
LECTURE V. 

APOSTOLIC SUCCESSION. 

THE doctrine of apostolic succession in the ministry 
is easily stated. It is based on the assumption that 
to constitute a valid ministry, and, consequently, the 
validity of such ministerial acts as the dispensation 
of the sacraments, it is necessary that the authority 
through ordination should come down from the 
apostles in direct succession, by ordained ministers 
ordaining others. The advocates of Episcopacy 
lay the greatest stress on this condition. They do 
not so greatly value the distinction of offices as the 
possession of this authority, and would regard Pres- 
byterianism with a much more friendly eye, assign- 
ing to its orders a validity they now refuse, were 
they satisfied that it had a true succession from the 
apost1es.l 
“ Validity ” in reference to the ministerial office 

is something corresponding to the validity of a com- 
mission in the army. A civilian may be a better 
soldier, an abler strategist or tactician, than a 
regular officer, but without the king’s commission 

1 See Gore’s ‘Christian Ministry,’ p. 334. 
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he has no right to exercise these gifts in the army. 
So in the Church, the fact that a layman is a better 
theologian, perhaps holier, wiser, more powerful in 
word and work than the ordained clergy, would be 
insufficient, for if he lacks thc divine commission 
through ordination, in succession from officers hold- 
ing theirs from the apostles, he cannot validly es- 
ercise these gifts as a minister of the Church. 

The Church, which is the Body of Christ, be- 
comes in a measure divided by this doctrine into 
two parts. The ministers have authority which 
belongs to them alone, which the Church cannot 
delegate to them, because it comes by “devolution,” 
passed on from generation t o  generation by means 
of rites, such as the laying on of hands, going back 
to those on whom the apostles first laid their hands. 
This stream of authority flows quite above and 
independent of the niembership constituting the 
ecclesia, for it is a stream which carries with it 
something which the whole body of believers can- 
not initiate nor intermeddle with, seeing it carries 
special and otherwise unattainable grace, the grace 
of orders.’ This grace conveys authority to the 
person ordained, who is thereby brought into the 
line of persons who can show that they have been 
ordained by others who can trace step by step 
a laying on of hands back to apostolic days; and 
because brought within that line (for actual fitness 

IWc do not touch on the cognnte question of “chnrncter~’ us tnuglit 
by the Council of Trent-viz., the senl or impress which indelibly 
giver power to the ordnincd to celcbrntc the sncrnments, so thnt thcY 
Sl~nll be cllectunl (Coyncil of Trent, SCSS. vii. cnn. 9). 
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does not necessarily enter into the theory), it is said 
that to those, and to those alone, God covenants 
not merely an official authority, but that the sacra- 
ments administered by them shall have an efficacy 
and validity which cannot be securely expected in 
the case of any other celebrants. How important 
that grace is we need not describe. 

The line of order and authority in the holy min- 
istry is in this way one which lies above the Church 
as embracing the entirety of the membership of 
Christ. It is not a result of the life of the body, 
nor does it derive authority from the body in which 
Christ continually abides through His Spirit, but 
comes as it were a6 extva, or, as theologians express 
it, " from above," because of a concatenation of cer- 
tain acts by certain persons, beginning with the 
apostles, and continued, through the same succes- 
sion of official acts, t o  the present hour. 

This view of apostolic succession, which is perhaps 
characteristically Anglican, has naturally provoked 
many criticisms. 

I. It may be said that, n priori, it seems too 
mechanical and arbitrary a method to be accepted 
as a true account of the manner in which the gift 
of divine grace in such solemn matters can be re- 
garded. When one recollects the freedom of the 
Gospel message and the liberty with which Christ 
has made His pe'ople free, as well as the simplicity 
and directness which characterised the life of the 
early Church, and the absence of any clear state- 
ment in Scripture of such conditions being attached 
to the due celebration of the Supper of the Lord, 
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the introduction of such conditions, as necessary 
for the validity of the ministry and sacraments, 
seems to  be incongruous and incompatible. To 
believe, for example, that the grace of the holy 
Eucharist and its power to convey spiritually the 
body and blood of Christ, so as to be spiritually 
received and spiritually fed upon “ t o  the spiritual 
nourishment and growth” of the believer, is with- 
held by God, or its bestowal not covenanted by God, 
except he who celebrates the sacrament has been 
ordained by a bishop and no other than a bishop, 
or by a preshytery whose presbyters can show that 
their ordination is in a long line of similar ordina- 
tions going back to the apostles, is a belief which 
would require, it is said, the very clearest evi- 
deuce of divine authority before it could com- 
mend itself to the conscience as a reasonable 
account of the divine principle of working in so 
important, almost so essential, a part of Christ’s 
saving work. It appears to  be at  once too 
mechanical and arbitrary to suppose that grace is 
withheld until the properly ordained minister is 
found, and that immediately on his arrival what 
was withheld is by appointment ready to pour 
forth. Men ask whether this is not in principle 
a Jewish conception and not a Christian. When 
one turns to  the Gospel all is free,-the Saviour and 
the sinner meet without any mediating condition 
but the sense of need and faith on the part of the 
one, and abundant rejoicing mercy on the part of 
the other. It is true that Christ trained disciples, 
that He commissioned them to carry on the same 



Objections usuaZ& urged 159 
blessed work of healing for body and soul which H e  
Himself exercised; for the words, “ A s  the Father 
scnt Me, even so send I you,” seem, according 
to some authorities, to mean a commission simply 
to continue the ministry of mercy H e  Himself had 
exercised. A similar commission was given when 
He had previously sent them forth as disciples. 
They were to preach the Gospel of the kingdom, 
to heal the sick and cast out devils, and to be wit- 
nesses for His resurrection. And such also, i t  is said, 
was His commission to them afterwards. “As the 
Father sent Me, even so send I you,” had reference 
primarily to this continuance of the work of the 
Lord. There may have been charges given in 
reference to the founding of the Church during the 
forty days when He spoke to them of the things 
of the kingdom, but nothing is told us as to what 
these instructions were. The words spoken to St 
Peter had special reference to His confession and 
the power of the keys, which in His case had 
exceptional force, as He did actually open the 
kingdom of God at Pentecost, and also t o  the 
Gentile world when he baptised Cornelius ; yet, with 
these exceptions, His promises and commands to 
His disciples were not confined to them, but ap- 
plied to the ecclesia which was to be. His 
command as t o  baptising and to the observance of 
the Lord’s Supper, and the power to bind and 
unloose, were commands and promises made t o  
the whole body of believers as well as t o  the 
Twelve. “There is,” says Dr Hort, “no trace 
in Scripture of a formal commission of authority 
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for governing from Christ Himself.” “The work 
that lay before tfie apostles when His ministry on 
earth was ended was not in its essence different 
from before. They had still to make known fhe 
kingdom of God by words and by deeds, and 
this is the sole conception of the work put be- 
fore us in Acts.”’ Dr Hort cannot be taken as 
infallible, but if one of his accurate scholarship 
fails to find in the New Testament anything which 
indicates the fixing as by divine authority of any 
particular form of Church ministry to be of per- 
manent obligation in the Church, we may feel that 
thc dogmatism of many pleaders for a jus d i v i ~ n t ,  
exclusively empowering any one order of ministry, 
must be taken with something more than caution. 
General principles, it is said, are laid down : unity 
is emphatically enforced both by Christ and His 
apostles ; order and government are manifestly in 
exercise in the society, which is the ecclesia, where 
everything was to be “done decently and in order”; 
but the conception of one type of organisation being 
instituted, with the endowment of covenanted powers 
attached to certain oficials who are constituted the 
only channels of sacramental grace,-of this there 
is not the slightest hint: we must pass over many 
decades before we discover the rise, even in embryo, 
of such ideas. 

The passage which seems to be the chief basis 
for the doctrine of succession is z Tim. ii. 2, 
where St Pan1 exhorts Timothy, “The things 
which thou hast heard of me among many 

1 

Hort’s Ecc., p. 40, 
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witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful men, 
who shall be able to teach others also”; but it is 
doubtful whether we should read into these words 
more than what they plainly set forth as to the 
necessity for appointing faithful and well-instructed 
men to be the teachers of the truth. This probably 
would be the interpretation we should at  once have 
accepted were it not for the use made of it by 
Clement in his famous letter, when he founds his 
rebuke to the party in Corinth which was in revolt 
against the presbyters on the fact that St Paul had 
appointed them and elso a succession after them. 
I t  may, however, be maintained that Clement was 
reading into the passage in Timothy more than 
what is actually expressed there, as it was not a 
succession of ministry in the ecclesiastical sense 
that St  Paul was enforcing, but care that those 
selected to be teachers of the truth should be 
themselves capable teachers. 

So, too, does Irenzus lay stress on succession, some- 
times through the bishops, sometimes through the 
presbyters, and sometimes through the three orders 
of bishops, presbyters, and deacons. But neither 
Clement nor Irenzus treats succession as giving 
“validity” to these orders and to the sacraments 
dispensed by those who possess them, in the sense 
of the comparatively modern advocates of the 
doctrine. What Clement enforces is the apostolic 
character of the presbyter, and shows that one 
appointed according to the apostolic injunction 
was not to be set aside by the ecclesia if he 
had exercised his ministry faithfully. The very 

L 
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statement suggests a question as to the con- 
verse truth - viz., whether the ecclesia in the 
case of unfaithfulness had not the power to set 
aside the unworthy presbyter. But Clement was 
dealing with factions and asserting order. We are 
not in a position from anything in his letter to 
dogmatise regarding what Clement did or did not 
believe as to the validity or non-validity of sac- 
raments, consequent. on whether the person pre- 
siding had been ordained by certain officials rather 
than by others. We must not read any subsequent 
views into the teaching of so early a Father, for 
things, even in his day, were very much in a state 
of solution and transition. IrenEeus, on the other 
hand, is not thinking so much of Church order as 
of the preservation of apostolic truth, and he falls 
back on the succession of the line of teachers as a 
guarantee for the trustworthiness of the traditions 
being taught in the ecclesia as against the errors 
that were then rising as a flood. That succession 
was held by him as a valuable guarantee for the 
preservation of divine truth is apparent ; and we can 
understand how in that age, when there was no 
printing - press and when manuscripts were rare, 
it would be of importance that the traditions of 
what Christ and the apostles actually taught, as 
preserved in the churches where the latter had 
thus taught, should be committed to well-instructed 
men who should convey them to others. But that 
apostolic succession was recognised by IrenEeus in 
the modern sense, as the covenanted method by 
which sacramental grace is bestowed, is another 

\ 

, 
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matter, regarding which there is not a particle 
of evidence. 

2. Another objection is brought from the practical 
use often made of the doctrine of succession. I t  
may well seem a scandal, or rather a redzrctio nd 
abstcdwt of the theory, when it is elevated into an 
articuhcst staidis a& cndcfttk ecclesice, and made a 
test so important that false doctrine, neglect of the 
Word of God, formalism, and deadness in respect 
to Christian enterprise, are all excused, because the 
one feature of ministerial succession atones for all 
such defects ; while, on the other hand, the holding 
of the truth, sanctity and devotion of life, and the 
seal of God's spirit in the richness of the fruits of 
the ministry, are held to be no warrant for minis- 
terial communion if the episcopal link of succession 
is. not in evidence. It may seem a sorry spectacle, 
e.g., to see the Anglican Church begging for recog- 
nition at the hands of Rome, a Church wherein the 
Word of God is so greatly withheld, superstition 
and error rampant, and the claims of the Papacy 
reign supreme ; or seeking almost on bended knees 
for visible communion with the Oriental Churches, 
that, in spite of many interesting features, have not 
been for centuries distinguished as being missionary; 
while, on the other hand, she stands proudly aloof 
from the Churches of the Reformation at her own 
door, which have been the holders forth of the 
Word of life and the devoted messengers of the 
cross. The archimandrite or priest from the Greek 
islands is welcomed with delight, while-taking our 
Scottish Presbyterian Churches as an instance-men 
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like Chalmers, Tulloch, Caird, Norman Macleod, 
Candlish, Buchanan, Horatius Bonar, Cairns, are 
treated as “ Samaritans,” and kept without the 
sanctuary. Even if these had not been in the line 
of apostolic succession -as they certainly were- 
the principle on which the admission of the one is 
hailed with joy and the others are excluded must 
be difficult to defend, not only on Scriptural grounds 
but as in harmony with the instincts of Christian 
life. The theory which leads to such practical re- 
sults cannot, it is alleged, but awaken suspicion. 

It must be remembered, however, by such ob- 
jectors, that a healthier and more reasonable view 
seems now being taken by some professedly. High 
Churchmen regarding apostolic succession. The 
light which has been thrown by the scientific re- 
searches of modern historians has begun to tell on 
the rigid school which once represented that learned 
though often intolerant party. I n  evidence of this 
there is an anonymous but remarkable article in the 
‘ Church Quarterly’ for April 1902 on ‘‘ Episcopacy 
and Reunion.” If its treatment of Canon Henson 
is somewhat severe, and if the writer, like Bishop 
Gore, can see no other alternative than between 
the fixed ministry he defends and “an  amorphous 
inarticulate society based upon the shifting sand of 
a promiscuous discipleship,” yet we are pleased to 
read such statements as these: “The  principles 
of organic life and of a duly exercised authority 
involved in this conception [that is, apostolic suc- 
cession] are something far deeper, more true to the 
modern picture of the universe, than the theories 
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of apostolic succession which they have inevitably 
superseded, and which, though adequate for their 
age, were somewhat symbolical in their manner of 
presenting traditions. What we mean is, that the 
larger view which the rise of historical science 
has opened up to us is not concerned to maintain 
that the whole Christian ministry sprang as a 
historical fact out of the original apostles, and 
then only by means of an unbroken laying on of 
hands, and none otherwise. It is not concerned to 
deny that the primitive charismatic ministry may 
have possessed large independent powers, or that 
presbyters may, in this community or in that, have 
received the recognition of the Body of Christ with- 
out the specific intervention of S t  Peter or S t  John 
or any of the Twelve.1 . . . What a due recognition 
of the principles which the New Testament shows to 
be involved in the facts of the Church‘s constitution 
docs demand is, that we shall not treat the rapid 
extension of the episcopate in the second century 
as a happy mechanical device invented to meet the 
inroads of Gnosticism, and not rather as the due and 
orderly discharge of a function inherent in the in- 
herited life of the Church.a We doubt whether in ’ 

’Why pat it in so ambiguous a form? Why suggest what does not 
hold true, when the writer must be a~varc that if St  Paul was an aposlle 
11e did nppoint presbyters, and thnt presbyters took part in the Council 
ofJernralemunder the very eyeofSt Peter, andspread over the Churches 
of Judcn, certainly with the cognisance of all the apostles? 

While the power to develop the episcopite wffinfunction “inherent 
in  the inlierited lire of the Church,” yet lliat its occasion wffi the rise of 
Gnosticism and other errors cannot be denied in view of seveml well- 
known patristic statcnients to that eNecct, “ A wise statesmanship” 
would have becn a happier phrase than “ a  happy mechnnicnl device.” 
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its wildest development the doctrine of apostolic 
succession was ever held to involve the delicate 
question of unbroken links which moved the ridicule 
of Lord Macaulay.1 I t  is for no such nice unspiritual 
theory that we at any rate contend. But it is, we 
take it, becoming increasingly cvident that no such 
conditions as have produced the non-episcopal min- 
istries, which took their rise in the sixteenth, seven- 
teenth, or eighteenth centuries, have any parallel in 
the primitive Church. . , . The fact remains that 
all the evidence of Scripture and of the continuous 
Church tradition makes it plain that the ministry 
never was regarded as a mere matter of arrangement, 
nor recognised by a body of Christians, however 
arbitrarily chosen, as constituting a valid claim to 
act in the name of the universal Church.” 

As to this last statement, whatever the doctrine 
of apostolic succession may mean, we who are 
members of the historic Presbyterian Church have 
something to say. For it may begsked, Who ever 
said that the ministry was regarded as a mere 
matter of arrangement? What we assert is very 
different -viz., that the episcopate, at least as 
differentiated from the presbyterate, was largely a 
growth consequent on the felt needs of the 
Church. That the diaconate came into existence 
in this manner is plainly taught in Acts. HOW 
the episcopate emerged is still the crux of learned 

Yet so recent a writer as Bishop Gorc thinks it worth his wbile 10 
give a cnlculntion on (he doctrine of dinnces, showing tlint there nrc 
5 1 2 , ~ , ~ 0 , 0 0 0  in fnvour of snccession 1 (‘The Cliurcli nnd Ministry,’ 
e. ‘09). 
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scholars, although Irenreus and Jerome had no 
doubt about its being caused by the rise of heresy 
and schism. 

Rut  it is not our purpose to discuss the merits of 
the doctrine of succession. The principle of suc- 
cession is one thing, and its treatment by Anglicans 
is another; and the object we have now in view is 
to set forth the historical relation of the Church of 
Scotland in regard to the claims founded by Epis- 
copalians on their supposed exclusive possession of 
a true succession. 

The position whicfi we shall attempt to establish 
is that the C l w c h  of Scotlaftd possesses LZ sicccession 
through the presbyterate as tridy as agty EppiscopaJ Chiwch 
docs tlwough the episcopate. 

That the reformation in England and in Scotland 
did not proceed on the same lines is too notorious to 
require statement. Speaking generally, the former, 
after largely accepting the doctrines of the Con- 
tinental Reformers, assumed another type from that 
which was adopted in Scotland; but at first there 
was a close harmony between the English and the 
Scottish Reformers. A t  the time of the Reformation 
the English Church was very much of the same 
mind as to the position of the presbyter as that 
which prevailed among the Continental Churches, 
and was held by the Church of Scotland. “ I n  the 
year 1537 there came out a book called ‘The Institu- 
tion of a Christian Man,’ made by the whole clergy 
in their Provisional Synod, set forth by the authority 
of the King’s Majesty, and approved by the whole 
Parliament, and commanded to be preached to the 
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whole kingdom, wherein, speaking of the sacrament 
of orders, it is said expressly that although the 
Fathers of the succeeding Church after the apostles 
instituted certain inferior degrees of ministry, yet in 
the New Testament there is no mention made 01 

any other degree or distinction in orders, but only 
of deacons or ministers] and presbyters or bishops, 
and throughout the whole discourse makes presbyters 
and bishops one and the same.”l “When the Con- 
fession of Faith received the sanction of Parliament 
in 1560,” writes Dr Grub, the Episcopalian author 
of ‘The Ecclesiastical History of Scotland,’ “most 
of the supporters of the Protestant opinions in the 
two British kingdoms looked on the communions 
to which they belonged as portions of the same 
Reformed Church, holding alike the great doctrines 
of the Gospel. . . . Several of the English divines 
would even have preferred the northern establish- 
ment to their own. ‘The Scots,’ said Parkhurst, 
writing to Bnllinger in August 1560, ‘have made 
greater progress in true religion in a few months 
than we have done in many years. Those who do 
not go so far still heartily rejoiced in the Presbytery 
of the Scottish Reformation.’ Alluding to Scotland 
in a letter to the same Swiss minister, dated 
February 1562, Bishop Jewel says, ‘Religion is 
most favourably received, firmly maintained] and 
daily making progress in that country.”’2 The 
rebound, of which Hooker and Andrews were the 
leaders, was largely a reaction against the narrow. 

’ Jus Divinum Ministcril Evnngclici, Appcndix, p. 128. ’ Grub’s History, vol. ii. pp. 252, 253, 
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ness of the Puritans, and the attempt to make 
Calvinism an article 'of union between the two 
Churches; and i t  sought in the historic Church of 
the first four or five centuries, and in the early 
creeds and liturgies, the basis on which the reformed 
Church of England was to be built. It eschewed 
enforcing too much of symmetry and logical com- 
pleteness, and preferred as far as possible the 
preservation of the ancient usages rather than the 
construction of a completely reformed system which 
might be in closer harmony with the theological 
views that the learning and earnestness of the 
Reformers abroad had established on strong founda- 
tions. If was throughout a compromise,-a wise 
compromise perhaps, when regarded in the light of 
subsequent history, and yet a confusing compromise, 
as the many controversies of subsequent years have 
shown. It had also another differentiating note. 
The civil power, especially as expressed by the 
personal will and authority of the reigning sovereign, 
be it Edward or Elizabeth or the Stewart monarchs, 
was recognised as having a supremacy which was ' 

never tolerated in Scotland. 
The Reformation in Scotland, on the other hand, 

was more closely associated with the acceptance 
of definite theological beliefs. Although the first I 

Confession prepared by John Knox and others was 
a freer and less dogmatic symbol than the sub- 
sequent Confession of the Westminster Divines, 
yet the reformed theology, especially as it found 
expression in the strongly built system of John 
Calvin, was au undoubted power in moulding the 
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ecclesiastical and religious life of the Scottish 
people. The movement was also far more a popu- 
lar movement than in England. It was not the 
civil power-although it was ever in view as a 
power ordained by God -which dominated the 
Church, for to the honour of the Scottish Church 
it can be said that from the first her liberty as 
a divine institute amenable to Christ alone, and 
claiming separate jurisdiction from that of the 
State, has been characteristic of our ecclesiastical 
history, while the part played by the episcopate 
established by James and Charles is frequently in 
marked contrast. The sycophancy of the one 
does not compare favourably with the independ- 
ence of the other, and with the unbending per- 
severance with which th6 rights of the Church 
were maintained. The movement was national. 
Parliament reflected the convictions of the people, 
and although rapacious barons plotted against the 
Church for their own enrichment, yet it was not the 
sovereign or Parliament, but the nation-led by 
its laity, peer and peasant, religiously convinced, 
and inspired by the preaching of the ministry- 
which accepted and enforced the Reformation. 

Nothing can be further from the truth than the 
notions which often pass as true pictures of the 
emergence of our historic Church, and which find 
characteristic expression in the phrases already 
quoted from Bishop Gore and Dr Moberly, and 
from the writer in the ‘Church Quarterly,’ and 
which are too often allowed to pass unchallenged. 
We quote Bishop Gore as giving a clear and frank 
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statement of this view: It will appear at once, 
as a consequence of all those arguments, that the 
various Presbyterian and Congregationalist organ- 
isations, however venerable on many and different 
grounds, have, in dispensing with Episcopal suc- 
cessions, violated a fundamental law of the Church’s 
life. It cannot be maintained that the acts of 
ordination by which presbyters of the sixteenth 
or subsequent centuries originated the ministry of 
some of these societies were covered by their 
commissions, or belonged to  the office of presbyter 
which they had duly received. Beyond all ques- 
tion they ‘took to themselves’ these powers of 
ordination, and consequently had them not. I t  
is not proved-it is not even probable-that any 
presbyter had in any age the power to  ordain. 
But i t  is absolutely certain that for a large num- 
ber of centuries i t  had been understood beyond 
all question that only bishops could ordain, and 
that presbyters had not episcopal powers; and 
no exceptional dignity, belonging to  any presby- 
ter-abbot, had ever enabled him to transcend the 
limits of his office. It follows, then, not that 
God’s grace has not worked, and worked largely, 
through many an irregular ministry where it was 
exercised or used in good faith, but that a ministry 
not episcopally received is invalid-that is to say, 
falls outside the conditions of covenanted security, 
and cannot justify its existence in terms of the 
covenant.”l 

This paragraph bristles with assertions which 

’ 

1 Church nnd Ministry, pp. 344, 3 4 5  
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Challenge discussion. We have already sought in 
vain for such a divine covenant as is here de- 
scribed establishing the episcopate as the only 
ministry through which valid ordination can be 
given in the Church. Where is there a hint of a 
divine covenant giving security only to sacraments 
that are celebrated by those who are episcopally 
ordained, or indeed by any other exclusive order 
of ministry? Is it to be found in the New Testa- 
ment? There are there Christ’s promises to His 
Church and His commission to His apostles, but, 
as we have already seen, there is not one word 
which, by fair inference, can be held to justify 
such . a  claim as we have described. Is it to be 
found in sub-apostolic literature? W e  have shown 
that, as a whole, the evidence points in another 
direction than the episcopate universally received 
as a separate order above the presbyterate. In 
contradictibn to his own acknowledgment of tb$ 
primitive identification of presbyter and bishop, 
and absolutely forgetting the clear statements of 
Jerome, Bishop Gore says here that it is “not 
proved-that it is not even probable-that any 
presbyter had in any age power to ordain.” If 
he means any single presbyter, we would perhaps 
accept his dictum; but that presbyters had the 
power to ordain has been, we think, sufficiently 
proved, and is acknowledged by most eminent 
scholars of his own and other Churches. Again, 
that “for a large number of centuries it had been 
understood that beyond all question only bishops 
could ordain,” does not affect the question as to 
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the primitive and apostolic usages. A similar 
argument might equally prove the supremacy of 
the Pope, which undoubtedly was acknowledged 
for a large number of centuries. It is difficult to 
determine whether the classifying of Presbyterians 
and Congregationalists together shows Bishop 
Gore’s actual ignorance of the tenets and history 
of our Church, or is a piece of carelessness or 
cynical indifference regarding a question to which 
his brother Bishop of Salisbury attaches no little 
importance, as bearing on the larger matter of the 
union of the divided Churches. But it is not by 
curtly dismissing the Church of Scotland that 
Bishop Gore is likely to aid a more Christian 
understanding between the historic Churches of 
our country.] 

1 I t  is curious to rend Bishop Gore’s classification of Presbyterinns 
and Congregntionnlists in the light of the Acts of the Gcncml Assembly, 
quoted on p. 182. We would nlso refer to the following from Dr 
Sprott‘s ‘Worship nnd Ministry of the Church of Scotlnnd,’ p. 192: 
“ I t  is of more importnnce to notice-whnt wns certainly considered 
of fnr grenter moment by the compilers of our stnndnrds-the qucs- 
tion us to the right or power of the laity to ordain Church olfcers. 
Dots the principle ‘non dct qui non hnbet’ hold here as in other 
things? This subject was thoroughly discnssed by the Westminster 
Divines nnd Scottish Commissioners, nnd there are no stronger stnte. 
ments to be found nnywhcre than in their writings-such, for cxnmple, 
DS the <Jus Divinum Ministerii Evnngelici’ on the necessity of a suc- 
cession in the ministry. The fundnmentnl diffcrcnce betwixt them nnd 
the Independents W D ~ ,  tbnt they considered all cburcli power to be 
vested in the officc.benrers, not in the body of thc Church. Further, 
they held that our Lord’s promises n’crc a pledge that the ministry 
could never fnil; that ordination hakes the minister, DS bnplism mnlccs 
the inember of the Church; that, notwithstanding the corruption of 
Rome, her ordination wns no less vnlid than her baptism, and t h t  if 
this were not so, the continuity of the visible Church would be de- 
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But we come to the real essence of the state- 
ment when we read, “ I t  cannot be maintained that 
the acts by which presbyters of the sixteenth or 
subsequent centuries originated the ministries of 
some of these societies were covered by their com- 
missions, or belonged to the office of presbyter 
which they duly received.” Beyond all question 
they “took to themselves” these powers of ordina- 
tion, and consequently “had them not.” 

The position of such presbyters was very different 
from the picture here presented. The Reformers 
held, and held rightly, that in the primitive and 
subapostolic Churches, and to a later date in 
certain places, presbyters did possess the power 
to ordain, and formed, along with the deacons, the 
only permanent order of ministry. We need not 
recur to the proof already exhibited of this view 
being correct. The Church of Scotland did not 
condemn ordination by bishops, but held that it 
was essentially in virtue of their order as presbyters 
that they becanie ordaining bishops, and that if 
SlrOyCd. . . . Even in their testinronials of orders, they were mreflll 
to stnte the doctrine of succession. ‘faice the following N an cvnmplc : 
‘Forasmuch as the Lord Jesus Christ , . , has judged it mcct that 
there should be n succession of pastors olul teacliers in Xis Church 
even unto the end of the world, . . . and hath deputed the care of 
the continuation of this ministerial oEce unto such as have been 
already called lhereunto, requiring them to commit tile thine they 
have received unto faithful nieu, who shall he able to teach others 
also : We, the ministers of Christ . . . in the city OfYork, . . , have 
iipon the z3rd day of June 1654 procecded solemnly to set , , . M. N. 
a p t  unto the oEce of a Presbyter and mork of the ministry by laying 
on our hands, with fasting and prayer: By the virtue whereof we do 
esteem and declare him n lawful minister of Christ, and hereby recoin- 
mend him,”’ &c. Quoted from Calamy’s 1 Life of Bnxtcr,’ p. 454. 
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the original presbyter-bishop was elevated into the 
presidency of the local presbyters, and if the act 
of ordination became transferred from the presbyter 
or from the charismatic ministry to a single pres- 
byter-bishop, it was not because of a new order 
having been instituted. No such elevation could 
supersede the original powers inherent in the pres- 
byter-bishop, for, to quote once more Bishop Light- 
foot’s conclusion, “ i t  was not from the apostolic 

I office by localisation but from the presbyterate by 
elevation ” that mono-episcopacy arose. The Re- 
formers also held that, in virtue of the same fact, 
the succession through presbyters might be secured 
by succession through bishops, not becauso they 
were bishops but presbyters; in short, that it was 
not through bishops as a separate order, which 
the episcopate never was, but through bishops as 
being presbyters or priests, that the true succes- 
sion and the authority came down. As Reformers 
they went back to the primitive and apostolic 
Church, and reaffirmed the character of their office, 
and claimed for it its primitive position. Being 
themselves presbyters, by far the larger number 
-probably all-of them episcopally ordained, or 
ordained by those who had derived their orders 
through those who were originally so ordained, and 
therefore even according to episcopal requirements 
undoubted presbyters, they certainly did  rot “take 
to themselves ” those powers of ordination which 
were already inherent in their office. They did not 
require to do so. But Bishop Gore also objects that 
such acts were not covered “by their commission.” 
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What commission? If he means apostolic com- 
mission to presbyters to ordain, he begs the ques- 
tion, as has been amply shown, unless he can 
prove that the presbyters of the Scottish Church 
were ordained by those who were not themselves 
presbyters, which is certainly not historically true. 
But if he means a commission to ordain from the 
Roman Church, from which so many of them had 
received their orders, we may reply that the ab- 
sence of a similar commission is equally wanting . 
for the bishops of the Anglican communion, who 
“took upon themselves” to reform that Roman 
Church in which they also had received their epis- 
copal orders, just as the presbyters who similarly 
reformed the Scottish Church had originally re- 
ceived their orders. What commission did the 
reformed Anglican bishops receive beyond what 
their office inherently conveyed, and what the voice 
of the nation and the Word of God confirmed? 
So was it in Scotland. 

The description which Dean Church gives of 
the English Reformation can, iitirtntis riziitum5s, be 
applied with equal force to the Scottish Reforma- 
tion : “The ancient Church and its reformation had 
taken up its ground on the Scriptures and the 
primitive Church. It had avowed its object to be 
a return, as far as it was possible, to what the 
teaching of the apostles and their disciples had 
made the primitive Church to be. At the outset 
all that was much insisted upon was that the 
primitive Church was certainly izot like the modern 
unreformed Latin Church.” So was it in Scotland. 
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The corruption of the unreformed Latin Church 
was burned into the consciences of the people, 
who had become enlightened in the Word of God, 
and who felt that His truth must be vindicated 
and His Church cleansed from the evils and the 
immoralities and false doctrines which had defaced 
it. They did not regard themselves as schismatics 
but reformers, for their views as to the sin of schism 
were of a strength which ought to astonish those 
who, claiming the heritage of the Reformers, have 
torn the Church of the Reformers into scandalous 
divisions and warring sects. 

We have, however, to remark that the distinction 
between the question of authority and order and 
that of covenanted sacramental grace dependent on 
the action of a special ministry, relates to another 
matter regarded as vitally important by the Re- 
formers. Priestly and prophetic offices were em- 
phaticdly distinguished. The Reformers denied 
priesthood in the special sense in which the name 
was used by those Churches which regarded the 
Eucharist as a renewal of the sacrifice of the cross, 
as being propitiatory, and to be offered for the sins 
of the living and thc dead. Christ, according to 
the Reformers, is the one abiding priest for ever, 
and His sacrifice was offered “once for all”; and 
they held that there is no priesthood now on earth 
except what is common to all believers who have 
been made “priests unto God,” not to offer any 
propitiatory sacrifice, but the spiritual sacrifices 
described in the New Testament. The ministry 
is a priesthood only in a representative capacity, 

Al 
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appointed for the due ordering of worship and 
administering the sacraments. But the prophetic 
office remains in its full force;.for the preaching of 
the Gospel in order to the convincing, converting, 
and building up of souls, is emphatically the work 
of the ministry. It is the ministry of reconcilia- 
tion; not to reconcile God to man, which is the 
sacerdotal view, but to declare to man that God 
is already reconciled, and, as ambassadors for 
Christ, to beseech them to be reconciled to God. 
The conception of succession will therefore be 
differently regarded according to the view held 
as to the nature of the ministry. The priestly 
conception, as described above, will bring with 
it the ancient Judaic idea of authority to offer 
sacrifice and obtain the covenanted grace depend- 
ent thereon. The prophetic conception will suggest 
rather authority founded on ascertained fitness to 
declare the Word of life, and to secure the due and 
orderly administration of the sacrament. What- 
ever priestly and sacramental functions are in- 
volved in office will therefore be chiefly of a rep- 
resentative character, and ministerial order will 
be, accordingly, in harmony with that pnrpose- 
viz., authority duly exercised empowering and 
appointing those who are to govern in the Church, 
who are to preach and teach, and to celebrate the 
sacraments. It is evident that succession, when 
related to a priesthood in the Judaic sense, may 
assume a purely mechanical character, but sncces- 
sion when related to the ministry of the New Testa- 
ment requires to be vitally connected with the main- 
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tenance and promulgation of truth. A mechanical 
succession may maintain a line of priesthood, but 
i t  cannot of itself necessarily secure a ministry so 
instructed and so inspired as to be verily that of 
“ambassadors for Christ.” True succession must 
therefore have relation to the truth and word of 
Christ. This, as we have seen, was the view which 
Irenreus urged for succession; it is the plea on 
which Calvin defends it,’ and without which he 
regarded i t  as mechanical: it is this which finds 
expression in the phrase ‘ I  preaching presbyter ” in 
our own standards; and one of the aims of Church 
order ought to be the securing of its continuance 
and the due administration of the worship and 
ordinances and discipline of the Church of God.2 

1 Inst., iv. 2. 2. 
a Prcsbytcrians i inrc laid the greatest empiinsis on the due nuthority 

of the ministry, and the due ordinntion of such as nrc to prcnch nnd 
to celebrnte the sncraments. Aner showing the necessity for n valid 
conimission for the Imvlirl exercise of the ofice of n civil ningislrnte 
or of n dencon, wc rcad as follows in tlic ‘Jus Divinum’ (Pnrt I., 
pp, 86, 87) : ‘1 That no man mny do thc work of U dcncon in the 
ccclesinsticnl state, nnless called to the ofice, is evident from Acls vi., 
where men fnll of the Holy Ghost nnd Ihilh, chosen by the people to 
thnt work, yet might not niinistcr till they ~verc nppoinled by the 
aposlles; and that general rule Inid down, I Tim. iii. 10, ‘Let him 
be first p r o d ,  so let him minister.‘ Now the reason of the conncc. 
tion is cvident, for by liow mud1 the work of tbe ministry is ofgreater 
consequence, dificulty, and danger, by so much grcnter cnrc and cir- 
cumspection is to be taken that it be not performed promiscuously to 
piriciiiig:ie vrdt, but performed by such men as arc triedly sound in the 
fnilh, and able to tench others nlso. . . . Shnll nn exact scrutiny be passed 
upon such as nre to feed the bodies of poor men, and not upon such 
ns feed the sonls? The work of the ministry, the prenching of the 
Woid, is n work of the highest conscqnencc nnd importnnce tbnt ever 
God. committed to the SOIIS of men-tlc rtcoticiiiiig fl incii fo God; 
even n henvcniy embassy of infinite and cternnl consequence. Now, if 
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We have purposely given voice to the objections 
which naturally occur as to apostolic succession; 
but we imagine that what is more required at the 
present time in Scotland is the reassertion of the 
source of ministerial authority, and the possession 
of a true succession in the presbyterate of the 
Church to which we belong. The term ‘( apostolic 
succession ” has associations which rather repel 
the minds of our people. It has been the watch- 
word of the intolerance displayed by episcopalians, 
immensely intensified since the Tractarian move- 
ment, against our own and all other non-episcopal 
Churches. People imagine that to claim apostolic 
succession for our presbyters must somehow lead 
to the overthrow of our Protestantism, and tend 
to that form of Ritualism against which we have 
continually protested. But fuller reflection may 
convince even the most extreme defender of our 
later traditions that, instead of being a danger, 
the assertion of the historical validity of our pres- 

God allow not these works which nre of an inferior nnture to be done 
by men untried and unnppuinted to the ofice, how shall He approve 
ofsuchasadventureupon this work of preaching the Word, which is the 
work of works, without any trial or commission?” Tlieii as to the 
ndniinislrntion of the sacraments: I ‘  They art seal3 of the rigllfeosnrers 
by faifh. If it he an intolerable umrpation amongat men (or a private 
man 10 take tile blond seal of the kingdom, and put it to what instru- 
ments he plenseth, mnch more intolernble is it for a piivntc man to 
usurp llic dispensing of the broad seal of the kingdom of henvcn. A s  
in all States there are keepers of the senls appointed, ~vliosc ofice it 
is to dispose thcm according to law : even so it is in the Church of 
God. Jesus Christ hnth appointed keepers of His seals, tliosc whom 
He calls ‘stewnrds of the mysteries of God,’ to whom H e  hnth com- 
mitted the work of reconciliation, and to whom IIe hat11 given pawet 
to baplise nnd to administer the Lord’s Supper.” 

. 
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byterate, and the undoubted character of the 
succession through presbyters,-as continually pro- 
claimed during the most vigorous period of our 
history, and by the best scholars of which our 
Church could then boast,-is a t  once a vindication 
of our position and a safeguard against the attacks 
of one-sided clerical assumptions. On the other 
hand, we must guard against becoming ourselves 
guilty of the intolerance we condemn in others, by 
assuming towards Christians, who may be neither 
Episcopalian nor Presbyterian, a position of lofty 
superiority similar to that which we have had too 
much reason to resent when shown towards our- 
selves. The fact of succession and the use we 
make of it are widely different matters. 

As a question of ministerial order and authority 
we have to remark that it may be difficult to find 
a middle position between holding the authority 
which comes from ministerial succession and the 
acceptance of Congregationalism. Congregation- 
alism may be described as the power of a Christian 
society voluntarily formed, consisting of two or three 
or many believers, themselves laymen, selecting one 
or more of their own members, and ordaining such 
to be their minister, to dispense the sacraments, 
and to act as pastor and teacher. Because of this 
action there is jurisdiction and government exercised, 
but only within and over that particular congre- 
gation or society which has thus appointed and 
ordained its own ministry. The right to do this 
is based on the continuity of the life of the Church 
because of the indwelling Spirit of God; and the 
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authority becomes thus that of the particular 
congregation or ecclesia which, in virtue of its 
divine life, claims inherent power so to act. The 
continuity in this case is continuity in the life of 
the Church. 

We are not going to discuss Congregationalism, 
but would simply draw attention to the fact that, 
whether it is right or wrong, lawful or unlawful, 
this system was consistently condemned by the 
Reformers and consistently rejected by the Church 
of Scotland, The Church by its Acts of Assembly 
condemned in the strongest manner the “ Sectaries,” 
meaning the Independents, who in Cromwell’s time 
were acquiring influence in Scotland as well as in 
England. I t  is enough to refer to the Act passed 
in’ the Assembly of 1647, reported in Dr Cunning- 
ham’s ‘ History of the Church in Scotland ’ (vol. ii. 
p. 156) : “ Afraid lest the gangrene [as it was some- 
times called] should spread northward, an Act was 
passed prohibiting all books until the pestilent 
heresies of Independents were maintained [sic] from 
entering the country.” 

On the other hand, the Church condemned any 
one taking, the office of the ministry ‘(without a 
lawful calling”; and it is the ‘ I  preaching presbyters ” 
to whom, according to our standards, “it  doth be- 
long to ordain.” It lies with them to try and to 
judge the qdalifications of every candidate, and it 
ordinarily falls to the presbytery after such trials to 
ordain. 

We have but to combine these two statements 
-tlie condemnation of laymen appointing and 

! 
i 
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ordaining their ministers, and the emphasis laid 
on a “lawful calling”-to see that another ground 
of authority than that of a voluntary and self-made 
association assuming the name of Church, and 
“taking to itself” the functions of ordination, must 
be found; and that ground was taken by our Re- 
formers, who held that this authority comes through 
an unbroken succession of presbyters, coincident for 
a time with succession in the episcopate, because, 
according to  their reading of the history of the 
primitive Church and the teaching of the Fathers, 
bishops originally bestowed ordination not as a 
separate order, but because they were presbyters 
to whose office the right inherently belonged. Ac- 
cordingly, when we address the members of our own 
Church we must recall the grounds on which our 
ministry rests. I t  must either rest on a basis 
essentially common to Congregationalism, or it is 
a lawful ministry because no one has “ taken it to 
himself,” but has been judged and ordained by 
those to whom the function “doth belong ”-that 
is, those who have due authority. 

What was required, therefore, was to discover 
the source of authority, and by the very terms of 
the case it was necessary to look to the historic 
line of the presbyterate. And this was just what 
our reforming fathers did. 

I. They denied that they had been guilty of 
schism when they reformed the existing Church. 
When they had purified it from its errors it 
was the same Church. “When the Protestant 
Churches did separate they did not erect a new 
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Church, but reformed a corrupt Church.”’ They 
asserted they had never left the Church, but, to 
use a common phrase at that time (probably sue 
gested by Luther’s treatise on “The  Babylonish 
Captivity of the Church ”), only abandoned “the 
Babylon” which had enslaved the Church. The 
words of Calvin are strong as to the sin of schism, 
and as to the continuity of the ministry, and of the 
sacraments and creeds through the Roman Church, 
although the ministry and sacraments had been 
doctrinally or otherwise misrepresented.2 It would 
be easy to multiply instances of the condemnation 
of schism from the works of the Reformers, but 
as our interests are chiefly in regard to what our 
own Reformers and Presbyterian fathers teach, 
we would refer to the authorities quoted by Dr 
Sprott in his work on ‘The Doctrine of Schism 
in the Church of Scotland.’ 

2. AS a corollary from these statements regard- 
ing schism, we turn to direct claims urged by our 
Reformers as to the preservation of an apostolic 
ministry by succession through presbyters. Not 
only was the idea of forming a new Church distant 
from their minds, but the continuity of the Church 
and of the ministry was strongly asserted. We need 
not revert to the arguments already urged as to 
the office of the presbyter in the primitive Church, 
with powers which it was not within the due 
function of the episcopate to abolish : we rather 
proceed to show that it was with full conscious- 

Jus Divinum, Part 11. p, 41 (A,D. 1654). 
Calvin’s Inst., 4. 3. 11, 12. 
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ness of the original nature of the presbyterate that 
our Reformers went to  that office as apostolically 
authoritative. They, in common with the Reformed 
Churches on the Continent, held that Christ and 
His apostles instituted only two permanent orders 
in the Church, that of the presbyter-bishop (the 
terms being identical) and the deacon. The 
learned work entitled the ‘Jus Divinum Evangelici 
Ministerii ’ (drawn up by sundry ministers within 
the city of London, 2nd edition, 1647), which may 
be taken as representing the views of our forefathers 
at  that time, dwells at  length on the vindication 
from Scripture and the early Fathers of the prim- 
ary position of the presbyterate.’ This position 
was firmly maintained throughout the history of 
the Church. Nor was the theory of succession 
less clearly held. The objections then urged were 
not against the principle of succession, but as to 
the validity or worthiness of orders which came 
through the episcopate, and especially ‘through 
what was termed, after the custom of, the period, 
the Roman antichrist. The fundamental position 
was that “power of ordination exercised for many 
hundred years by bishops did belong to them as 
presbyters, not as bishops. . . . A bishop being 
nothing less [more?] in the opinion of antiquity but 
a chief presbyter or president of the presbytery, and 
of the same rank with them, thus all the acts he 
doth he must do by virtue of his presbyterial con- 
secration.” Again, to the objection, “ B u t  the 
ministers whose ordination you defend were made 

1 SCCpUlSi l lJ ,  and especially Part II., 1654, p. 18, and following. 
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by bishops who held themselves to be a superior 
order of ministry above presbyters by divine in- 
stitution,” i t  is replied: “Whether they did so or 
not, we know not, but sure we are that the bishops 
of King Edward and Queen Elizabeth’s day were 
not of this opinion, as we have shown.’ That the 
laws of the realm do not countenance it, that the 
learnedest of the Papists are against it, and if any 
of the bishops of late years were of this opinion, 
it was their personal error, and not at all essential 
to the episcopal office.” The objection arising from 
succession through Rome is repelled, not without 
quaint and contemptuous illustrations-e.g., ‘ I  For 
as a maimed man may beget a perfect child, because 
he begets him not as maimed but as a man, so 
an anticbristian bishop may ordain a true minister, 
because he ordains him not as an antichristian 
but as a presbyter, that by divine warrant hath 
authority so to do. . . . We must carefully dis- 
tinguish the acts of office (which have their form 
and being from a root and foundation without us) 
from the qualities of the mah that performs the 
office. The inan may be naught, yet his office is 
good; and acts done by virtue of his office just 
and allowable, although the man and his religion 
be naught. As, for instance, a Popish landlord 
makes you a lease of his farm, your lease is not 
antichristian, but good in law, though he that 
demised it be for his religion a Papist. So in this 
case ordination is an act of office received from 
Christ, and is not antichristian though executed 

’ Scc additional Note III., p. 190. 
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by one that is in other things antichristian. We 
do not rebaptise them that were baptised by Popish 
priests, because the power of Christ’s ordinances 
depends not on the person that does execute the 
same, but on a higher foundation, the institution of 
Christ.“ 

The position here sustained rests on a belief on 
the succession of‘the ministry from the primitive 
Church, and that belief throws light on what the 
Reformers mcant by those who are described in the 
form of Church government as presbyters “ t o  whom 
the right doth belong ” to ordain. And accordingly 
we meet the Episcopal claims to exclusive authority 
by the Presbyterial claim, that if they have a valid 
succession so have we? 

But assertion is not proof; yet we do not intend 
here to  exhibit that proof in detail, because this 
has already been done at various times by more 
than one of our presbyters: and especially because 
in this we have been already anticipated by a pre- 
vious Baird lecturer. The Very Reverend Principal 
Story in 1897 gave from this place such a full review 
of the evidence for the continuity of the ministry 
in the Scottish Church as to render any further 

1 Jus Div., Part 11. pp. 28, 29. Sec additional Note IV., p, 193. 
a For fiirther illuslmtions, see Dr Sprolt’s Worship and Ofices of 

the Church of Scolland.’ 
See the ‘Christian Instructor’ for 1839, in which a series of papers 

appeared by an anonymous writer, charncterised by much learning and 
full of abounding vigour in meeting assailants. In  more recent times 
the various treatises by Dr Leishman and Dr Sprott of North Berrvick 
are, among others, replete with accuralc information, the result of long 
and special study. 
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treatment here superfluous.‘ The links whereby 
the succession through the presbyterate leads back 
to the primitive apostolic institution are there 
clearly set forth. 

To sum up the positions in which the Anglican 
and Scottish Churches mutually stand. The re- 
semblance between the Anglican Church and the 
Church of Scotland lies in the fact that both 
contemplated the reformation of the then existing 
National Church, and not the establishment of a 
new one; both held the necessity for a ministry 
duly authorised; both held the principle of suc- 
cession as that which ordinarily gave authority ;e 
and both used the ancient rite of ordination by 
imposition of hands. But they differed essentially 
as to the merits of the historic ministry which 
each adopted. The Anglican Church went back 
to the period when the episcopate had emerged 
as distinct from the presbyterate and occupied a 
primacy over it, at the most exercising this position 
of eminence in relation only to single communities 
or congregations, with nothing of the nature of a 
diocesan jurisdiction. The Scottish Church, on the 
other hand, went further back, and claimed its 
primitive position for the office of the presbyterate 
as found at an earlier period than that in which 

for 1897. 
‘The Apostolic Ministry in the Scottish Church.’ Dnird Lecture 

a Weuse tlie word “ordinarily” in view of the speculntion not un. 
common at thnt time as to circumstances-siich as Christians wrecked 
on a desert island-when it might be lawful to appoint one of their 
numbcr to administer the sacraments. The discussion was one which 
enlisted nrchbisliops as well as presbyters. 



Scottish and dn!pdican Positions coq%.wed 189 
the episcopate appears as distinct,-found, too, in 
Churches unmistakably apostolic, and continuing in 
the Churches of the Wcst till about the middle of the 
second century, and very much later elsewhere, as 
in Alexandria. If the Anglican Church was entitled 
to revert to the time when the bishop became 
elevated into the presidency or primacy over the 
presbyterate, to which order he originally belonged, 
the Scottish Church-influenced, perhaps, by its 
historic connection with what was to  a great ex- 
tent a Presbyterian type of Church order in the 
Celtic Church, through which it received Christ- 
ianity-was equally, or rather still more, entitled 
to recognise the succession which was first estab- 
lished, and stamped, if any succession was stamped, 
with apostolic authority in the period immediately 
following that of the apostles. For it was the 
presbyterate, not the episcopate, which tradition- 
ally formed the very backbone, as it were, of the 
ministry, and is still acknowledged as such in the 
Latin Church, the episcopate being regarded not as 
a higher order, but a dignity, to which certain duties 
and privileges had become attached:’ “ Episcopatns 
non est ordo, sed sacerdotii culmen et apex atque 
Tronns dignitatis.” 

1 Sec Council ofTrent, aess. xriii. C. 2, Cntec. ii. 7. 25, 27. 
2 Fifteenth-eentuiy l’antitieai in the Library of St Gencvieve of 

h i s .  
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. IT is a common mistnlce of Anglican writers to fail to 
distinguish certain periods in the history of the Church of 
Scotland. They fix, for example, on the fact that in 1560, 
through John ICnox’s influence, the imposition of hands 
was for a very few years given up. Although nearly all the 
ministers at that time had been priests, and had therefore 
the order of presbyter, entitling them, as we have seen, 
to ordain, yet Knox held that, as the visible effects and 
miraculous powers connected with that rite in the days of 
the apostles had ceased, the mere form was now of slight 
consequence; yet it was only for less than twelve years that 
the rite was omitted. It is also a common mistake to 
identify the period of John Knox with the characteristic 
beliefs of Presbyterians who date rather from Melville and 
the Westminster Divines than from Ihox. Even Calvin, 
whom ICnox esteemed as his master, would not have ac- 
cepted all that Ihox  propounded. Still further, any irregu- 
larities which may have occurred during the early years 
of confusion do not invalidate the succession of our 
existing presbyters through bishops and presbyters as 
to whose ordination no Anglican can entertain a doubt. 
Irregularities took place at that time in England also, and 
in connection with no order more frequently than that of 
the episcopate in Scotland, the majority of the bishops 
being, according to the usual theory of validity, not bishops 
at all. 

I n  connection with this subject the following extracts 
from Dr Sprott’s OVorship and Offices of the Church 
of Scotland’ may be read with interest :- 

“As to the doctyhrc of Ordination, the leading principles 
of the Westminster Standards are the two following : I. NO 
man Ought to take upon him the office of a Minister of 
the Gospel until he be lawfully called and ordained thereto 
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by those vho, having been set apart themselves to the vork 
of the ministry, have power to set apart others. 2. Every 
Minister of the Word is to be ordained by imposition of 
hands, with prayer and fasting. , . . 

“ I t  is the doctrine of the Church that Presbyters are the 
successors of the Apostles in all the ordinary functions of 
the ministry, and this excludes the claim of Prelates to 
ordain as an order above Presbyters, leaving them only the 
same power of order as that which belongs to all who are 
admitted to the Presbyterate. All the Reformed Churches 
hold that there are only two orders in the ministry, of 
divine appointment-those of Bishop or Presbyter, and 
Deacon. . . . Episcopacy is, in short, according to this 
view, but a phase of Presbytery; and there never has been, 
nor can be, any ordination to the ministry except by Presby- 
ters, call them what you will. One reason why these views 
were so prevalent at the Reformation was, that they had 
been generally accepted in the Church before. Popes and 
Reforming Councils had alike committed themselves to the 
position that a Bishop is by order no more than a Pres- 
byter, and that his pre-eminence is merely of ecclesiastical, 
not of divine right. This question was purposely kept open 
by the Council of Trent, and the old view is still common 
in the Roman Catholic Church. In  England, Bishops 
took part in the Reformation, which was not, to any great 
extent, the case elsewhere, but the English Church was at 
$hat time of the same mind on this subject as the rest of 
the Reformed, . , . The English Ordinal contained nothing 
to distinguish the order of Bishop from that of Presbyter 
between the Reformation and the time of Charles IL, when 
it was amended; so that, as has been said, if the former 
is a superior order, Protestant Episcopacy was a hundred 
years too late in introducing it. , . . From the Reformation 
till the passing of the Act of Uniformity there were ‘scores, 
if not hundreds,’ of Clergymen in the Church of England 
who had no ordination except what they had received from 
Scottish Presbyters, or from the Reformed Churches on the 
Continent. In Scotland, though several Bishops became 

, 
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Ministers in the Reformed Church, the Reformntion had 
been mainly achieved by Presbyters, and the sympathy of 
our forefathers with the Continental Reformed Churches 
disposed them to favour the model of Church Government 
which they bad adopted. . . . The survival of some of the 
elements of the old Celtic Church had also a tendency in 
the direction of Presbytery. In  the early Scottish and 
Irish Churches, the primitive and apostolic practice of con- 
secrating all Presbyters Bishops scems to have prevailed 
longer than elsewhere, and when a distinction between 
these offices was introduced, the Bishops had no juris- 
diction, but held a very subordinate place under the Pres- 
byter-Abbot of the Celtic Monastery. There were no 
Parishes nor Diocesan Bishops in Scotland in the days of 
the Colurnban Church. The hierarchy was of only a few 
centuries' standing at the time of the Reformation,-the 
Archbishopric of St Andrews itself only doting from the 
previous century, so that it had not the same prestige as in 
other countries. , . . 

Our divines in the seventeenth century would not have 
taken up the position they did, as to a succession in the 
ministry, if they had not been perfectly certain as to the 
ground on which they themselves stood. No one ques- 
tioned the fact of their having such a succession at that 
time, and their main controversy was with the Sectaries, . 
who condemned their ministry, not because it had not, but 
because it had, been derived through the Church of Rome. 
It was not at Episcopalians, but at the Presbyterians, then 
dominant in England, that Cromwell was hitting when, in 
1653, he wrote thus: ' I  speak not-I thank God it is far 
from my heart-for a ministry deriving itself from the 
Papacy, and pretending to that which is so V J ~ ~ Z  iiisisfed otz 
-s?Iccessio?zl The true succession is through the Spirit.' 
I n  Scotland . . . after the Reformation . . . nearly aU fhe 
old Clergy decamc Xcfoormed as soon as they saw that a 
change was inevitable. . . , 

" In ~ G r z  Episcopal ordination was introduced from 
England. Spottiswoode and others were consecrated 



Bishops at Lambeth without reordination, the validity of 
their previous orders being recognised. From that time 
till 1638 all who were admitted to the ministry were or- 
dained by Bishops of the Spottisivoode line, wit& fhe asLrf- 
artce of other Pyesbyteers, as is still the case in the English 
Church. . . . In  1661, when theStaterestored Episcopacy, 
a new bevy of Clergy were despatched to England and 
consecrated Bishops, and some of them were not only con- 
secrated but reordained, because of the Act of Uniformity, 
which for the first time made this necessary, On returning 
to Scotland they did not reordain others who were raised 
to the Episcopate, nor the Clergy who during the previous 
twenty-three years had been ordained by Presbyteries, and 
who remained on in their parishes, as the great majority 
did. After the Revolution, when a section separated and. 
formed the Scottish Episcopal Communion, two of the , 
three Bishops who carried on the succession were of this 
number, and several of the first Clergy who adhered to 
them had no other than Presbyterian ordination. Indeed, 
both parties at that time generally held the old Reformed 
view-that, whether Episcopacy or Presbytery might be 
preferable, they were only differcnt ways of marshalling 
officers of the same order. Ilence it was that, in 1692, 
180 Ministers, in the name of the whole Episcopal Clergy 
of the North, which was their stronghold, addressed the 
Assembly, asking admission into the Presbyterian Establish- 
ment.”-‘ Worship and Offices of the Church of Scotland,’ 
Lecture V., SUB voce ‘ I  Ordination.” 

NOTE IV. 

WE are permitted to give. the following extract from a 
paper read by request to a Society of Bpiscopalian Clergy- 
men in Edinburgh by the Rev. Dr Sprott :- 

U Regarding the distinction between presbyter and bishop, 
N 
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there are differences of opinion as to the declarations of 
the Church of England on this subject, but the question is 
practically an open one. Till the death of Henry VIII. in 
1547 there was almost no change in the doctrine, worship, 
or government of the Church, except the substitution of 
the supremacy of the king for that of the pope.. In 1537 a 
book called IThe Institution of a Christian Man ’ received 
the sanction of Convocation. I n  treating of what it calls 
‘the sacrament of orders ’ it says : ‘ This office, this power 
and authority’ (viz., of the ministry), ‘was communicated 
and given by Christ and His apostles unto certain persons 
only-that is to say, unto priests or bishops, whom they 
did elect, call, and admit thereto by their prayers and im- 
position of hands.’ <In the New Testament there is no 
mention made of any degrees or distinctions in orders, but 
only of deacons or ministers, and of priests or bishops.’ 
The same thing is repeated with slight changes in the 
King‘s Book of 1540 : ‘ Of these two orders only, priests 
and deacons, Scripture maketh express mention, and how 
they were conferred of the apostles by prayer and the 
imposition of their hands, and to these two the primitive 
Church did add and join certain other inferior and lower 
degrees; as of sub-deacons, 6rc.’ After Edward’s accession 
the House of Lords, in January 1550, approved beforehand 
a new ordinal, to be drawn up by six bishops and six divines 
to be appointed by the king, which ordinal was to be set 
forth under the great seal before the 1st of April following. 
Cranmer had the chief hand in it, and it was made obliga- 
tory without having been submitted to Convocation. The 
preface states that ‘it is evident now unto all men diligently 
reading the Scriptures and ancient authors, that from the 
apostles’ time there have been these orders of ministers in 
Christ’s Church, bishops, priests, and deacons.’ In  the 
ordinal itself, to use Blunt’s words, ‘the distinction of the 
order of bishops from that of priests was definitely asserted 
for the first time in 1661,’ when what he calls ‘ the Great 
Revision’ took place. Looking to Cranmer’s opinion and 
that of the reforming section of the English Church in 
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1550, and also to the fact that the statement in the preface 
was expected to be admitted by all intelligent people, 
Presbyterians included, it is not probable that the word 
‘order’ was used in a strict sense. A document found 
among the Hatfield papers has recently been published by 
the Ilktorical Commission, which sheds some fresh light 
on this matter. This is a letter, of date November 4, 1588, 
from Dr Hammond to Lord Burleigh, Elizabeth’s great 
secretary, who took a deep interest in ecclesiastical affairs. 
It is evident that the secretary had asked Dr Hammond to 
state the grounds on which ‘ superiority of ministers rests.’ 
In  reply Dr Hammond argues at length that the superiority 
of bishops over presbyters has no foundation in Scripture, 
and then maintains that it is lawful for a sovereign to com- 
mit to a minister of the Word and sacraments superiority 
over many churches and pastors. His letter concludes 
thus : ‘The bishops of our realm do not (so far as I ever 
yet heard), nor may, claim to themselves any other author- 
ity than is given them by the statute of the 25th of King 
Henry VIII., recited in the first year of her majesty’s 
reign, or by other statutcs of the land, neither is it reason- 
able they sliould make any other claim, for, if if had pleased 
her majesty, with the wisdom of the realm, to have used no 
bishops at all, we could not have complained justly of any 
defect in our Church, or if it had liked them to diminish 
the authority of bishops to shorter terms, they might not 
have said they had any wrong. But since it bath pleased 
her majesty to use the ministry of bishops and to sssign 
them their authority, it must be to me, that am a subject, 
as God’s ordinance, and therefore to be obeyed according 
to St Paul’s rule.‘ Archbishop Whitgift must have bcen 
familiar with this document, and have agreed with it, for 
we find him vrriting thus : If it had pleased her majesty, 
with the wisdom of the realm, to have used no bishops at 
all, we could not have complained of any defect in our 
Church.’ By common consent Bancroft was the first to 
take high ground for the episcopate in n sermon preached 
at St Paul’s Cross in January 1588.89. His contention, so 
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far as I remember, was not that the episcopate was a dis- 
tinct order by divine right, but it was of divine right that 
some presbyters should be placed in authority over others. 
There is a wide difference between these two positions, but, 
whatever Bancroft’s real opinion, his sermon raised a great 
storm of opposition. Since his time there have been many 
advocales of the higher view of the episcopal office, and as 
many opponents of that view, so that the question is at 
least an open one. A recently published statement as to 
the necesiity of Episcopacy is to be found in ‘The Rudi- 
ments of Theology,’ 1878, by Canon Norris, ivlio is, I 
believe, a moderate High Churchman. ‘ We may venture,’ 
he says, ‘to interpret the mind of our Church in respect 
of nonqiscopal Churches thus : as to those that have 
abandoned Episcopacy, but have retained the presbyteral 
succession, all that we affirm is that they have lost a very 
important safeguard, but our definitions do not exclude 
them from the Catholic Church. As to those who have 
abandoned not only Episcopacy, but the presbyteral suc- 
cession also, we say that they are new societies, Christian, it 
may be, but certainly not branches of the old historic 
Church of the apostles.’ 

“ I n  Scotland, when the Established Church was Epis- 
copal, it was never held that the episcopate was a distinct 
order, with exclusive power of ordination and jurisdiction. 
Dr Porbes of Corse, in his ‘ Irenicum,’ traces the origin of 
bishops as high as the preface to the English Ordinal; but 
mhile his fixed opinion was that Episcopacy was lawlul and 
agreeable to the Word of God, and that in Churches governed 
by the common council of presbyters only there was a 
defect, he was no less firm in maintaining that the defect 
was not an essential one, that it did not destroy the nature 
of a Church, nor take away from it the power of ordina- 
tion and jurisdiclion. 

“We may sum up the differences between the two 
systems thus : Presbyterians hold that there is no order 

Rudiments of Theology, by Canon Nords, p, IOI. Rivingtons, 
London, 1878. 
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in thc Church above that of presbyter; but Scripture and 
antiquity, and, I may add, experience, warrant the appoint- 
ment of superintendents with special executive powers. 
Episcopalians maintain that from the apostles’ days bishops 
have been superior to presbyters, but they leave it an open 
question whether they form a distinct order by divine right 
or not.” 


