Clement mentions are not pres- 
byter-bishops, and when he comes to Hermas he repeats 
his utterly unproven assertion about Clement, by declaring 
that the following words cannot refer to the presbyters: 
"YOU will tell, therefore, those who preside over the 

f 
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Church to direct their ways in righteousness, that they 
may receive in full the promises of great glory”;’ and 
agnin : Wherefore I now say to you who preside over the 
Church and love the chief seats, Be not like to drug. 
misers,’’ Src. ’ I  Take heed, therefore, that these divisions 
of yours do not deprive you of your lire. How will ye 
instruct the elect of the Lord if you yourselves have not 
instruction ? Instruct each other, therefore, and be ut 
peace among yourselves.” And yet Bishop Gore, just as 
we saw him finding an antithesis in Clement between rulers 
and presbyters when it is said, “Let us esteem those who 
have the rule over us, let us honour the presbyters,” so, 
on a similarly slender basis, one too which Dr Lightfoot 
refuses to accept as a true representation, he imagines 
the existence of some unknoivn grade in the Corinthian 
church which is supposed to have become “solidified” 
into the episcopate. In the Shepherd of Hermas, also, 
he founds a similar conclusion on the phrase, “You mill 
tell those who preside over the Church,”l as compared 
with the expression in Vision 3. 9, 7, ‘(1 say to you who 
preside over the Church and those who occupy the chief 
seats.” He believes two grades are indicated because the 
clauses seem to be “in apposition.” But as we find pres- 
byters elsewhere spoken of as presiding and ruling, and 
again as loving the chief seats, the antithesis discovered 
by Bishop Gore is unreal.2 In short, the attempt to find 
proof for the existence of a vague unnamed office or 
authority higher than the presbyter-bishop in the churches 
i n  the West betrays such anxiety to discover some 
basis, however “ghost -like,” for the as yet unformed 
episcopate distinct from the presbyterate, as completely 
to weaken the case which it seeks to establish. What, 
for example, are me to make of a passage like this,. pre- 
viously quoted, in which he sums up his conviclions: 

’ Vision, 2. 6. 
a Bcnides, thc second clnuse N 10 thc cliicf seals is itself n doubliul 

rending, for it does not occur in the Ethiopic vcnion of IXcrmns. 
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‘LThere was a time when they [presbyters] were (as the 
Epistles of Clement and Polycarp bear witness) chief 
local authorities-the sole orderly occupants of the chief 
seat, But over them, not yet localised, were men either 
of prophetic inspiration or of apostolic authority and 
known character--‘prophets’ or ‘teachers’ or ‘rulers’ or 
Imen of distinction’-who in the sub-apostolic age or- 
dained to the sacred ministry, aud in certain cases would 
have exercised the chief teaching and governing authority. 
Gradually these men, after the pattern set by St James in 
Jerusalem, or by St John in the churches of Asia became 
themselves local presidents or instituted others in their 
place. Thus was a transition effected to a state of things 
in which every church had its local president wvho ranked 
amongst the presbyterate-a fellow-presbyter like St Peter 
-sitting with them on the chief sent, but to wvhom was 
assigned exclusively the name of ‘bishop. ’‘‘I 

To end in a series of possible alternatives,-the “either 
this,“ or i‘ that,” or ‘ I  another,” of those who may possibly 
have exercised a chief authority over, and ordained, pres- 
byter-bishops-anything, in short, rather than yield to the 
plain conclusion that the presbyter-bishops in Corinth and 
Philippi, and probably throughout the West, were originally 
not only chief local authorities, but after the death of the 
apostles, after even the death of St John, had no one 
.over them, and did ordain as they ordained Timothy,- 
such statements show a certain unwilliug consciousness on 
Bishop Gore’s part as to the absence of any clear evidence. 
And the contrast is great between the assertion with which 
his essay begins-postulating the Church as a body “or- 
ganised and its functions differentiated from the first by 
divine authority”-or with the ease with which he after- 
wards uses comparatively late patristic evidence, and the 
weakness and hesitation which affects his argument as he 
deals with the apostolic and sub-apostolic period, when he 
has only the “either” and icor” of a series of suppositions 

‘Church nnd Ministry,’ p. 335. 
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to fall back upon. All this can leave but one impression 
upon the mind of the attentive reader of his work, that he 
fails to prove his case from evidence belonging to the first 
century. By the middle and end of the second century 
his task becomes certainly easier. The early rise of the 
episcopate as distinct and superior to the presbyterate 
may be freely acknowledged, but its claims to having been 
originally an apostolically instituted order, from which the 
presbyterate could alone derive ordination if it is to secure 
validity-these claims must be held to be baseless. 

The summing up of conclusions by Dr Moberly is not 
less curious and interesting “There is nothing which 
St Clement emphasises more than the appeal to apos- 
tolical order based on apostolical succession”; and he 
speaks of this, not, as Clement says, because they knew 
there would be strife on account of the office or title of the 
episcopate, but as part of the foresight of the apostles, and 
their careful provision for the perpetuity of the ministerial 
ofice by devolution from themselves.” ‘I Did this include,” 
he asks, with or without a name, with or without ostenta- 
tious assertion of pre-eminence, what we understand to be 
the essential substance of diocesan Episcopacy? From the 
text of the latter we can hardly decisively reply. But sup- 
pose for a moment that to the mind of Clement it did mf. 
In  that case, of course, we reach no merely neutral or in- 
definite, but a positively negative, result. With so strong 
a theory about provision for apostolic succession St Clement 
must either.have included (what we call) Episcopacy or he 
must have excluded it. Either he must have believed that 
presbyters as swh were the final rulers and ordainers, or he 
must have believed that in the last resource they ruled and 
ordained only with and through one who, if he was in any 
sense apart from or over them at all, could only conceiv- 
ably (on his principles) have been so by virtue of being 
apostolically commissioned to be so. And if he were him- 
self, according to the universal tradition, the leading and 

1 Alinistcrinl I’riesthood,’ p. 185. 



official figure of his Church, he must himself have acted, 
as matter of fact, cifher in such a way as illustrated sub- 
stantially the principles of an apostolic unity embodied in 
a single representativeper~~~iu, orin such a way negate and 
exclude it, and, so far as in him lay, to stamp it, if ever 
after him the idea should be introduced, with the brand of 
an unapostolic novelty and falsehood. His theory of apos- 
tolic devolution, as the essential condition of any authorised 
ministry, is too distinct and too peremptory to admit of the 
subsequent insertion of a new ecclesiastical office, behind 
and above the highest which he recognised himself. We 
cannot in fairness approach the consideration of his phrases 
without such presuppositions as these. But if we look on 
them in the light of any such considerations, we can hardly 
doubt that, indefinite and ambiguous as they seem to be, 
even his actual phrases do agree better with the assumption 
of the presence than of the absence of a government in 
the Church beyond the merely presbyteral; while their 
verbal mistiness will perhaps, on second thoughts, seem 
rather a natural than a strange result of a condition of 
things in which realities were in advance of words, in which 
the inner substance of Episcopacy had an existence without 
a title, and therefore also as yet without perfectly adequate 
definition and a distinction of thought." And then he goes 
on to give similar reasons to those of Bishop Gore, as to 
the existence of some background of authority higher tlisn 
the presbyter-bishop, which, as we have seen, Dr Lightfoot 
denies. This is surely extraordinary reasoning. We re- 
mark that his alternative, ['he must either have included 
what we call Episcopacy or excluded it," is not forced upon 
him. If he means by Episcopacy the exclusive claims 
urged in modern times, there may be good ground for his 
position : but suppose that in the days of Clement presby- 
terate and episcopate did not exclude each other in Cor- 
inth ; suppose, as his epistle seims clearly to indicate, that 
they were interchangeable terms for the same office, and 
that the succession for which he pleads was one preserved 
in and by that office, and that therefore Clement, if a 
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bishop at all in the modern sense, which is more than 
doubtful, did not feel that in recognising a succession from 
the apostles in the presbyter-bishops he was either illus- 
trating “the principles of an apostolic unity in one rep- 
resentativepersona,” or U stamping it ever after him with the 
brand of an apostolic novelty and falsehood.” This is 
surely reading our own modern ideas into the mind of 
Clement. His theory of apostolic devolution was neither so 
“distinct or peremptory” as to forbid the rise of the epis- 
copate in thc manner which Dr Lightfoot and others assert 
-viz., “not formed from the apostolate by localisation, but 
out of the presbyterate by elevation.” As Bishop Gore 
confesses, such a belief does not affect the (to him) vital 
matter of succession at all, and so the nightmare which Dr 
Moberly describes vanishes when fuller light is thrown on 
the case. 

But what are we to make of the last part of the para- 
graph we quote, and, in spite of the l‘peremptory manner” 
in which the episcopate is said to have been divinely and 
exclnsively instituted at the first, try to imagine what can 
be meant by the condition of things in which “renlitics 
were in advance of words, in which the inner substance of 
Episcopacy had an existence witliout a title, and there- 
fore also as yet without perfectly adequate definition .and 
distinction of thought?” This sounds, unless it is meaning- 
less, like a sort of nebular hypothesis for the origin of the 
episcopate-a number of formless and unknown elements 
in solution, but gradually taking shape and body “although 
the substance had been always there,” yet emerging into 
view as these elements became ‘lsolidified.” He urges 
against Bishop Lightfoot’s translation of a critical passage 
in Clement the strange reason that it must be wrong 
because ‘lit shuts out all ambiguity, and with it the char- 
acteristic mental trait (in Clement) which the ambiguity, 
just because it is ambiguous, delicately represents.” After 
a curious criticism of Bishop Lightfoot’s identification Of 
the “presbyters” with the qyodpeuob of Clement, be- 
canse it jvould deprive the next phrase-“and giving all 
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fitting honour to the presbyters among you”-of all allu- 
$ion to the presbyters at all, he proceeds: ‘<Far truer to 
life is the view that Clement’s thought is here really upou 
the presbyters, though (as yet) he half veils his thought by 
de1,iberately accepting the semi - unconsciously suggested 
verbal antithesis between T ~ ~ u @ $ T ~ ~ o c  and ut&. And if 
so, the phrase Ijyo$peuo~ remains, not perhaps as a title 
which could, with any reasonableness, be directly translated 
’bishops,’ but, at all events, as a word which, both in itself 
and in its place in the context, is suggestive of a concep- 
tion of Church government such as, to  say the least, is im- 
perfectly exhausted in the technical ‘presbyterate’ taken 
alone.” All this is very mysterious and decidedly of a 
nebulous character, and when placed beside the clear-cut 
statement of Dr Lightfoot, that the recognition of the 
episcopate as a higher and distinct office must have syn- 
chronised with the separation of the meaning between 
bishop and presbyter, in what a haze do we find ourselves 
when we read what Dr Moberly calls his own “more 
exact inference that those who have begun to have the 
thing before they have required the name must be expected 
to show mean.nwhile that their language about that which 
they have is inarticulate, but that even their idea of it is 
indistinct. While we recognise dim traces of more than 
presbyteral authority without separation from the presby- 
teral name, we are not perplexed if the distinction which 
the language has not yet defined seems often imperfectly 
present, though yet present imperfectly, even to the 
thought.” Remembering that he is referring to Corinth 
and Rome in the days of Clement (that is, A.D. 97, a year 
after the death of St John), therefore after the alleged 
apostolic institution of the three grades of the ministry, we 
must feel that either Dr Moberly is giving aivay his whole 
we-for what can we make of a recognised ministry by 
“devolution from the apostles,” about which the language 
of the holders is “inarticulate,” and even their idea of it 
‘-indistinct and the traces of it dim”?-or he is lost in a 
mist. If they to whom the institution was given had such 
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lLinarticulate” and “dim” ideas of what it was, where are 
we to look for testimony for the apostolically instituted 
ministry of thc three orders of bishop, priest, and 
deacon ? 

Dr Moherly is fond of indulging in imagining the con- 
sequences which must ensue if his theory is not true. Like 
Bishop Gore, he uses only one alternative as to orders- 
they must either be transmitted by succession from the 
apostles or be humanly devised.” This latter phrase is 
unfortunate. Surely the indwelling and guidance of the 
Holy Ghost in the Church make the term “humanly dc- 
vised” worse than inadequate? We presume to say that 
they would both do well to weigh the thoughtful account of 
the evolution of the government of the Church given by Dr 
Hatch, and to a large extent illustrated by Bishop Light- 
foot and Dr Rort, as well as the more recent work of 
Principal Lindsay. 

But a still more terrible consequence arises if his theory 
is not proven, and it appals Dr Moberly. “Then the 
saintliest bishops and priests in Christian history, whatever 
they might be in personal endowment, differed not one jot- 
if we need not g i d e  say’’ (the italics are ours) L‘in respect 
of ministerial character or authority, yet at least in respect 
of the ultimate rationale of principle which constitutes the 
divine foundation and security of the ministry-from the 
good men whom the last new sect has chosen to appoint 
to be its ministers.” The latent contempt which, perhaps 
inadvertently, lurks in these words reveals the greatness 
of the yedu&o ad ahtr~du7/6 and the terrible result to 
existing Church dignitaries which, in his eyes, must follow 
the non-acceptance of his argument. But however this 
may be, neither we nor Dr Moberly are entitled, in an 
examination of historical evidence, to throw aside the facts 
which that examination establishes, because, if accepted, 
certain consequences might follow j or, in other words, 
because our preconceived theory would thereby be worse 
than endangered. It is the same fundamental error which 
is traceable through the writings of both of these learned 
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ecclesiastics. They search history to find evidence for 
conclusions they have previously reached on a priovi theo- 
logical grounds, instead of first searching history and then 
forming their conclusions. We do not think any argu- 
ments more cogent could be urged against their contention 
for the exclusive and divine right of Episcopacy than a 
perusal of the statements quoted above.' 

' Since writing the above we have rend Cnnoii Henson's criticisni, 
which nnticipnles, and in even stronger terms, all we liave said regarding 
Dr Mpbcrly. 


