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INTRODUCTORY.

PR S———
I.

AT a time when Christendom is agitated by controversies
reaching to the very roots of the Christian Faith, and when
all Churches are struggling with practical duties which are
beyond their strength, questions of ecclesiastical polity may
appear to have no claim to consideration.

We have to assert the authority and grace of our Lord Jesus
Christ against the assaults of speculative unbelief. We have
to preach the Gospel to those who have never heard it. We
have to lessen the miseries as well as the sins of mankind.
There are hundreds of millions of heathen men to whom the
redemption of the world by Jesus Christ is altogether
unknown; there are vast numbers of our own countrymen
who have drifted beyond the reach of all the ordinary insti-
tutions of Christian instruction and worship; there are the
hungry to be fed and the naked to be clothed ; there are
miserable homes to be made decent and healthy; there are
low conceptions of morality in domestic, commercial, and pub-
lic life which the Church ought to elevate; there is selfish-
ness in the Church itself which ought to be inspired with the
charity of Christ, indolence which ought to be set on fire by
the zeal of Christ for the honour of God and the righteous-
ness and happiness of mankind. It may be thought that when

these great tasks are done it will be time enough to consider
z
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whether-Episcopacy, Presbyterianism, or Congregationalism
is the best form of church polity.

But, meantime, churches actually exist, and they cannot
exist without some form of organisation. We are surrounded
by Churches differing very widely from each other in the prin-
ciples of their polity ; and we have to elect the Church with
which we will become associated. New Churches are being
founded, and it is necessary to determine how they shall be
governed. The question—What form of Church polity is
most favourable to the maintenance of a firm and intelligent.
faith in Christ among the members of the Church, to the
increase of their knowledge of Christian truth and duty; to
the energy and joy of their spiritual life; to their mutual
affection as brothers and sisters in thé household of God ; to
the development of their Christian morality; to the dis-
cipline and effective use of whatever powers they possess for
the service of God and of mankind ?7—thisis a question which
cannot be evaded or postponed.

The subject of ecclesiastical polity is of grave importance
in relation bath to the controversy with unbelief and to
the practical work  of the Church. For the ultimate
triumph of the Christian Faith depends far less upon the
genius and the learning with which it is defended by
Christian apologists than upon the nobleness with which it
is illustrated in the lives of Christian people. It is also true
that the energy of the work of the Church will be determined
by the extent to which Christian people are penetrated with
the thought and animated with the spirit of Christ.

But it may be said that no particular form of church govern-
ment is more favourable than another to the perfect develop-
ment of the Christian life; that a beautiful sanctity, a spiritual
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<worship, a noble:morality, a large and profound knowledge of
‘Christian truth, efficiency and zeal in all works of Faith and
Charity, may exist in connection with the most dissimilar
types of ecclesiastical organisation. It may be- maintained,
however, with equal forcey that nations have been. strong and
prosperous with the most dissimilar political institutions.
Waste lands have been reclaimed and brought under culti-
-vation, forests cleared, roads made, bridges built, under the
most despotic governments as well as by nations enjoying
political freedom. Absolute monarchies as well as republics
have had splendid capitals, powerful fleets, victorious armies ;
‘they have had wealthy merchants, judges of stainless in-
tegrity, statesmen of great genius; they have had scholars,
artists, and poets. Under every kind of political organisation
.a race with noble qualities in its blood may exhibit courage,
industry, patriotism, and may achieve national greatness.
And yet we believe that, other things being equal, a nation
will reach the highest form of national life und:r free institu-
‘tions ; and that the responsibilities. which. rest upon the
.citizens of a free municipality and upon the people of a free
State, discipline some of the most robust and generons virtues.
When political rights have been enjoyed. so long, and have
‘become so.secure, that only the duties associated with them
.are remembared, they encourage in the whole community an
interest in public affairs, a zeal for the public good, a readi-
ness to undertake the most laborious tasks in the public
service, which are strong guarantees of the security of the
State, and noble elements in the life of the people. Political
institutions are at once an expression and a discipline of the
.character of nations; ecclesiastical institutions are at once an
«expression and a discipline of the character of churches.
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The connection between organisation and life is never acci--
dental or arbitrary.

It is the chief purpose of this Manual to state the principles-
of the Congregational polity, and to show that they determined
the organisation of the apostolic churches, and are intimately
related to some of the greatest truths and facts of the.
Christian Faith,

11,

The New Testament does not contain any law declaring
that a particular scheme of church government is of universak
and permanent obligation. In the directions which Christ.
gave for the treatment of an offending brother,* He assumed
the existence of a Christian Assembly, or Church; but
nothing is said about the manner in which this Assembly-
or Church is to be organised.

In the Acts of the Apostles, and in the apostolic epistles,.
it is possible to discover the general outlines of the organ--
isation of the first churches; but there is no precept by
which this organisation is enforced on the churches of all
countries and of all times.

A certain presumption is created in favour of Congrega-
tional principles when it is shown that the polity of the-
apostolic churches was Congregational ; but the presumption.
falls far short of a proof that the Congregational polity is of’
permanent Divine authority. That the apostolic churches.
were Congregational does not even amount to a proof that
Congregationalism is permanently expedient. Between a
form of church government and those great truths concern-

® Matt. xviii. 15—17,
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<4ng Christ and the Christian redemption which form the
chief part of the substance of the New Testament there is
an obvious difference. What is true once is true for ever.
That the Lord Jesus Christ was the Son of God, that He
died for the remission of sins, that He rose from the dead,
and received ““all aunthority . . . in heaven and on
-carth,” must have been just as true in the second century as
in the first, and in the third century as in the second. Buta
form of church government which was the best possible
organisation for the Church of the first century may, perhaps,
have been the worst possible organisation for the Church of
the third.

A political constitution which is admirably fitted to secure
the ends of civil society when a nation has a small popu-
lation inhabiting a small territory may be altogether unsuit-
able to a great empire with many millions of subjects and
extending over half a continent. As Burke says, when the
.conditions of national life have greatly changed, *the
beaten path is the very reverse of the safe road.” Since
the times of the apostles immense changes have taken
.place in the Church itself, and in its relations to society.
Its numbers have increased. In Europe and America its
members are not converts from Paganism or Judaism, but
.are the descendants of ancestors who have been nominally
Christian for more than a thousand years. It has wealth
.and learning. Instead of suffering persecution, it is able to
exert great politicat power. Statesmen profess the Christian
faith, and ministers of the Church are the councillors of
kings. It may be alleged that, with these great changes
dn the resources and position of the Church, great changes
.must have become necessary in its organisation; and that if
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the same ‘general laws that affest 'the polity of nations
affect the polity of churches, to prove that the churches
of Corinth and Ephesus were Congregational is only to create
a presumption against adopting or maintaining the Con-
gregational polity in London -and New York.

The apostolic churches consisted of those, anél of those
only, who made:a personal profession ®f-their:faith in Christ,
and who, on the ground ef this profession, were received into-
the Christian ‘assembly; they are therefore:atldressed in the
:apostolic epistles :as * faithful brethren,” .and ‘as *“saints
in Christ Jesus.” But it may 'be said ‘that in those early
days the Church necessarily consisted of such persons, and:
only of such persons. .For a man to separate himself from
the Jewish synagogue or to break with Paganism and to
become 2 Christian, some force of personal conviction was
necessary. In apostolic times the people outside the Church
were not nominal Christians, but Jews and Pagans. It ‘may
therefore be argued that the precedemt of the primitive
churches gives no sanction to the endeavour of Congrega-
tionalists to limit church membership to those who, in
response ‘to ‘their personal faith in Christ, have received the-
parden of sin and the gift of eternal life.

The apostolic churches exercised discipline on their mem-
bers, and excluded from membership those who were guilty:
of flagrant immorality. But it may be contended that the-
necessity for discipline arose from circumstances which do-
not exist in a country like our own. The Christian churches.
of the first age were surrounded by a hostile civil society ;.
their power as witnesses to a higher religious faith and
a purer morality would have bcen diminished if they had.
not marked with the severest disapproval church members-
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who ‘were puilty of flagramt moral offences. Awnd, further,
the relations .of church members te each vther were so
intimate that i was impossible to tolerate the presence 'of
such persons in the Christian assemblies.

Every ‘Christian church in apostolic times was independent
of every other clrarch, and governed ‘itself withoat the iiter-
ference of any external ecclesiastical anthority. But it Tmaybe
alleged that this was only because the number of Christians
in each «city was se small that it was ‘possible for all of
them to ‘meet together for worship and for the transactien
of church business, and becawse the physical difficelties.
which prevented free and frequent intercourse between
Christian 'societies in cities Temote from each other had not
yet been overcome by the strong desire to realise in their
church life their wmity in Christ. Meanwhile, the mfluence of
the apostles and of men Tike Timothy and Titus held the
scattered chrarches together, and answered the purposes which
were secured in a later gemeration by sywods and diocesan
bishops.

It may 'be ‘even ‘contended ‘that, thoughit was according to
the will of Christ that the apostles gathered their early con-
verts into churches, we have no right to'suppose that socicties
of this kind were intended to ‘be permanent. Churches may
have been necessary when the Christian Faith was maintaining
a hard struggle for existence, when those who held it required
all the support which they could derive from the sense of
comradeship and from close and constant intercourse with
each othgr; but in a country like this, in which the Christian
Faith has been trinmphant for centuries, no such combative
organisations arz necessary. When there was no Christian
literature in existence, it was imperative that those who
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believed the Christian Gospel should receive constant oral
instruction in the facts, the truths, and the ethics of the new
Faith ; this involved frequent meetings; and frequent meetings
were not possible without organisation. But the rise of a
Christian literature has made oral teaching unnecessary.

To those who contend that the Episcopacy of the Romish
Church and the Anglican Church has apostolic authority
it is a sufficient answer to show that the apostolic churches
were not Episcopal. To those who claim apostolic author-
ity for Presbyterianism it is a sufficient answer to show that
the apostolic churches were not Presbyterian. But the
argument on behalf of Congregationaiism drawn from
the polity of the apostolic churches may be met by the
reply that there is nothing in the New Testament to make this
polity of permanent obligation; and that the organisation of
churches, like the political constitutions of nations, must
change with the changes in their life and circumstances.

It is not enough to prove that the apostolic churches
were Congregational ; it is necessary to prove that Con-
gregational principles are permanentiy rooted in the central
truths of the Christian revelation, and that the Congrega-
tional polity is at once the highest and the most natural
organisation of the life of the Christian Church.




BOOK 1.

The Principles of the Congregational
Polity.

CHAPTER 1

PRINCIPLE L—IT IS THE WILL OF CHRIST THAT
ALL THOSE WHO BELIEVE IN HIM SHOULD
BE ORGANISED INTO CHURCHES.

THE Christian churches of apostolic times were societies of
persons professing faith in the Lord Jesus Christ as the Son
of God and the Saviour of men. These societies met at
appointed times to offer prayer, to sing hymns, and to
celebrate the Lord’s Supper. The members. of each church
received instruction in Christian truth and Christian duty
from those who were ““apt to teach;” they were reminded in
times of trouble of the great consolations and hopes of those
who are “in Christ;” and they were exhorted to be loyal to
Christ and to keep all His Commandments. A church was
the natural centre and support of efforts for making the
Christian Gospel known in its immediate neighbourhood.
In some cases churches assisted evangelistic work in distant
countries. '

It is the common belief of Congregationalists—

I. That these societies were founded by the apostles in
Christ’s name and by His authority, and that all converts to
“the Christian faith were required to belong to them ; and
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II. That these societies were intended by Christ to be
permanent, and that now, as in apostolic times, Christian
men are required to be members of Christian churches.

If these two propositions can be maintained, the first
principle of the Congregational polity, that i s the will of
Christ that all those who believe in Him should be organised
#nlo churches, will be demonstrated.

1.

That the apostolic churches were organised in obedience:
to the will of Christ is proved by the following considera-
tions :—

(1.) Our Lord declared that He Himself is present in church-
assemblies, and that He confirms their decisions. This declaration-
implies that churches were formed by His authority.

He knew that there would be causes of quarrel among
those who received His Gospel. One Christian man would:
be guilty of offences against another. He directs that the
man who has received an offence shall first go alone to the
offender and endeavour to secure redress and reconciliation :
“If thy brother sin against thee, go, shew him his fault
between thee and him alone: if he hear thee, thon hast
gained thy brother” (Matt. xviii. 15). But this private
appeal may fail: “If he hear thee not, take with thee one or
two more, that in the mouth of two witnesses or three every
word may be established ” (Matt. xviii. 16). Even this may
fail. What is to be done next? * If he refuse to hear them,
tell it unto the church (or congregation) : and if he refuseto
hear the church (or congregation) also, let him be unto thee-
as the Gentile or the publican” (Matt. xviii. 17). These-
directions imply the existence of a Christian society which
can meet for the purpose of adjusting differences between its
members. No such function can be discharged without
organisation. It must be known who are members of the-
society, and who, therefore, are under an obligation to take-
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‘part inlts decisions. Some authority is necessary to convene
@ mesting and to :control its proceedings. Persons who do-
ot submit to the will of the socisty are to :beseparated from
it; and it is implied timt sepazation carries with it loss and.
Penalty.

And the decisions of an organised church are sustained and’
wgonfirmed by Christ’s own presence in its meetings: * Where:
two or three are gathered together in My mame, theve am I
in the midst of them” (Matt. xviii. -z0). These words,.
though legitimately extended to thre mmst :informal and acci-
dental assembly of Christian people gathered together in the
aame of Christ, were intended to illustrate and explain the -
authority -with which Christ invested the :action of an.
organised Christian .church.

The offending brother who refuses to submit to the -decision
of the church is to be excluded from its communion: “let
him:be unto thee .as the Gentile or the publican.” The ex-
cluosion mvolves something more than separation from a.
visible human society. * Verily I say unto you, What things.
sgever yeshall bind.on -earth shall be bound.in heaven: and
what things soever ye shall loose on earth shall be loosed in
heaven” (Matt. xviii. :8—z0). To bind and to loose is to-
exercise the anthority which belongs to regularly constituted
governments; and our Lord declares that the acts of the
church on earth in binding and loosing are confirmed in
heaven. The ground on which He rests the supernatural
force which sustains the decisions of Christian brethren when
united in a church is this:—*For where two or three are
gathered together in My name there am I in the midst of
them.” Whenever a church meets in ‘Christ's name Christ
Himself is present in the assembly; its decisions are His
as well as theirs; its decisions are confirmed by His.
authority.

(11.) The special promise of Christ lo united prayer, whick
resis on the same ground as the declaration of the authority whick
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-Belongs lo the decisions of the church in relation fo gquestions of
discipline, gives His sanction o the organisation of Christian
churches for purposes of worship. *““If two of you shall agree
-on earth as touching anything that they shall ask, it shall be
done for them of My Father which is in heaven. For where
two or three are gathered together in My name, there am I in
the midst of them” (Matt. xviii. 19, 20). Christis speaking
-of a Christian assembly : it may be a very small one; only
“two or three ” may be “ gathered together” in His name.
But as the decisions of such an assembly are confirmed in
heaven, its prayers are also certain to be heard. It is a
Divine society, for He Himself is present when it meets
<ither for discipline or for prayer. Its prayers are His, as its
decisions on questions of discipline are His. Christ has
thus given the most impressive sanction to the organisation
-of Christian societies for the purposes of prayer and worship.*

(II1.) Z#e institution of the Lord’s Supper is a proof that our
Lord intended that those who believe in Him should be formed into
Christian societies. He meant His friends to hold together
after He had left them. They were not to live an isolated
life, but were to meet to eat bread and to drink wine in
remembrance of Him. We learn from Paul’s first epistle to
‘the church at Corinth (chap. xi. 23—26) that this service was

# It is not denied that the promise, “if two of you shall agree on earth
as touching anything that they shall ask,” justifies exceptional confidence
in the certainty of obtaining answers to all prayers in which Christian men
unite, whether they are the prayers of a regularly constituted church or
not. But it is of great significance (1) that the promise was given in im-
mediate connection with our Lord’s declaration of the supernatural force
attaching to church decisions; (2) that the ground of the promise is
Christ’s presence in an assembly of Christians—** Where two or three are
Lothered together in My name, there am Iin the midst of them. The
promise is a strong discouragement and condemnation of that un-Christian
temper which Jeads men to live an isolated Christian life, for it attaches
supreme efficacy to prayer when it is offered in fellowship with other
£Lhristian people.
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not to be celebrated by the apostles only, or only by those
who had been the personal friends of Christ during His
earthly ministry, but by all converts to the Christian Faith.

But those who meet regularly as Christian men to cele-
brate the Lord’s Supper confess their common faith in
Christ ; they implicitly recognise their union with Him and
with each other ; they constitute a Christian church.

The organisation of such an assembly may be very im-
perfect ; it may have no exact regulations as to who shall
be present and take part in the service; it may keep no
register of members; it may appoint no officers; many of
the ends for which churches exist may not be attained ; but,
if the service is to be held regularly, some rudimentary
organisation is necessary.

Churches must be founded if those who believe in Christ
are to meet regularly to celebrate the Lord’s Supper.

(IV.) The aposties founded churches, and it may be regarded as
cerlain that for the great acls of their minisiry they had the
authority of Christ. They did not believe that the Christian
life of their converts would reach the perfection of its power
and blessedness in religious solitude, or that it was sufficient for
aman to trustin Christ for eternal redemption and to regulate
his personal conduct by the will of Christ. They required
the outward acknowledgment of the authority of Christ as
well as inward loyalty to Him (Rom. x. 10). They insisted
on baptism as well as on faith (Acts ii. 38). They gathered
their converts into organised societies. For the defence of
those who had received the Christian Faith against great moral
and spiritual perils they relied largely on the vigilance of the
ministers of the churches (Acts xx. 28—35). Those who had
believed in Christ were taught of God, but this did not
render unnecessary the instruction of the recognised
‘teachers” of the churches (1 Tim. v. 17; Eph. v. 11).
The members of the churches were required to care for each
other; the strong were to support the weak; the courazeous
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‘were: to. encourage the faint-hearted; and those who were
living a disorderly; idle, fanatical life were to be admonished
‘by their wiser and more sober brethren (1 Thess. v. 14).%

The. apostles were: charged by Christ Himself with the
great work of making known to mankind the blessings and
the laws of His Kingdom, and they believed that the Divine
method for the protection and development of the Christian
life required.that those who professed faith in Christ should
be gathered into Christian societies. On a point of such
-capital importance as this it is inconceivable that they could
have mistaken the mind of Christ.

(V.) In organising churches with regularly constituted officers
2he apostles received the sanclion of the risen and glorified Christ.
“He gave some to be apostles; and some, prophets; and
some, evangelists; and same, pastors and feachers ; for the
perfecting of the saints, unto the work of ministering, unto
‘the building up of the body of Christ” (Eph. iv. 11, 12).
Apostles had an immediate call from Christ, and were com-
missioned to make known the Gospel to all nations; they were
-the founders, not the officers, of churches. Prophets were
men wha, under the special illumination of the Holy Spirit,
had a keen insight into the things of God; they exercised
their ministry in Christian assemblies; but—as prophets—
‘they were not church officers. Evangelists were, in our
modem phrase, missionaries. But pastors and teachers were
‘then, as now, the ministers of particular churches. There
were teachers wha were not pastors, but when Paul wrote
his later epistles ““all pastors were required” to be ‘apt to
teach.” As pastors, they had a real but undefined anthority
-over the church; they had control over the conduct of
worship ; they were exceptionally responsible both for the
purity'of the faith of the church and the purity of its morals.

* Iagree with Meyer that in 1 Thess, v. 14 Paul is not addressing the
-officers of the church specially, but the members generally.
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“They discharged their principal pastoral duties by the instruc-
tion they gave to the church in its ordinary assemblies ; and,
as this' function of teaching was so important a part of their
ministry, Paul describes them as ¢ pastorsand teachers,’ giving
-a double title to the same office.”"*

(VL.) Through the minisiers of organssed churches, Christ con-
Jerred the highest spirtfual blessings. ** Pastors and teachers,”
as well as apostles, prophets, and evangelists, were given * for
the perfecting of .the saints,” ‘‘unto the building up of
the body of Christ.” Their work was to be consummated
when those to whom they ministered reached the same
“faith” in “the Son of God,” and the same full and sure
“knowledge’ of Him; when they touched the ideal maturity
.of the Christian life, and every one of them became a * full-
grown man,” and in the complete development of Christian
righteousness attained * unto the measure of the stature of the
fulness of Christ” (Eph. iv. 1z—r4). If a Christian man
remained outside the Church, he incurred great loss and
great guilt; for through the ministers of the Church Christ
disciplined, developed, and perfected Christian life and
-character. '

(VIL.) T%e organisation into churcies of those who believed in
Christ received the spectal senction of the Spirit of Chrisd.
‘Speaking to the wministers of the church at Ephesus, Paul
said : *“ Take heed unto yourselves, and to all the flock, in the
which the Holy Ghost hath made you bishops, to feed the
‘Church of God, which He purchased with His own blood”
(Acts xx.28). Since men were made “ bishops” of churches
by the Holy Ghost, it must have been the will of Christ that
churches should be organised.

From the preceding considerations it follows that it was

® ¢ Lectures gn the Epistle to the Ephesians,” by R. W, Dale, pp.
278, 279,
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the will of Christ, in apostolic times, that all who acknow-
ledged His authority should be associated with Christian
churches. The Christian church was an institution founded
by the authority of Christ for the discipline and development
of the Christian life. Its institutions were means of grace.

II.

It may be conceded that the churches of apostolic times
were founded under the authority of Christ, and that it was
the duty of all converts to the Christian Faith to belong
to them ; but it may be alleged that these societies were not
intended to be permanent, and that the reasons for founding
and maintaining them have long disappeared.

It rests upon those who take this position to show that
all the reasons for organising Christian churches in apostolic
times were accidental and temporary. It is not enough,
for instance, to say that, when those who professed the
Christian Faith were surrounded by a hostile and Pagan
society, it was expedient to place them under the shelter
of Christian churches. and that churches are now use-
less, since the necessity tor this shelter has ceased. For
Christian churches may have had other ends tnan the protection
of their members against apostasy and against the gross
moral corruptions of Paginism. Churches were founded by
the authority of Christ; they must not be suffered to fall into
decay unless it can be shown that all the reasons for which
He founded them have passed away. The burden of proof
lies upon those who contend that the institution was a tem-
porary expedient to answer temporary purposes.

But decisive reasons can be alleged for believing that it is
still the will of Christ that His people should be organised
into churches.

(1) There is nothing in the New Testament to suggest that
Christian churches were regarded as femporary institutions in-
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Yended fo mect the lemporary exigencies of the first Christian age.
‘Since there is clear evidence that it was Christ's will that
those who believed in Him in apostolic times should be formed
‘into churches for purposes of Christian instruction, worship,
and fellowship, there is the strongest presumption, in the
absence of any intimation to the contrary effect, that these
institutions were intended by Him to be permanent.

(I1.) Zhere is nothing in the New Tesiament lo suggest thal
the Lord’s Supper was inlended fo be a lemporary instifution.
There is nothing in the nature of the service to suggest it.
There is nothing in the objects of the service to suggest it.
"The Apostle Paul declares that when the friends and disciples
of Christ eat the bread and drink the cup they * proclaim the
Lord’s death till He come.” The memorial service is to last
antil the appearance of our Lord in glory. But it has been
already shown (p. 12) that wherever Christian people meet
regularly to celebrate the Lord’s Supper there is at least an
informal Christian society; and such meetings cannot be
maintained long without giving to the society a more or less
definite: organisation. But a society of Christian men or-
ganised for the celebration of the Lord’s Supper is an
organised Christian church.

(I11.) There is no reason for supposing that the great words of
our Lord, * Where two or three are gathered together in My
name, there am I in the midst of them,” are less frue in our
.days than they were in the days of the apostles. There is no
lIimitation to suggest that they were intended as a promise of
exceptional honour and blessedness to the Christians of the
first century. Indeed, they are not a promise at all, but the
revelation of a fact. Christian men are so related to each
other as well as to Christ that when they are ¢ gathered
together in His name” He is “in the midst of them.”
‘They find Him when they find each other.

This exceptional presence of Christ in an assembly of
Christian men is the ground of all the power and dignity of the

2
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Christian Church. Churches are founded that this presence
may be realised. Christian men should associate themselves
with churches in order that they may share the strength and
blessedness which this presence confers, and discharge the
duties which it renders possible. It is still the will of
Christ that His people should be gathered into churches, for
where two or three are gathered together in His name there
is He in the midst of them.

(IV.) There is no reason lo believe that the promise lo uniled
prayer has been recalled.  * If two of you shall agree on earth
as touching anything that they shall ask, it shall be done for
them of My Father which is in heaven’” (Matt. xvii. 19). The:
promise stands in immediate connection with what our Lord
said about the authority of the Church to bind and loose, and
with the great declaration, “For where two or three are
gathered together in My name, there am I in the midst of
them.” In an assembly of Christians, however small,
gathered together in Christ’s name, whether to reconcile
brethren who are estranged from each other, or to offer
common prayer to God, Christ Himself is present. As His
presence gives authority to the acts of the assembly, it also
gives power to its prayers, God listens to us and blesses us.
when we pray alone; but when we pray with our Christian
brethren our union with them draws us into closer union
with Christ; our prayers become more truly the prayers of
Christ Himself, and are more sure to obtain an answer.

The general experience of Christian people, that united
prayer and united worship contribute to the activity and
elevation of spiritual thought, and to the energy of the
spiritual affections, is explained by the presence of Christ
among us when we are gathered together in His name.
Solitary worship has its own peace and blessedness, and is
sometimes environed with a2 wonderful glory; but most
Christian men are surer of a vivid sense of the presence and
greatness and power and love of God when they worship-
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with others than when they worship alone. The reason is
that when we are in the closest fellowship with our Christian
brethren we are in the closest fellowship with Christ, who is
the “ Way ” to the Father.

The great promise to united prayer is a law which re-
quires the organisation of Christian churches, for, apart from
organised churches, assemblies for prayer will be uncertain,
irregular, and precarious.

(V.) No essential change has passed upon the spiritual life,
which is the gift of Christ; and organised Christian societies are
still necessary for the satisfaction of some of ifs strongest cravings.
The spiritual life which Christ gives is a present revelation
of Christ, and where the spiritual life is vigorous and healthy
there is a strong desire for fellowship with Christian brethren
as well as for fellowship with God. It must be the will of
Christ that this desire should be satisfied, and it cannot be
satisfied except by the creation of organised churches.

It was under the strong constraint of the cravings and
affections of their new life that the earliest converts to the
Christian Faith drew together. They could not live apart.
They were not content with occasional meetings for
Christian worship and instruction in Christian truth. *All
that believed were together, and had all things com-
mon. . . . And day by day continuing stedfastly with
one accord in the temple, and breaking bread at home,
they did take their food with gladness and singleness
of heart, praising God, and having favour with all the
people.”. New converts joined the Christian society as a
matter of course; “the Lord added to them day by day
those that were being saved” (Acts ii. 44—47). It is not to
be supposed that they knew as yet what our Lord had said
to His apostles about the Church, but *the law written in
their hearts” enabled them to anticipate positive precepts.

When the fervour of that early enthusiasm sank, the Jewish
Christians still held together, and it was not till they were
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in danger of drifting away from the Gospel and neglecting
the “great salvation” (Heb, ii. 1—3) that it was necessary
to insist on the duty of maintaining their fellowship with the
church and attending its meetings: *Let us consider one
another to provoke unto love and good works; not forsaking
the assembling of ourselves together, as the custom of some
is, but exhorting one another; and so much the more as ye
see the day drawing nigh.” And the charge is immediately
followed by the awful menace: “ For if we sin wilfully after
that we have received the knowledge of the truth, there
remaineth no more a sacrifice for sins, but a certain fearful
expectation of judgment and a fierceness of fire which shall
devour the adversaries” (Heb. x. 24—27). To withdraw
from the church was a step towards apostasy from Christ.
When Christian faith was firm and the Christian life fresh
and vigorous, fellowship with the saints was a delight ; now it
had to be enforced as a duty.
Love for those who, in virtue of the Divine life which they
and we received in the new birth, are our brethren in the
household of God is an instinct of the Christian heart. It
was necessary that Paul should warn his converts in Thessa-
lonica against committing the vices of heathenism, but he
. says, *“ Concerning the love of the brethren, ye have no need
that one write unto you; for ye yourselves are taught of God
to love one another” (1 Thess. iv. 9). John says, “ We know
that we have passed out of death into life, because we love
the brethren™ (1 John iii. 14). But where there is love for
the brethren isolation from them will be intolerable. If we
love them we shall feel that we are in * partnership” or
¢ fellowship” with them in all the higher interests of life.
‘We shall be anxious for the forgiveness of #kesr sins as well
as of our own, for their righteousness as well as our own, for
their joy in God as well as our own. We shall long for their
sympathy with us in our sorrows and struggles, in our triumphs
and defeats. We shall, therefore, desire to confess sin
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together, to invoke God’s pardon together, to ask for the
light and strength which come from the inspiration of the
Holy Ghost together, and to dwell together on the infinite
blessedness of the love of God which is theirs as well as ours,
ours as well as theirs. The consciousness of a common life,
of a common faith, of common memories, of common hopes,
of common troubles, of common joys, and of a common
relationship to God will demand expression in united wor-
ship and united prayer. But apart from a regularly organised
church there can be no adequate provision for the complete
satisfaction of those cravings for “the communion of saints "
of which united worship and prayer are a noble but incom-
plete expression.*

(VL) Christ’s *“ new commandment,” requiring Christian people
fo *“ love one another” (John xiii. 34) with a special love, is still in
Jorce, and organised Christian churches coniribule to the develop-
ment of brotherly affection.

In the discipline of the Christian life the organised church
fulfils a purpose very analogous to that which is fulfilled by

®* Jobn Owen has described the craving for spiritual fellowship in
admirable words. He says that it is “the instinct of the new creature
and those in whom it is to associate themselves in holy communion for
the joint and mutual exercise of those graces of the Spirit which are the
same, as unto the essence of them, in them all. The laws of Christ in
and unto His Church, asunto all outward obedience, are suited unto those
inward principles and inclinations which, by His Spirit and grace, He hath
implanted in the hearts of them that believe, Hence His yoke is easy,
and His commandments are not grievous. And, therefore, none of His
true disciples, since He had a church upon earth, did or could satisfy
themselves in their own faith singularly and personally, but would
venture their lives and all that was dear unto them for communion with
others, and the associating themselves with them of the same spirit and
way, for the observances of the commands of Christ. The martyrs of the-
primitive churches of old lost more of their blood and lives for their
meetings and assemblies than for personal profession of the faith; and so-
also have others dome under the Roman apostasy,”—Forks (1851)
XV, . 256,
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the Family and the State in the discipline of the natural
virtues. It is our duty to love our neighbour as ourselves; to
love all men; to care for strangers as well as for those of our
own name and our own blood. But it is by the dear
affections of home that we are trained to a wider charity; and
experience shows that those who are loosely held by the ties of
the Family are not conspicuous for their generous affection
for all mankind. Nor, as a rule, are those who have released
themselves from the special obligations of patriotism con-
spicuous for the energy of their devotion to the general
interests of the human race. A universal philanthropy is
the natural outgrowth of a genuine compassion for those of
our own nation who are suffering from misfortune or injustice,
and of that noble temper which makes a man care far the
fortunes of his country as for his own.

The concentration of affection strengthens it and prepares
it for a wider development. If in our common life we were
under no special obligations to love and serve some particular
persons, we should not love and serve the whole world better ;
we should neither love nor serve it at all. And so an organ-
ised church, by concentrating brotherly love, and defining
a special area for our Christian service, disciplines us to that
larger love which we are required to cherish for all that are
in Christ, and to that larger service which we are under obli-
gations to render them.*

11T,

In the preceding sections of this chapter it has been con-
tended that, since the apostles were commissioned by our Lord
to “ make disciples of all the nations,” and to teach them * to
observe all things " that He had commanded them, it may be
.assumed that the founding and organising of Christian so-
(cieties, which was a very large part of their work, was done

@ See NotE I. at close of this chapter.
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with His authority. The proof that it was the will of Christ
that those who believed in Him, in apostolic times, should be
orgamsed into churches has been strengthened by an appeal
to particular commands and promises of our Lord recorded
in the four Gospels, and by passages in the discourses of the
apostles and in their epistles, in which they attribute to the
_risen and glorified Christ an active part in the administration
of organised Christian societies. It has been further con-
tended that there is nothing in the New Testament to suggest
that churches were temporary institutions, and that they are
still necessary for the satisfaction of the cravings of the
spiritual life and for the development of brotherly affec-
‘tion.

But, on a subject of such grave importance as this to the

spiritual life of the race in all countries and all ages, an
-argument, however strong and firm, built on the foundation
-of particular texts seems incomplete. Christ treats us, not as
- slaves, but as friends. He does not merely give us authori-
tative commands, to be obeyed blindly; He enables us to
-discover the reasons and grounds of His commands, that we
may obey them intelligently, with the full concurrence of our
reason and conscience. We ought to be able to see that the
particular precepts and promises which oblige us to form
-organised churches have their root in the substance of the
Christian revelation. It should be possible to discover that
Christian churches are the natural and necessary creation of
the Christian Faith.

The wonderful sentences in the prayer which our Lord
offered immediately before His Passion express the great
thought of Christ concerning the redemption of the human
race: “ Neither for these only do I pray, but for them also
that believe on Me through their word; that they may all be
one; even as Thou, Father, art in Me, and I in Thee, that
they also may be inus. . . . And the glory which Thou
hast given Me I have given unto them, that they may be one,
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even as we are one; Iin them and Thou in Me, that they
may be perfected into one ” (John zvii. 20—23).

Preserving their separate and independent personality,
those who believe in Christ are to reach the perfection of their
power and blessedness in their union with each other as
well as with Him. Christ came to found a “ kingdom,” not
merely to be the Teacher, the Saviour, the Ruler, of indi-
vidual men. When we repent of sin and receive the Christian
redemption, we are restored not only to our heavenly Father,
but to the “ household of God.” * Saints” are not called to-
an isolated righteousness and blessedness, but to be “ fellow-
citizens”’ in an eternal and Divine city. They are *“ one body
in Christ, and severally members one of another.”

But their union with each other, which is created by their
possession of a commeon life in Christ, cannot be actually-
realised unless they are united by a strong and tender mutual’
affection; and their perfect union with each other is neces-
sary to their perfect union with Christ. This explains the
urgency with which our Lord insists on the new command-
ment, that His disciples should “love one another.”

To draw together those who believe in Christ, and to pre-
vent them from living an isolated life, is necessary to the
achievement of the Christian redemption. This was one of
the purposes for which the Lord’s Supper was instituted. It
was meant to recall to Christian people their unity in Christ:
for they were to eat of the same bread, the symbol of Christ as
the Bread of Life, and to drink of the same cup, the symbol
of His blood which was shed for the remission of their sins.
It was to renew, to strengthen, and to make intensely
vivid, their consciousness of a common redemption from
common perils. It was to deepen their lovefor each othcr
by the power of Christ’s love for them all.

There is a direct relationship between Christ and every man
that has received the Christian salvation; but, according to
the Divine order, we are largely necessary to each other, and
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the gifts of Christ’s grace often reach us through the ministry
of brotherly affection. We .do not learn the meaning of
some of Christ’s promises till we see them fulfilled in the
lives of others; our faith in them is strengthened by the faith
of our brethren. We do not learn the meaning of some of
His commandments until we see them illustrated in the
character and conduct of others; we find courage to obey
them when we learn from the obedience of our brethren that
obedience is possible through the power of the Holy Spirit.
Great revivals which have changed the religious condition of
millions of men have begun in the fire kindled from heaven
in a solitary heart; and these are but large illustrations of a
law which is being constantly illustrated on a smaller scale
in the lives of all of us. We are led into a fuller knowledge.
of Christian truth by those to whom God has made clear
some things which He has not made clear to ourselves. We
are made more devout and more earnest by the devoutness
and earnestness of our brethren. The law under which
Christian people are largely dependent upon each other for
the greatest spirilual blessings is directly related to the great
end of the Christian redemption. We are to be restored to
each other as well as to God. The law of mutual depend-
ence prevents us from standing apart. We are bound
together by mutual obligations and mutual services.

Our Lord’s declaration that where two or three are gathered. -
together in His name He is in the midst of them is an
expression of one of the central laws of His redemptive
work. While we stand apart from each other our union with
Him is incompiete ; we realise our union with Christ in just
the same measure in which we realise our union wiin each
other. This law is also the root of the promise to unred
prayer. Apart from Christ we can do nothing: righteous-
ness is impossible to us; access to the Father is closed;
prayer is ineffective. When we are in real spiritual fellowship.
with our brethren we are also in fellowship’ with Him ; our
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prayers become His as well as ours, and are sure to be heard
and answered.

That Christian people who live near each other should
-worship together and pray together; that they should recog-
nise the law of mutual dependence and the obligations of
mutual service by placing themselves in each other’s care,
by asking one or more of their brethren to whom God has
given a large knowledge of His truth to teach them, and by
asking others to whom He has given practical wisdom and
maturity of Christian life to watch over them—this is but the
carrying out of Christ’s great purpose of drawing into union
with each other those who are in union with Himself, and
.of drawing them into closer union with Himself by their
closer union with each other.

An organised Christian church is the natural creation and
expression of the great law that those who are in Christ are
to reach’ the perfection of their righteousness and blessed-
ness in their union with each other as well as in their union
with Him.

When Christian chorches are described by Congrega-
‘tionalists as ‘‘voluntary societies,” it is not meant that
Christian people are at liberty to please themselves whether
they will form charches or not, but that churches are to be
formed in free obedience to the authority of Christ—not
by the power of the State. Nor is it meant that where
-churches exist Christian people are at liberty to please
themselves whether they will be members of these churches
-or not, but that membership is to depend on the free consent
.of those who enter membership ; that no man ought to be a
member of a Christian church by birth, and that no civil law
should enforce membership. The only ground on which a
Christian man can properly refuse to remain outside a
Christian church is that the churches within his reach impose
-conditions of membership to which he cannot submit without,
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in his judgment, disobeying the will of Christ; they may,
for example, require him to assent to doctrines which he
believes to be false, or to sanction practices which he believes
1o be pernicious.

Worship must be “voluntary,” or God will not accept it;
but to refuse to worship God is to neglect a4 great duty.
Membership of a Christian church must be * voluntary,’” and
in this sense a Christian church is a *voluntary society;”
‘but for a Christian man, apart from such reasons as those stated
in the preceding paragraph, to live an isolated life, and to
refuse to enter into fellowship with the Church, is to disobey
1he will of Christ.

NoTe I.—THE PARTICULAR CHURCH A REPRESENTATIVE
oF THE UNiversar CHURcH—One great end,” says
John Owen, “for which our Lord institated a particular
«church was that we might have a direct exercise of His
great command and of that other great duty of love to be-
lievers. ‘I will try you here,’ said Christ. ‘I require this of
you indispensably to love all the saints, all believers, all My
-disciples. You shall not need to say you must go far, this
way or that, for objects. I appoint you to such an order
as wherein you shall have continual immediate objects of
-all that love which I require of you’ . . . The Lord
Jesus Christ hath given us this great command of love, and
hath plainly declared that if we love not one another we are
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not His disciples. ‘I will give you an instance whereby yon
may be tried,’ saith He; ‘cast you into such a society, by My
order and appointment, as wherein you may have immediate
objects for the exercise of love to the utmost of what I do
require,” If we find a person that is orderly admitted into
church society, he is as certain and evident’an object of our
love as if we saw him lying in the arms of Christ. We walk
by rule; He hath appointed us to do so. Let none, then,
pretend that they love the brethren in general, and love the
people of God, and love the saints, while their love is not
fervently exercised towards those who are in the same church
with them. Christ hath given it you for a trial; He will try
your love at the last day by your deportment in that church
wherein you are.”—JoaN OweN: Works, ix.p. 262.

Note II.—MATTHEW Xvii. 17—z20.—The importance of
this passage requires that it should be very carefully studied.

The following extracts are from Stier’s * Words.of Jesus”:—
“The Church is the society, called together in unity of faith
and love, of those who believe on Him, who are united in His
name; a society in which is carried out, and exercised upon
earth, what is valid in heaven (before its exalted Lord and
Head). This is the simple fundamental idea here clearly ex-
pressed. It is at the same time certified here with equal clear-
ness that it cannot be without sin and offence in the midst of
it, for it happens that a brother sins and must be admonished.
It is rather precisely the institution of Divine faith and love,
the design of which, as it is to call the sinners of all the world
to repentance, and to receive every one for the sake of Christ
who only begins to humble himself, and to admit him into
the ever open gates of the Kingdom of heaven—so also
to admonish those who already belong to it, and to carry this
out in the exercise of long-suffering and severity until those
who are entirely disobedient shall be again separated from it.
« « o Thatthe injunction, ‘ Tell it to the church,’ can in the
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first place mean only the church in the place where thou art,
the nearest united society of believers to which you belong,
is clear; but the church of every place represents again the
entire Church, as is evident from verse 20 ; and thisalso is the
basis given in the apostolic constitution, which represents in
many churches the one Church. Only thus is the manifesta-
tion-of the Church in the world at any time possible. True,
according to circumstances, in so far as this can be done in
truth, the ‘Tell it to the church’ is, even in the case of
sinning churches, to be further applied by bringing it before
the greater society ; still, every little individual society retains
its right in the name of the whole, so long as it truly exer-
cises it in His name, in the name of Christ. _

“The power of rebuke which the individual brother
exercised in private, at the first stage, was not only his duty,
but his right—a right which emanates from the church to
every member of it. But if, now, further, the sinner is re-
buked in vain by many (2 Cor. ii. 6), before all (1 Tim. v. 26),
in the name of Christ—then let him be to thee—who
broughtest his case before this court of jurisdiction, and art
now discharged of thy brotherly obligation, because he
must now also be to the whole Church as the heathen and
the publican.” (The article has here the force of the plural,
denoting the class by the individual example.) The ‘to
thee’ isnow said to every one. Heathen are those without,
not belonging to the people of God; publicans those who,
although within, are yet to be reckoned with the heathen;
the typical expression taken from the relation and usage then
existing implies the corresponding truth in the future. He
has, in the first place, forfeited his name as a brother, and
his right as a brother to be exhorted, for it has become
manifest that there is no principle of brotherly feeling in
him upon which to take hold ; no one in the Church owes
any further duty to him as a brother. It is altogether self-
evident that on the further development of the relations
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involved in the Church this implies the denial of church
privileges, exclusion from the Sacrament, &c. . . That by
this binding and loosing, even here, where the keys are not
again expressly mentioned, Christ understands, in the widest
scope of the terms, all expression of power and exercise of
authority on the part of His Church, which He will one day
(if the Church thus acts upon earth in His name) ratify also
in heaven ; this is not less clear than that the expression still
- refers most directly to what was said before, consequently to
the denial of grace, the withholding of forgiveness from the
heathen and publicans, who are shut out, as in the other
case, to the assurance of grace to penitents. That in this
decisive word all precedence of any Peter whatsoever.
disappears, and that every exercise of any power upon earth,
relating to the things of heaven, is represented as an
emanation of that power which the Church possesses in its
unity, every member of it (were he even an ecarthly head),
‘only in virtue of his union with the body. This has already
been repcatedly said, and yet cannot be enough considered.
The Church possesses. the word of truth (and with it the
spirit of truth), which it rightly interprets in itself, and by
consequence validly applies to those cases that occur ; there-
fore is its binding and loosing, forbidding and permitting,
denying and affirming, by this word, true and valid in the
whole and in particular cases. The Church is the body upon
earth filled from the heavenly Head with all the fulness of
God—i.e., with the holy love of the Father in the Son ;
therefore, if it has loved as God and with God, so as to seek
the lost brother, it may and ought to pass judgment with
God upon every one who will not let himself be found and
restored. Let us now again connect together the beginning
and conclusion of Christ’s discourse upon this occasion ; let
us attentively consider to what a height it has risen from that
word with which it begamr—uviz., * Become as children; only
thus can ye belong to the Kingdom of heaven.,’ This is the
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ruling conquering power which the Father prepares for
Himself in the little ones. Over the -door of the Church
it is written, ‘He who comes not hither as a child,
where only children, alike great and alike little,
. dwell together, let him stay without” But within, these
children are sovereign in their sphere against, and over, all
that would disturb the holy and blessed fellowship. Christ,
who builds this Church for Himself, and indeed alone governs
it, from whose supreme prerogative alone all prerogative and
all power that are valid in it must proceed, yet says not, ‘1
will keep the keys by Me ; I will Myself on every occasion give
the decision directly from the throne.’ But according to His -
manner of acting in all His works upon earth, in the kingdom
of grace as of nature, He appoints an intermediate agency, in
which He transfers the keys to His followers, and yet at the:
same time keeps them Himself. It is said, ‘Iin them, as
Thou in Me’ (John xvii. 23). For whatever His followers do
that is valid, is so only in His name—.e., because He is
in the midst of them (verse zo). The case, then, isnot at all
possible that they should bind upon earth what He looses.
in heaven, or loose upon earth what He binds in heaven.
Whenever such a case occurs, then they are no longer the
persons to whom the ¢ Verily I say unto you’ applies. . . . An
irrevocable, irredeemable ban is far from being spoken of here.
In its highest exercise of power the Church looses again pre-
cisely that which it has bound ; it has, however, only bound in.
order that it may be able again to loose when this is possible.
The final exclusion of the incorrigible, in virtue of which
they are accounted as heathen and publicans, as it is requi-
site on its own account, so at the same time it is only the
last and strongest expression of that love which seeks their
recovery, for the heathen and publicans are certainly not
excluded from the preaching of the Gospel, which is to be con-
tinued in all the world until the end. And if in this instance
brotherly love has come to an end, there yet remains general
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love—nay, more than this, the love that weeps and intercedes
for the lost brother. All this might already be found in verse
18 did it not come into still clearer prominence in what
follows.

% Verse z0.—According to Jewish statute a synagogue, to.
which the Shechinah of the Divine presence and hearing
descends, must consist at least of ten; a smaller number God
despises and reproaches: ¢ Wherefore do I come when there
is no one there?’ Yet, on the other hand, we find in ¢ Pirke
Aboth.,” chap. iii., 8, the saying, ‘ Wherever two are sitting
conversing on the law, there the Shechinah is with them.’
Here Christ names the smallest society that is possible, two
or three (as at verse 16, united witnesses before the throne of
God), and ascribes to them the right and power of a church
in virtue of His presence with them. ‘He who can say,
“Thou and I” *can speak of a church and can lay claim to
the common grace.”’

“ ¢ There I am in the midst of them’ (comp. 1 Cor. v. 4),as
the Mediator through whom their prayer is heard, as the
Giver of that which they ask, as the Confirmer of that which
comes forth from them as a testimony, either publicly or pri-
vately. Christ certainly speaks here already in the same sense
as at John xiv. 13, 14, and we have here already a prospect-
ive glance into the period of His heavenly Omnipresence,
which, at Matt. xxviii. z0, He promised when about to ascend
to the Father. ¢This must signify a spiritual presence or
nothing ; butitis a stupendous expression’ (Pfenninger). Yes,
the as yet future spiritualisation of His presence when He
would be gone to the Father, He then in heaven and His
Church on the earth, and yet at the same time He in the
power of the Spirit everywhere, wherever His disciples areand
unite together upon earth—this, and nothing else, is what
clearly lies in these words, We ask, therefore, again: Has
He not here spoken with reference to the future Church?
‘Therefore, of course, it is only what ye sal/ bind, for He could
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not possibly speak of the present; and the final *there am I

is only a prophetic present connected with the foregoing
futures. His presence depends not on the greater or smaller
number of those assembled, and as little on any locality or
place (which, in Old Testament fashion, He had again
chosen to put His name there); but wherever He is in the
midst of His believing and praying people, there is the church
to which He has given this power. Could there be a severer
judgment pronounced against all pseudo-Catholicism than is
given in this word ; and again, a more friendly consolation, a
stronger call to make use of this power addressed to the weak
Protestantism which seeks the ¢ invisible Church’ elsewhere
than upon earth in the assembly of the faithful, ‘in all their
and our places,” which never remains invisible, from which the
testimony of the ‘there am I’ goes forth ever anew to the
world?”
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CHAPTER II

PRINCIPLE IL.—IN EVERY CHRISTIAN CHURCH THE
WILL OF CHRIST IS THE SUPREME AUTHORITY.

It may be objected that this principle affirms nothing con-
cerning the Church which may not be affirmed with equal
truth concerning every other society and association into
which those can enter who believe that Christ is the Son of
God and the Lord of the human race. To a'Christian man
the will of Christ is the snpreme authority in the conduct of
the affairs of a manufacturing company, a scientific institution,
or an organisation for promoting temperance reform.

But in every one of these voluntary societies the members:
"determine for themselves the objects of their association.
They can lay down terms of membership. They candraw up
rules for the government of the society. They can reserve to
themselves the right to reconsider and to vary the objects of
the organisation, and to revise the original rules. Under
these powers, they may relax the terms of membership, or
make them more stringent. They may wholly change the
methods in which the society elects its officers and conducts
its business. They may engage in modes of action altogether
foreign to the original scheme under which they agreed to
unite. No such freedom belongs either to the officers or to
the unofficial members of Christian churches, or to the officers
and unofficial members combined.

The powers which belong to the members of a Christian
church correspond more closely to the powers of the trustees
and governors of a chartered foundation. The charter limits
their freedom. It determines how the governors shall be
tlected and how their office shall be vacated ; to what objects
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they shall appropriate the revenues of the foundation: with
what formalities they shall transact their business. They
have no powerto vary the objects of the trust, or the organisa-
tion of the governing body, or the general principles on which
the trust is administered. For their own guidance in carry-
ing out the purposes of the foundation they may be enabled
and required to adopt by-laws or statutes; but these are
limited by the charter, and must be in harmony with its general
provisions; and to prevent governors from exceeding their
powers these by-laws or statutes may require confirmation by
some supreme authority. The analogy is imperfect; for a
Christian church is not under the government of definite and
formal rules corresponding to the clauses of a charter or of a
deed of trust drawn up by the founder of a college or a
hospital, and determining the objects of the institution and
how it shall be governed ; but the limitations imposed on the
freedom of a church by the will of Christ are just as real as
those imposed on the governors or trustees of a public founda-
tion by the legal instrument under which they act.

I

In every Christian church the will of Christ is the supreme
authority. For—

(L) Christ is the Founder of the Church. The Church is a
society organised in obedience to His will, under His author-
ity, to carry out the purposes for which He—the Eternal Son
of God—became flesh, died on the Cross, rose again, and
ascended into heaven. Through the Church and its officers
Christ provides for the perfection of those who believe in
Him, for the unity of their faith, the enlargement of their
knowledge of Himself, the development of their moral
and religious life (Eph. iv. 11—13). It is a society to which
He has entrusted great duties, and on which He has conferred
great prerogatives.

3#
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It must clearly be beyond our powers to suppress and
disregard the objects for which Christ founded the Church
or to use its organisation for any purposes which are incon-
sistent with them.

(I1.) Christ Himself is present in the assemblies of the Church
{Matt. xviii, 15—20). It is His presence which confers upon
the meetings of the Church their dignity and authority.
When the Church reaches its ideal perfection, the acts of
the ,Church are the acts of Christ, and what the Church
binds on earth is bound in heaven, and what it looses
on earth is loosed in heaven. Whenever His will is not
the first thought of the officers of a church or of its
private members; whenever in their church action they aim
at other ends than those for which Christ cares, and for which
the Church was founded by Him; whenever they are in-
fluenced by a temper and by motives which separate them
from Him, and prevent them, not only from doing His will,
but from knowing it, the Church falls away from its ideal
greatness. ‘Apart’’ from Him churches, like individual
Christian men, “ can do nothing.”

The whole power of a church depends upon whether its
action is Christ’s action or not. He is not bound by majori-
ties. In any action in which Christ takes part His will is
necessarily supreme.

To maintain the supremacy of the will of Christ in the
Church is to maintain that the Church is a Divine society of
which Christ is the Founder and Lord, and in whose
assemblies Christ is present.

IL

How are we fo know the Will of Christ? 'The early Puritans
and Congregationalists insisted on the production of definite
authority from the Holy Scriptures in support of every detail
of church organisation and of every church rule and practice.
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Unless a chutch office or custom had the explicit sanction
either of a Scriptural precept or of apostolic example, they
condémned it as unlawful. They applied the same rigid
‘est to the forms and circumstances of Christian worship.

It was a noble and, perhaps, a necessary error. In
endeavouring to correct the enormous abuses and corrup-
tions which had paralysed the Divine forces of the Church
and obscured the glory of Christian worship—abuses and
corruptions which had become inveterate by the usage of
many centuries, and which were supported by the whole
force of the Church and the State—they were driven to this
incessant and exclusive appeal to the Holy Scriptures. It
seemed to them that, as soon as they allowed any departure
from the words of the written authority, no limits could
restrain men from the grossest doctrinal errors and the
most pernicious ecclesiastical innovations ; and, if they them-
selves left the sure ground of Scripture, they felt it was
impossible for them to make a firm stand against their
opponents.

But the principle was false. - The Church of Christ is not
under the bondage of the “letter;” it has the freedom of the
Spirit.

The will of Christ concerning the constitution and ad-
ministration of the Church is to be learnt in precisely the
same way in which we learn His will concerning the personal
Christian life. There are duties, enforced by no definite
precept recorded in the four gospels or in the apostolic
epistles, that we cannot neglect without the gravest dis-
loyalty to His authority. They are duties suggested by the
characteristic spirit of the Christian revelation. We may
know “the mind of Christ” when He gives us no definite
commands. He treats us as “ friends,” not as **slaves.”

On the other hand, some of His most definite command-
ments, though they illustrate a general law, do not impose upon
us any direct and formal obligation ; for they were given to
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particular persons, and were suggested by their personal
character and circumstances. The commandment addressed to
the rich young man, “ Sell that thou hast and give to the poor,
and thou shalt have treasure in heaven® (Matt. xix. 21), was
not meant to be a universal and formal law ; it was suggested
by our Lord’s knowledge of the character and perils of the
person to whom it was addressed. We have to inquire
whether there are similar limitations to what our Lord
said, directly or indirectly, concerning the Church.

We have to make the same inquiry in relation to apostolic
teaching and practice. The apostles were, in a very
special sense, the representatives of Christ, and were
charged by Him to make known to men the truths which
He had revealed, and the laws of the Kingdom of heaven.
But it is not to be assumed that every direction given by the
apostles to the churches of their own times has authority for
churches in altogether different circumstances. The financial
arrangements, for example, recommended to the church at
Corinth in order to secure the success of a special work of
charity may be admirable in themselves, and deserving of
adoption by modern churches for the purpose of providing
for the relief of their poor, or the maintenance of their
ministry, or any other objects. But a particular scheme pro-
posed-to a particular church for securing a particular financial
purpose cannot be appeaied to as authoritative for all churches
and for all financial purposes; any more than a particular
precept addressed to a particular person by our Lord can
be regarded as requiring all rich men to sell their goods
and distribute the money to the poor.

This is but a single and very obvious illustration of a
principle which must be applied to all the acts and direc-
tions of the apostles in relation to the constitution and
administration of churches. In the circumstances of apostolic
times their methods for organising churches, and for the
celebration of Christian worship and the instruction of
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Christian people in Christian truth and duty, were covered
by the general sanction and authority of Christ; but in cir-
cumstances altogether different it is not only conceivable, but
probable, that these plans would have been modified, and
modified under the same sanction and the same authority.

For example—that the apostolic churches celebrated
the Lord’s Supper in the evening does not impose the
duty on us of celebrating in the evening instead of the
middle of the day. Before the Sunday was secured as
a day of rest Christians were obliged to meet for worship
either early in the morning before the day’s work hegan,
or 'in the evening after it was over; and, at first, the
evening seems to have been generally chosen as the more
convenient. ‘That they met in private houses, in work-
shops, or in hired lecture halls does not make our worship in
buildings specially erected for the services of the Church
illegitimate ; they could not erect special buildings for their
meetings, and were obliged to meet where they could.

In discussing whether it is according to the will of Christ
that a church should use an organ in public worship it is
irrelevant to ask for proof from the New Testament that the
apostolic churches used organs. They did not even use hymn-
books.

The real question at issue is whether the use of an organ is
inconsistent with the Christian idea of worship. No one
objects to the use of a complete New Testament in a Christian
service; but apostolic example cannot be pleaded for the
usage, for some of the documents contained in the New.
Testament were not written till towards the close of the first
century, and even then it is extremely improbable that any
church had a complete collection of them. For many years
the only Scriptures which it was possible to read in the service
of the Church were the Scriptures of the Old Testament.

Nor does there seem any sufficient ground forthe con-
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tention that, in investigating the constitution and practices
of the apostolic churches for the purpose of discovering
the will of Christ, we should limit ourselves to the New
Testament. What the apostles did as founders of churches
derives its authority from the commission they received from
Christ—not from the historical account of their labours
written by Luke. What Paul said to the Ephesian elders at
Miletus was covered with the sanction of his apostolic author-
ity before it was recorded in the Acts of the Apostles. What
he did in organising the church at Ephesus was also
covered with the sanction of his apostolic authority, though
Luke has not recorded it. The only question is whether the
evidence of apostolic methods derived from other sources
than the New Testament is trustworthy. If it is trustworthy
there is no reason for rejecting it.

Clement of Rome is a good authority for the fact that
about thirty years after Paul's death the church at Corinth
had in its possession the First Epistle of Paul to the Co-
rinthians, and believed that Paul wrote it soon after the
church was founded. Clement of Rome is an equally good
authority for the fact that about thirty years after Paul's death
the church at Corinth claimed, and exercised, the power to
depose its presbyters.

But apostolic precedent is not a formal law. Principles
remain ; methods are subject to continual change.. We have
to distinguish between what was essential and what was acci-
dental, between what was permanent and what was temporary,
both in apostolic action and in apostolic precept,
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CHAPTER IIL

PRINCIPLE IIL.-IT IS THE WILL OF CHRIST THAT
ALL THE MEMBERS OF A CHRISTIAN CHURCH
SHOULD BE CHRISTIANS.

L

Proor has been already alleged that it is the will of Christ
that a// who believe in Him should be organised into churches.
It has now to be shown that it is the will of Christ that
only those who believe in Him—none else—should be mem-
bers of Christian churches, That this is the will of Christ
appears from :

(1.) His own words in Matt. xviti. 15—z0, describing (1) the
constitution, (2) the functions, (3) the power, and (4) the
privileges of a church.

1. A church is constituted * where two or three are
gathered together ” in His “name.” By this is meant that
they are gathered together in acknowledgment of all that
His name reveals concerning Himself and His relations to
God and to man* Christ is the bond of union between
those who are *‘ gathered together;” but this cannot be
true except of a society of Christians.

2. It is one of the functions of the Church to deal
authoritatively with causes of offence among Christian
brethren. Such a function cannot have been entrusted by
Christ to an assembly in which men who are not Christians
have a right to be present, and to take part in its decisions.

® The words mean this—but more,
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“Those to whom Christ commits authority of this kind .uust
be persons who know His will, and desire to do it.

In the exercise of this function the Church may separate
2 man who resists its authority from the Christian com-
munity: “let him be unto thee as the Gentile and the
publican.” It is assumed that the Church itself consists of
Christians : the man who refuses to submit to the decision
of the Church is to be relegated to the community of
unbelievers.

3. The power of the Church implies that the Church
consists of those who are loyal to Christ. What the Charch
binds on earth is bound in heaven ; what it looses on earth
is loosed in heaven. This implies a union of the most
intimate kind between the Church and Christ, in whom
‘the Church is one with God.* The decisions of a religious
assembly whose members are in revolt against God cannot
be invested with the power attributed to the decisions of the
Church. If any Christian society includes'in its membership
those who are not “in Christ,” the power attributed to the
‘Church must be diminished ; if such persons are sufficiently
numerous to determine the action of the Church, this power
must disappear altogether. Christ’s ideal Church consists
-only of Christians.

4. The privilege of a Church consists in the exceptional
presence of Christ which is assured to those who are
gathered together in His name. But those who have no faith
in Christ, no love for Him, to whom He is not the Son of God

"and the Saviour of the world, cannot be gathered together in
Hisname. If such persons are physically presentin an assem-
bly of the Church, they are spiritually apart from the Church
-as they are spiritually apart from Christ. To whatever

® This is a fuller account of what is meant by being gathered together
1in the name of Christ. Those who are so gathered together are one with
Him,
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extent their judgment and action control the Church, to that
same extent is the Church brought under the power of an
influaence which divides the members 'of the Church both
from Christ and from each other; and they prevent the
Church from being “ gathered together” in His name.

By the institutions of Judaism, the symbol of the Divine
presence was assured to a consecrated place; by the laws of
the Kingdom of Christ, the reality of Christ’s presence is
assured to an assembly of consecrated persons.*

(IL) The manner in whick the apostolic churches were
Jormed. The earliest Christian church—the church in Jern-
salem—consisted, at first, of the apostles and of those believers
in Christ who met with them day after day, and ** with one
accord continued stedfastly in prayer” during the interval
between our Lord's ascension into heaven and the descent
of the Holy Spirit. “There was a .multitude of persons
gathered together, about a hundred and twenty.” The three
thousand “ who received [Peter's] word” on the day of Pen-
tecost were baptized, and ‘“added ” to the original company
(Acts ii. 41); but they were baptized because they be-
lieved in the Lord Jesus Christ.f The number went on in-
creasing ; but the new adherents of the Church were persons
who received the Christian Gospel: ““‘the Lord added to
them day by day those that were being saved ™ (Acts ii. 47).

(IIL.) The contents of the aposiolic episiles addressed to
Christian churches.

1. The members of these churches are described as *“saints”
(Eph. i. 2), “called to be saints” (1 Cor. i. 2), *“saints in
Christ Jesus” (Phil. i. 1), “called to be Jesus Christ’s”

* In the later ages of Judaism there was a glimpse of the blessedness of
tke nobler faith. See the passage quoted by Stier from ¢ Pirke Aboth.,”
crite, p. 32.

t The new faith which they professed showed itself in their new habits
and conduct (Acts ii, 42—45).
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(Rom, i. 6), “ faithful in Christ Jesus” (Eph.i. z), “faithful
brethren in Christ” (Col. i. z), **sanctified in Christ Jesus”
(1 Cor. i. 2) ; they are “beloved of God” (Rom. i. 6) ; they
are “in God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Thess.
i. 1); they are “God's elect, holy and beloved’* (Col. iii.
12); they are ** a temple of God” (1 Cor. iii. 16), *the body
of Christ” (1 Cor. xii. 27); being ““many” they ‘““are one
body in Christ, and severally members one of another”
(Rom. xii. 5).

2. The Apostle Paul gives thanks that the members of these
churches have nol only believed in Christ, but are recerving the
great blessings of the Christian redemption. Quotations in
support of this are unnecessary; but see Rom. i. 8; 1 Cor.
i. 4—9; Eph. i. 2, 3; Phil. i. 3—6; Col. i. 3—5; 1 Thess. i.
2—10, ii. 13—16, iii. 6—10; 2 Thess. i. 3—3§, ii. 3—14.

3. The doctrinal leaching of ithe epistles assumes that the
societies lo which they are addressed have already believed in the
Lord Jesus Christ.

4. The motives by whick the moral teaching of the epistles is
generally sustained would have no force with persons who were
nof already Christians. It is meant for those who acknow-
ledge the authority of the Lord Jesus Christ, and know that
they have received through Him the remission of sins and a
new life in God : e.g., Rom. xiii. 11—17, xiv. 5—8, xv. 1—3;
1 Cor. vi. 1—4; Eph. iv. 25, v. z1.

II.

In reply to these arguments it may be alleged that the
early churches necessarily consisted of those who really ac-
knowledged the authority of Christ, and who had discovered
in Him the Saviour of mankind. Only such persons were
likely to break with Judaism or with Paganism, and to
separate themselves from the religious and social life of their
country and their age. But with the growth of the Church its
relations to the society which surrounded it were changed,
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and it soon became impossible to limit its membership to those
who could be described as “ saints,” oras  faithful brethren
in Christ Jesus.” In a nation like our own, which inherits
the Christian traditions of many centuries, the old contrast
between the Church and “ the world” no longer exists, and
large numbers of persons must necessarily be admitted into
the Christian Church who are Christians by education and by
habit, but not by the power of a deep and serious faith in the
Lord Jesus Christ.

But that the Christian Church should always consist of
those—and of those only—who have personal faith in Christ,
and are personally loyal to Him, is apparent from the following
considerations :—

(1.) J#s distincitve character as a religious soctefy.

1. It is a society which was founded by Christ, and in
which the will of Christ is the supreme authority. Those
persons cannot claim to be received into the Church, or to
remain in it, who do not acknowledge the authority of Christ,
or to whom His authority is not supreme.

2. It is a Christian society; and to whatever extent
persons who are not really Christians are included in it, the
society necessarily ceases to be Christian.

(I1.) The purposes for whick it exisis.

As a religious society it has to make provision for the
maintenance of Christian worship, for the instruction of its
own members in Christian truth and duty, and for the propa-
gation of the Christian Gospel among those who have not
yet received it.

If Christian Faith is not a condition of membership of a
Christian church, the church as @ whole cannot be entrusted
with these responsibilities, and it will become necessary to
limit the control of the worship, of the teaching, and of the
evangelistic work of the church to its officers. Whether this
limitation is consistent with the will of Christ will require
discussion in a later chapter. Wherever the discipline of the
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Church is relaxed, the power of the ministry or priesthood
increases. The Christian commonalty must lose their authority
unless the membership of the Church is limited to those who
have a real personal faith in Christ.

Further, if one of the objects of the Church is to draw
those who are in Christ nearer to each other, and so to enable
them to value more perfectly *the communion of saints,” the
Church must include only those who are recognised by each
other as ‘ brethren in Christ.” There can be no Christian
fellowship between those who are not Christians.

In a word, as a distinctively Christian society the purposes
for which the Church exists are distinctively Christian, and
this implies that the members of the Church are themselves
Christians.

(II1.) The functions, powers, and prerogatives of the Church
as described in Matt. xviii. 15—20 are necessarily lost when
the Church ceases to be a sbciety gathered together in His
name. An assembly that is not one with Christ is not the
kind of assembly in which Christ declares that He is present,
and to which He attributes such a wonderful authority.

But there is, in fact, no serions difference of opinion on
the general proposition that only Christians should be
members of a Christian church. No one would contend that
a Mahometan while still retaining his old faith in the Divine
mission of Mahomet, or a Jew while still rejecting the Divine:
mission of the Lord Jesus Christ, or an Atheist while still
disbelieving in the existence of God, should be admitted into
the membership of a Christian church. If for any purpose
sach persons claimed admission, the claim would be rejected
as intolerable. To concede it would be whelly inconsistent
with the constitution of the Church; with its faith, with its.
history, and with the objects for which it exists. In some
sense a man must be a Christian to be a member of a
Christian church.
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The only real question at issue on this point between
different systems of church polity is whether personal faith
in Christ should be made the condition of church member-
ship; and this resolves itself into a still deeper and more
vital question—whether, apart from personal faith in Christ,
any man can be really a Christian.

It is of the very substance of the Christian revelation that
such a faith is of infinite spiritual value. It determines a
man’s present relations to God and his eternal destiny. It
is in answer to such a faith that God grants the remission of
sins and the gift of a Divine life. Such a faith makes all the
difference between those who are “in Christ” and those
who are not; between those who are spiritnally dead and
those who have risen with Christ, and have passed already
into the Divine Kingdom ; between the wheat which is to be
gathered into the gamer of God and the tares which are to
be “ burned with fire.”*

# In this discussion, which is concerning church membership, no question
arises concerning the present relations to God and the eternal destiny of
heathen men who lie beyond the reach of the Church, and to whom the
Gospel has never come. Nor is it necessary to consider the case of
those who, in Christian countries, either as the result of a moral environ-
ment which has been practically Pagan or of a false presentation of the
Christian Gospel, are absolately indifferent to Christ or in conscious
antagonism to Him. Such persons will not desire church membership ;
if in any case they do, they come under the general rule that only those
who are in some sense Christians should be members of Christian
churches. Their condition is morally identical with that of heathen men
who have never been brought face to face with Christ, and their relation-
ship to God must be determined by the same laws. What the New
Testament declares concerning the infinite importance of faith must, from
the nature of the case, refer to those to whom faith is possible. To
reject Christ is to fail to discover in Him the supreme revelation
of the righteousness and love of God ; it is to hear the voice of God, and
not to recognise it, or not to obey it; it is to see the light of God, and to
shrink from it. But Christ cannot be rejected where He is not known.
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In every variety of awful and glorious description, in every
variety of menace and of promise, the infinite contrast
between those who receive the Lord Jesus Christ as the Son
of God, the Sovereign and the Saviour of the human race,
and those who reject Him is emphasised in the New
Testament. The energy with which this contrast is affirmed
cannot be sufficiently illustrated by the quotation of *proof-
texts,” though these are numerous, solemn, and decisive.
It is enforced by the whole contents of the Christian revela-
tion; by all that Christ has made known conceming the
Divine ideal of human righteousness, as well as by all that
He has made known concerning the Divine ideal of human
blessedness ; by all that He has revealed concerning God and
concerning man in His incarnation, His teaching, His
miracles, His death, His resurrection, and His ascension into
heaven.*

Those whom a church receives into its fellowship it
acknowledges as Christians. But if those only are Christians,
in any deep and serious meaning of the word, who have
personal faith in Christ, personal faith should be made the
<condition of church fellowship.

# Nearly all this is true, even if we believe that the New Testament
teaches or permits a belief in the ultimate restoration of all men to God.
As long 23 a man who knows enough of Christ to believe in Him does
not believe, he is among those who have received neither the remission of
sins nor the great gift of eternal life. Christian righteousness isimpossible to
him, and he is in peril of what Paul descxibes as ¢ the wrath of God.” The
theory of Christian universalism does not deny the existence of this awful
difference between those who are ‘“in Christ” and those who are not;
it simply affirms that at last, either in this world or in worlds unknown,
the difference will cease ; but that it will only cease when, as the result
of the Divine love revealing itself both in anger and compassion, the
authority of Christ is no longer resisted and His grace no longer refused.
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IIL.

The same conception of the Church that requires that only
those who believe in Christ should be admitted into a
Christian church requires that none who believe in Him
should be refused admission.

(1.) Christ founded the Churck for all that believe in Him.
There is nothing in the account of the Church contained in
the New Testament, there is nothing in the nature of the
Church itself, to suggest that Christ required any other
qualification for membership than faith in Himself. The
Church is His society, not ours.. It is a society for His
brethren—for all His brethren ; for His friends—for all His
friends. To impose conditions of church membership that
exclude any of those who are the brethren and friends of
Christ is to defeat the purpose for which He founded the
Church.

(I1.) Christ kas made it the duly of all that believe in Him to
enter the Church. By refusing to receive any of those who
believe in Christ, a church prevents them from fulfilling an
obligation which Christ has imposed upon them.

(II1.) Theblessings conferred by church fellmuship are meant for
all that believe in Christ. If men are the friends of Christ, we
do them a cruel wrong by refusing them a place as guests at
_Histable. If they are the brethren of Christ, we inflict a
grave injury on their spiritual life by refusing to receive them
with brotherly affection and confidence. As the Gospel of
Christ is intended: for men of all races and all lands, and can-
not be deliberately withheld from any man without guilt, the
strength, the safety, the blessedness, and whatever other bless-
ings come from membership of the Church are intended for all
that have received the Gospel ; and to withbold these blessings
from any man that acknowledges Christ as the Son of God

4
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and Saviour of men is to violate the obligations of Christian
brotherhood, and it may even imperil his spiritual life.

IV. A Christian sociely which imposes any other conditions of
membership than faith in Christ is a sect, and not, in the highest
sense of the term, @ Chrisfian church. It is a private Christian
club. It receives persons into membership, not because they
are the brethren of Christ, but because they are the brethren
of Christ professing certain religious opinions or observing
certain religious practices. All others,” though among
them there may be many whom it also acknowledges to
be Christ’s brethren, it excludes. It is not enough that
a man has faith in Christ and is loyal to Him; he
must also accept the opinions and observe the practices
which have commended themselves to the judgment of the
persons by whom the religious saciety has been constituted.
It is a society, not for all Christians, but for a particular
description of Christians. K is a sect—not a Church.

The polity of every church has its roots in its theology, in
its conceptions of the relations between God and man, and of
the nature of the Christian redemption. Congregationalism,
in affirming that only those who have personal faith in Christ
should be members of the Church of Christ, asserts in its
polity the unique and infinite importance which is attributed
to personal faith by the whole contents of the Christian Reve-
lation. But, if any other qualification for church membership
is demanded, the force of this testimony to the unigque and
infinite importance of personal faith in Christ is broken.
Faith in Christ is the only condition of the remission of sins
and of eternal salvation; this great truth is obscured if a
church insists on anything besides faith in Christ as a condi-
gion of church membership,
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CHAPTER IV.

PRINCIPLE IV.—BY THE WILL OF CHRIST ALL THE
MEMBERS OF A CHRISTIAN CHURCH ARE
DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE TO HIM FOR MAIN-
TAINING HIS AUTHORITY IN THE CHURCH.

AssumiNg that the Church, like every other organised
society, must have regularly appointed officers, the question
to be considered in this chapter is, whether the officers alone
are directly responsible to Christ for maintaining His supreme
authority in the Church, or whether the responsibility——and
the direct responsibility—lies upon all the members of the
Church.

According to the will of Christ the Christian Church is to
consist of Christians only, but no Christian is to be refused
membership. To whom has Christ entrusted the responsi-
bility of giving effect to His will? Has He given authority
to church officers to receive men into the Church and to
exclude from it ? or does this authority belong to the whole
Church ?

On the assumption that it is the will of Christ that the
Zhurch should have regularly appointed officers, in whom has
Christ placed the responsibility of determining whether par-
ticular persons have the necessary qualifications for office ?
If, as may happen, any church officers, after their appoint-
ment, prove to be incompetent or unfaithful, who are to judgc
of their incompetence or unfaithfulness? Is it the will of
Christ that the Church as a whole should efect and depose
its officers? Or has this power, with the corresponding
sesponsibility, been-vested in some other authority 2
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To answer these questions we have first to examine the
place and authority given to the Church as a whole in apos-
tolic times and with apostolic sanction.

(1) The Church as a whole was responsible fo Christ for the
election of men 1o fill various offices in the Church.

1. Immediately after our Lord's ascension to heaven,
about a hundred and twenty of His disciples were gathered
together in Jerusalem. There were women in the assembly
as well as men. Peter reminded them that of the twelve
apostles one had betrayed Christ and had come to a miser-
able end. It was necessary to fill his vacant office. “ Of
the men therefore with us all the time that the Lord Jesus
went in and went out among us, beginning from the bap-
tism of John, unto the day that He was received up from
us, of these must one become a witness with us of His resur-
rection” (Acts i. 21). The apostles had exceptional powers
and exceptional responsibilities. Their office was the very
highest in the Christian Church. They were, in a very special
sense, the representatives of Christ now that His earthly
ministry was over. Every one of them had been selected for
his position of authority by Christ Himself. If another
apostle was to be appointed in the place of Judas, he, too,
must be appointed by Christ ; and nothing would have seemed
more natoral or more fitting than for the apostles themselves,
as the representatives of Christ, to select and appoint thei:
colleague.

But the responsibility was placed upon the whole company
of believers, The Church as a whole was regarded as the
true organ of the will of Christ, and the Church—not the
apostles alone—* put forward two, Joseph called Barsabbas,
who was surnamed Justus, and Matthias” (Acts i. 23)°
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Between these two the Church could come to no decision.
There was a concurrence of belief that it was the will of
Christ that one of them should be appointed to the powers,
and perils, and glories of the apostleship ; but which of them
was elect of Christ the Church could not determine. Peter
and his colleagues did not attempt to decide the question
which the Church had left undecided. But “they prayed,
and said, Thou, Lord, which knowest the hearts of all men,
shew of these two the one whom Thou hast chosen, to take
the place in this ministry and apostleship, from which Judas
fell away, that he might go to his own place. And they gave
lots for them; and the lot fell upon Matthias; and he was
numbered with the eleven apostles” (Acts i. 24—26).

This remarkable narrative is a decisive proof of the place
which, in the judgment of the apostles, belonged to the com-
monalty of the Church. Zhe whole Church was called upon #o
elect an apostie.

2. One of the first and most characteristic manifestations of
the power of the new faith was the sudden creation of afervent
brotherly affection among all who acknowledged the authority
of Christ: “ Neither was there among them any that lacked :
for as many as were possessors of lands or houses sold them,
and brought the prices of the things that were sold, and laid
them at the apostles’ feet: and distribution was made unto
each, according as any one had need” (Actsiv. 34, 35). In
those early days the Church was a great charitable organisa-
tion. No Christian man was suffered to be in want while his
Christian brethren were able torelieve him. The wealth of one
was the wealth of all ; for “‘not one of them said that aught of
the things which he possessed was his own; but they had all
things common” (Acts iv. 32). The homeless were lodged ;
the naked clothed; the hungry fed. For the poor widows of
the Church there seems to have been a common table every
day. .

At first the whole administration of the funds of tlie Church
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was in the hands of theapostles. At least, they were respon-
sible for it ; though they must have entrusted many of the
details to other hands. But *“ when the number of the
disciples was multiplying,” the financial and charitable organi-
sation of the Church broke down. Some of the Hellenistic
Jews complained that the Hellenistic widows ** were neglected
in the daily ministration.” The apostles might have trans-
ferred to persons of their own selection and appointment the
duties which they wese now unable to discharge. But they
took another course. They *called the multitude of the
disciples unto them, and said, It is mot fit that we should
forsake the Word of God, and serve tables. look ye out
therefore, brethren, from among you seven men of good
report, full of the Bpirdt and of wisdom, whom we may
appoint over this ‘business. . . . And the saying pleased
the whole multitude+ -and they chose® seven men, ‘““whom
they set before the apostles: and when they had prayed, they
laid their hands onthem.”

Asthe whole Church ‘had elected an apostle, so now 24
whole Church elecied #he smen who ere do administer the charily
of the Chwrch.

g. Of the manner in which ithe “elders,” “ bishops,” or
“pastors” of the apostolic churches were elected to office
there is no record in the New Testament.

The statement of Luke in Acts xiii. 24, “And when they
[Paul and Barnabas] had appointed for them elders in
every church, and had prayed with fasting, they commended
them to the Lord, on whom they'had believed,” throws no
light on the question, How were the elders elected ?

Paul and Barnabas were on their way back to Antioch at
the close of Paul's first missionary journey, and they were
visiting the cities in which they had preached the Gospel
and formed churches a few months before. On their first
visit these churches were very imperfectly organised. For
several weeks, perhaps for several months, groups of Chris-
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tian converts—true churches—were probably meeting every
Lord’s-day for Christian worship and for the celebration of
the Lord’s Supper, with no regularly appointed ministers.
But it would have been perilous to leave them any longer
without a firmer organisation, and therefore, when Paul and
Barnabas visited them a second time, they *“appointed . . .
elders in every church.” The persons invested with office
may have been chosen by the churches themselves; they
may have been chosen by Paul and Barnabas. All that Luke
tells us is that Paul and Barnabas ‘appointed” them to
office.

1t is reasonable to assume that, in ‘the selection of the men
who were to be invested with official responsibilities, the
judgment of Paul and Barnabas woeuld have great weigh: ;
but, considering the place and function of the commonalty
of the church in apostolic times, it i3 equally reasonable to
assume that the men who were appainted to office were in
every case appointed with the consent and concurrence of the
church. _

From the epistle written by Clement of Rome, in the name
of the Roman Church, to the Church at Corinth, towards the
close of the first century (about A:D. 95), it is clear that in
apostolic times the whole church not only concurred in the
appointment of its elders, but had the power to depose them.
The Corinthian Church was rent with strife, as it had been
forty years earlier. “ A few head-strong and self-willea per-
sons” had raised what is described as a “ detestable and
unholy sedition” against some of the ““ elders” of the church.
Clement tells the Corinthian Christians that to remove from
office elders who had been properly appointed, whose character
was without stain, and who had discharged their official duties
faithfally, was a sin.

“Those, therefore, who were appointed by them [the
apostles], or afterward by other men of repute, with #he
consent of the whole church, and have ministered unblame-
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ably to the flock of Christ in lowliness of mind, peace-
fully and with all modesty, and for 2 long time have borne
a good report with all—these men we consider to be
unjustly thrust out from their ministration. . . . Blessed
are those presbyters who have gone before, seeing that their
departure was fruitful and ripe; for they have no fear lest any
one should remove them from their appointed place. For we
see that ye have displaced certain persons, though they were
living honourably, from the ministration which they kept
blamelessly.”*

The testimony of Clement's letter to the supreme authority
of the whole Church in apostolic times is remarkable and
conclusive. Some of the Corinthian elders appointed by the
apostles had died; others were still living ;} but not even
their apostolic appointment could shelter them from deposi-
tion by the Church. €lement is very strenuous in maintaining
that reverence and submission are due to the presbyters; he
dencunces in unmeasured language the conductof the men who
led the “sedition ;” he condemns the conduct of the Church
as “utterly shameful.,” If the Corinthian Church had asserted
powers which other churches did not claim, or which the
apostles had not recognised, Clement would have known it;
but from the beginning of the letter to the end there is no
suggestion that in deposing its ministers—even if the apostles
had appointed them—the Church had -exceeded the limits of
its authority. The power of the commonalty of the Church
to remove ministers from office is implicitly acknowledged,
though in the particular instance the use of the power is
declared to be sinful. And as the Church had power to

® Dr. Lightfoot’s translation, ¢ S, Clement of Rome,” Appendix, p. 369.
The phrase “ with the consent of the whole church appears to refer
both to the elders who were appointed by the apostles themselves and to
those who were appointed * afterward by other men of repute.”

t Dr, Lightfoot’s «S, Clement of Rome,” See Notes to Text, p. 137.
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depose its “elders” its “consent” was necessary to their
appointment. '

(I1.) The Church as a whole was responsible to Christ for the
exercise of church discipline.

1. The power of discipline was entrusted to the Church
by our Lord Himself in the words recorded in Matt. xviii.
15—z0. To separate a man from the Christian community is
to inflict upon him a penalty of awful magnitude. It is to
exclude him from the assembly in which Christ Himself is
present, and to deprive him of all the Divine aids to right-
eousness which are assured to the communion of saints. The
excluded man is a Christian *“ brother” no longer; he passes
out from the light of the Church into the darkness of the
world that lies around it. Henceforth, and till he is
restored, he is to the Church “as the Gentile and the
publican.” The act of the visible Church would have no
real effect on the invisible relations of the man to God, and
to the Divine Kingdom, if it were not sustained by the Divine
authority ; but when a Church is really gathered together in
Christ’s name, when it is of one mind with Him who is pre-
sent in the assembly, the act of the Church is the act of
Christ, and what is bound on earth is bound in heaven, and
what is loosed on earth is loosed in heaven.

This august power of representing and carrying into effect
the authority of Christ is not entrusted to church officers, but
to the Church as a whole. “ Where two or three are gathered
together in My name, there am I in the midst of them.”

z. The power of discipline was exercised by the whole
Church in apostolic times.

One of the members of the Corinthian Church had been
guilty of flagrant immorality—immorality so flagrant that it
was not tolerated by the moral sense of heathen men. The
church, * puffed up ” with a conceit of its spiritual knowledge
and of its brilliant spiritual gifts, had been indiflerent to the
moral offence. It was too excited by * visions.” “tongues,”
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and * revelations,” by the “ wisdom” and perhaps by the
eloquence® of its teachers, to care about plain questions of
morality. Paul tells the Corinthian Christians that the sin
of which one of them had been guilty ought to have humbled
their pride and changed their excited self-complacency
into sorrow. * Ye are puffed up, and did not rather mourn,
that he that had done this deed might be taken away from
among you” (1 Cor. v. 2). The man ought to have been
dealt with as soon as he committed the offence. As for
Paul, his mind was made up, he was clear as to what their
duty was, and he was ready to share the responsibility of
excluding the man from the cburch. “I verily, being
absent in body but present in spirit, have already, as
though I were present, judged him that hath so wronght this
thing, in the name of our Lord Jesus, ye being gathered
together, and my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus, to
deliver such a one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh,
that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.
Your glorying is not good. Know ye not that a little leaven
leaveneth the whole lump? Purge out the old leaven, that
ye may be a new lump, even as ye are unleavened. For
our passover also hath been sacrificed, even Christ” (1 Cor. v
3—8).

The points which deserve consideration are these :—

(a) Paul condemns the church for having neglected its
duty. It ought to have removed the wrongdoer from the
Christian community withoat waiting for any rebuke from
him (1 Cor. v. 2). His condemnation falls, not on the
officers of the church, but on the church itself—*the
church of God which is at Corinth,” which he describes as
consisting of “them that are sanctified in Christ Jesus,

® Some of the Corinthians said of Paul, *His letters are weighty and
strong, but his bodily presence is weak, and his speech of no acconnt™
(z Cor. x. 10). There is another suggestion of the value which the
Corinthians attached to eloquence in 2 Cor. xi. 6; *“ Though I be rude in
speech, yet am I not in knowledge.”
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called to be saints ” (1 Cor. i. 2). There is no specific con-
demnation of the bishops or elders of the church; it was
the church as a whole that was * puffed up” with the pride
which made it careless about morals, and therefore negligent
of discipline. )

(8) It is to the church as a whole—not to its officers
specially—that he addresses the charge, “ Purge out the old
leaven” (1 Cor. v.7); and it is to the church as a whole that:
Paul attributes the aunthority to form a judgment on the
moral conduct of members of the church, and to exclude
those who were guilty of immorality. Neither he nor they
had anything to do with judging men who were not in
communion with the church ; but for judging those who were
in communion both he and they were responsible. What
have I to do with judging them that are without? Do not
ye judge them that are within, whereas them that are without
God judgeth? Put away the wicked man from among your-
selves.”

(¢) Paul does not on his own authority exclude the wrong-
doer from the church. He tells the Corinthian Christians
their duty. He says that when they are ¢ gathered together '
he himself will be present with them in spirit, and wilk
unite with them .in the act of exclusion; but the act is to
be theirs (1 Cor. v. 3—6). It is after the remuwkable
passage in which Paul declares his own judgment that he
charges the church to “put away the wicked man” from
their communion.

{d) The man was actudlly excluded from the church by
the church itself.®

* This is the common opimion; but Paul’s manner of referring to the-
action of the church (2 Cor, ii. I—11) certainly contains some ground for
the hypothesis that the church did not fully carry out the Apostle’s.
directions, and that he recognised and acknowledged its right to adopt a
more merciful course than he himself had thought necessary. Some
« punishment * (2 Cor. fi. 6), however, was inflicted; and it was inflicted
by the majority—a minority offering resistance.
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(¢) The exclusion made him penitent, and the Apostle
believed that he might be safely restored to communion.
“ Sufficient to such a one is this punishment, which was
inflicted by the many,” or, as the Revisers have given it in
the margin, “ by the more” (z Cor. ii. 6). The exclusion was
not the act of Paul, which the church had only to accept and
to register; nor was it the act of the officers of the church,
which the church had only to approve; it was the act of
“ the many” or of *the majority ”’—that is, it was the act of
the majority of the church itself, and not merely of its
representatives or rulers. '

(/) And it wasthe church as a whole that was to restore the
penitent to fellowship. Paul recommends that, as the church
had punished the sin, the church should now remit it. They
were to “forgive him and comfort him.” With affectionate
carnestness the Apostle says, “I beseech you to confirm
your love towards him” (2 Cor. ii. 8); the sin was to be
forgotten, and the penitent to be received back with hearty
affection and confidence. As Paul had united with the
church in inflicting the punishment, he unites with the church
in removing it: “To whom ye forgive anything, I forgive
also™ (2 Cor. ii. g).

From first to last the church as a whole is made respon-
sible for the exercise of discipline.*

II.

Why should the responsibilities imposed on the com-
monalty of Christian churches in apostolic times be with-
drawn ? .

The members of the churches founded by the apostles had
been recently converted, either from Judaism or from Pagan-
ism. Their knowledge of Christian truth must have been most
rudimentary. They inherited no Christian traditions. Fora

® See NOTE I. at end of chapter,
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time they had no Christian literature. Even their “ bishops,”
“ elders,” and “leaders” or “rulers” were without the saga-
city which is disciplined by a long experience of church life. .
Nothing would have seemed more natural than to have created
a strong centralised system of ecclesiastical government under
the immediate control of the apostles themselves. Had the
apostles selected and appointed all the officers of the churches,
and reserved to themselves the power of removing them, this
would have been natural. Had they entrusted to church
officers of their own selection the administration of dis-
cipline, and reserved .to themselves the power of deal-
ing with cases of exceptional difficulty or of interfering
anthoritatively in casesin which the subordinate rulers of the
church had not acted with sufficient vigour, or had acted
unjustly or unwisely—this, too, would have been natural.

If the apostles had exerted this authority, no conclusive
argument could have been drawn from their example in
support of any system of polity which in later times withheld
responsibility and power from the Christian commonalty. The
imperfect development of Christian life and Christian know-
ledge in the primitive churches, and the unique position of the
apostles, might have justified, and even required, the asser-
tion of apostolic supremacy; and it would have been open
to us to contend that when the apostles had passed away,
and the churches had acquired greater maturity of Christian
character and a deeper knowledge of the contents of the
Christian revelation, it was fitting that their responsibilities
and’powers should be enlarged.

But in the judgment of the apostles it was necessary that,
at whatever risks, the polity of the churches should be built,
srom the very first, on the eternal principles and facts of the
Christian revelation. It belongs to the very substance of the
Gospel that all who believe in Christ are made one with
Him, share His life, and receive the illumination of His
spirit. Not the apostles alone, but the most recent convert
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from Judaism and from Paganism, were branches in the
True Vine and members of the Body of Christ. The con-
verts from Judaism might as yet kmow very Rittle of the
large spiritwal freedom of the mew Faith, might cling to
the obsgervances of the Jewish law 23 a necessary part of
their obedience to God, might regard all Gentiles—even
those who had received the Christian Gospel—with very
much of the old Jewish contempt, and might shrink from
contact with them ; the traditions of fifteen centuries might
in many ways repress and impair the emergy.of their new
life ; but still they were “in Christ.” The converts from
Paganism, like some of those in the Church at Corinth,
might corrupt the purity of the Christian Faith by opinions
derived from Pagan speculation, and might even deny the
resurrection of the dead—one of the great promises of the
Christian Gospel; or, like some of the members of the
Church at Ephesus, they might need to be warned against
the grossest and most shameful vices; but still they were ““in
<Christ.” And this wonderful fact could not be disregarded
in the organisation of the Christian Church.

Christ is the true Lord of the Church, and His authority is
to be exerted through the concurrent action of all the mem-
bers of the Church, because, according to the Christian ideal,
all the members of the Church are one with Him. It is not
only the officers of the Church that are in Him, but the
commonalty of the Church; and, therefore, it is through the
commonalty of the Church, as well as its officers, that He
maintains His authority and gives effect to His will. The great
contention of Congregationalism is not that every Christian
man has a right/ to share in the government of the Church,
but that every Christian man is direetly responsible to Christ
for securing in the discipline, doctrine, and worship of the
Church the supremacy of its Divine Founder and Lord. This
responsibility rests epon the wonderful union between Christ
and all who are restored to God through-Him. He is the
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life of their life. He reveals Himself through them. The
right of all church members to take part im the government
of the Church is an inference; they cannot discharge their
responsibility unless the right is conceded.

There is another characteristic element of the Christian
revelation which is expressed in the polity of the apostolic
churches. All that believe in Christ are brethren, and the
Church is *‘ the household of faith.” Whatever transient dis-
tinctions may divide them elsewhere, in the Church Christian
men are the sons of God, and the heirs of immortal righteous-
ness and glory. It is one of the chief ends of the Church to
realise the ideal of Christian brotherhood; and this ideal
would have been obscured, and one of the chief ends for
which the Church existed would have been defeated, if the
apostles had not entrusted the government of the Church to
the whole Christian community. The poorest and most
miserable men, when they were received into the Christian
Church, were assured that they were the *‘brethren” of
Christ and the brethren of all who were in the Church
before them. The assurance was corfirmed by the discovery
that all the members of this new and wonderful society
shared common responsibilities. There were differences of
function, but there was equality of rights.

The dangers of this polity in apostolic times were enor-
mous, and they are vividly illustrated by the schisms and
party-spirit which broke up the ideal unity of the church at
Corinth ; by the disorders which destroyed the solemnity ol
its assemblies for worship; by its passion for rhetorical
display in its teachers, and its indifference to the graver and
nobler elements which give real value to all religious instruc-
tion; by its delight in adventurous speculation, and its want
of care for common morality. In our own times, and in our
own country, the dangers, though infinitely less serious, have
not disappeared. But if the apostles had the courage to
accept the ideal polity when its perils were greatest, we
ought not to decline to accept it now.
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Congregationalism is an attempt to assert the great truth
that all Christian men are brethren. It is also an attempt to
assert the truth that all Christian men are really “in Christ,”
and that, therefore, the whole Church is the organ of His
will. It is a translation into polity of Christ’s own account
of the relations between Himself and His disciples in the
parable of the Vine and the branches

Note I.—TmE CaurcH AT CoRINTE.—The argument
for Congregationalism drawn from the manner in which the
church at Corinth was required to exercise discipline is
met by the suggestion that we are not sure that the church
at Corinth had any regularly appointed officers when Paul’s
Epistles to the Corinthians were written.

It is true that there is no mention of the bishops and
deacons in the salutation of either epistle. But from this
omission nothing can be concluded. There is the same
omission in the salutations of the two epistles to the church
at Thessalonica, and yet it is certain that the church had its
regularly appointed officers, for Paul writes: ‘“ We beseech
you, brethren, to know them that labour among you, and
are over you in the Lord, and admonish you; and to esteem
them exceeding highly in love for their work’s sake ”(1 Thess.
v.13). If itis said thatin the Epistles to the Corinthians there
is no recognition at all- of church officers, the same may be
gaid of the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians. And this
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omission is the more remarkable bccanse Paul had heard
that there were * disorderly’ persons in the church—men
that would not work, ‘‘ busybodies.” The church is exhorted
to “have no company” with men of this kind, and to
“ admonish ” them. But no special charge is given to the
church officers to deal with them.

In writing to the “churches of Galatia” Paul does not
separate the commonalty of'the churches from the officers of
the churches; he addresses them together; and the only
reference to church officers is in the exhortation, ‘“Let him
that is taught in the word communicate unto him that
teacheth in all good things” (Gal. vi. 6). In writing to the
“saints which are at Ephesus™ there is no special salu-
tation for the “elders” or “bishops,” and yet we know
there were “elders” or * bishops” in the city long before
the epistle was written. Nor is there any reference to the
Ephesian elders in the course of the epistle itself ; the only
reference to church officers is of a general kind (chap. iv. 11).

Nor are “the bishops and deacons” specially named in
the salutation to the “saints and faithful brethren in Christ
which are at Colosse,” but in the body of the epistle there
are the remarkable words—often quoted in early * Brownist '
pamphlets to show that a church has the right to admonish
its pastor—* Say to Archippus, Take heed to the ministry
which thou hast received in the Lord, that thou fulfil it "
(Col. iv. 17). Archippus, however, was probably minister of
the church in the neighbouring city of ‘Laodicea, and
perhaps the writers of * Brownist” pamphlets would have
said that this makes the words only the more remarkable.

The Epistle to the Philippians is the only one in which
Paul begins by saluting *the bishops and deacons” separ-
ately from the saints. The omission in the salutations to
the church at Corinth of any recognition of the church
officers is therefore not remarkable. To have recognised
them in the salutation would have been contrary to Paul’s

5
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usual manner. We have to ask why he recognised them in
the salatation to the church at Philippi—not why he omitted
to recognise them in the salutation to the church at Corinth.
The modern distinction between *‘clergy” and “laity” did
not exist.

It secems extremely improbable that a church like that at
Corinth, which was evidently of considerable size and had
been founded for a considerable time, should have been
without “elders” or ‘“bishops.” In Lystra, Iconium, the
Pisidian Antioch, and the other cities in that district.* elders”
were appointed a few months after the first converts had been
gathered (Acts xiv. 21—23). A very much longer interval
separates even the First Epistle to the Corinthians from the
foundation of the Corinthian church. ‘Paul spent a year and
a-half at Corinth on his first visit (Acts xviii. 11). From
Corinth he sailed for Syria, and spent some time at Antioch;
afterwards he went through Galatia and Phrygia “stablishing
all the disciples ” (Acts xviii. 18—23). Then he came downto
Ephesus, where he remained three years (Acts xx. 31); and it
was apparently towards the close of his stay in Ephesus that
he wrote the First Epistle to the Corinthians (1 Cor. xvi. 8).
Four or five years must have passed since Paul left Corinth.
It does not seem likely that during all this time the church
was without officers.

Nor is it quite certain that the First Epistle to the Corin-
thians does not contain allusions to the officers of the church.
Is it not possible that the *“ elders” or *“bishops”’ themselves
were leaders of the rival factions? May not this have been
Paul's reason for transferring to himself and Apollos “in a
figure” his account of the true position of the “ ministers of
Christ and stewards of the mysteries of God” ? Perh-ps,
with his fine sense of courtesy, he was anxious not to pro-
nounce a direct condemnation on the rulers of the Corinthian
«church; and therefore he speaks of his own position and
the position of Apollos rather than of theirs. He and Apollos
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are “ministers,” “stewards,” and ‘it is required in stewards
that a man be found faithful.” His own judgment of himself,
though he was conscious of no unfaithfulness, was nothing ;
the Lord is the true Judge. He was speaking of himself and
-of Apollos, but he was thinking of his brethren in Corinth.
Is there not much greater force in the passage if we suppose
that it was intended to rebuke the unfaithfulness of regularly
appointed church officers rather than the factiousness of
unofficial persons ?

Finally. Paul had sent Timothy to Corinth, who, he says
“shall put you in remembrance of my ways which be in
Christ, even as I teach everywhere in every church” (1 Cor.
iv. 17). He occupied a position very similar to that of Titus,
whom Paul entrusted with the work of completing the organi-
. -sation of churches which were without office-bearers (Tit."
1. §). Had the church at Corinth been without elders it
seems likely that one of the chief -objects of the visit of
Timothy, especially after all the disorder from which the
«church had suffered, would have been to “appoint” them.
But throughout the epistle there is nothing said about the
appointment of such officers; they had probably been
-appointed long before.

As a mere question of polemics, it might be in the interest
-of Congregationalism to contend that the church at Corinth was
left for four or five years without any “elders” or * bishops.”
The responsibilities of the commonalty of the church, even
where church officers exist, are sufficiently illustrated without
-any appeal to this case of discipline in the church at Corinth ;
and if it is contended that for four or five years, with the
concurrence of Paul, the church had been meeting for worshin
and Christian instruction, and had been celebrating the
Lord’s Supper, without officers of any kind, this is a final
answer to the claims of sacerdotalism. During four or five
years, according to this hypothesis, there was no * priest” in
the Church at Corinth to consecrate the bread a"ﬂ the

5
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wine, no “priest” to receive confession and to pronounce
absolution.

Note I1.—TaE WoRrD “ArPoINT.”—Calvin, Beza, Erasmus,
Owen, Doddridge, Coleman, and others have contended that
Acts xiv. 23 gives direct support to popular election.* To
these may be added one of the very highest recent exegetical
authorities—Meyer—who, in his commentary on the Acts,
in loc., insists that the word used by Luke (xewporovijcavres)
shows that the elders were chosen by popular suffrage : * Paul
and Barnabas chose by vote presbyters for them—ie., they
conducted their selection by vote in the churches.” But Dr.
Davidson is, in my judgment, clearly in the right in rejecting
this interpretation of the passage.

Dr. Hatch, in his article on ordination in the *“Dictionary
of Christian Antiquities,” gives an excellent account of the

. use of xewporoveiv: “Its meaning was originally ‘to elect,”
but it came afterwards to mean, even in classical Greek,
simply ‘to appoint to office,” without itself indicating the
particular mode of appointment. That the latter was its
ordinary meaning in Hellenistic Greek, and, consequently,
in the first ages of Church history, is clear from a large
number of instances—e.g., in Josephus it is used of the
appointment of David as king by God ; of the appointment
of Jonathan as high-priest by Alexander; in Philo it is used
of the appointment of Joseph as governor by Pharaoh,” &ec.

No instance is given in which the word means * to conduct
an election,” and this meaning must be assigned to it in Acts
xiv. 23 if the passage is to be quoted in favour of the election
of elders by popular suffrage. Paul and Barnabas appoinsed the
elders ; how they were elec/ed Luke does not tell us.

® Davidson's “ Ecclesiastical Polity of the New Testament,” p, 1358,
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CHAPTER V.,

PRINCIPLE V.—BY THE WILL OF CHRIST EVERY
SOCIETY OF CHRISTIANS ORGANISED FOR
CHRISTIAN WORSHIP, INSTRUCTION, AND
FELLOWSHIP IS A CHRISTIAN CHURCH, AND
IS INDEPENDENT OF EXTERNAL CONTROL.

Tais is an immediate inference from the principle illustrated
in the previous chapter. In strict accuracy it might be
«described as the statement of that principle in another form.
If all the members of a Christian Church are directly
responsible to Christ for the maintenance of His authority
in the Church, they must elect their own officers, regulate
their own worship, determine what persons shall be received
into their fellowship, and what persons shall be excluded
from it. The Church must be free from the interference of
any aunthority external to itself, and it must not be too large
for all its members to meet regularly to fulfil the trust which
they have received from Christ. Congregationalism is im-
possible without Independency.

I

The apostolic churches were Independent churches as well
as Congregational churches; they were Independent churches
because they were Congregational churches.

(1.) There is not a single case in the New Testament in which a
Christian assembly acknowledges, or i required to acknowledge, any
teclestastical authority external fo dfself.

The church at Antioch (Acts xiii. 1, xiv. 27) was founded
by members of the church at Jerusalem (Acts xi. 19—z1);
but when it originated the first great movement for preaching
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the Gospel throughout the Pagan world it acted independ-
ently. This movement was one of critical importance. It
marked a new epoch in the history of the Christian Faith.
But the church at Antioch sent out Paul and Barnabas
without asking any authority from the church at Jerusalem—
without even consulting it When Paul and Barnabas re-
turned from their missionary journey it was to the church at
Antioch that they “rehearsed all things that God had done
with them, and how He had opened a door of faith to the
Gentiles” (Acts xiv. 27).

This independent action was taken in obedience to the
will of Christ; for it was at Antioch—not at Jerusalem—
that the Holy Ghost said, ‘Separate Me Barnabas and
Saul for the work whereunto I have' appointed them’™
(Acts xiii. 2z), If the church at Antioch had been under
the control of any ecclesiastical authority external to itself,
this was precisely one of those moments in which the church
would have been required to recognise that authority. But
it stood in the immediate presence of Christ, and was free
from all control but His. Its independent action was: sanc-
tioned—was commanded—by the Spirit of God Himsell.

The church at Corinth was broken up into parties. Some
of the Corinthian Christians denied the resurrection of the
dead—one of the chief articles of the Gospel. The church
generally was indifferent to the claims of Christian morality,
and permitted one of its members to live in gross sin. Itis
clear from Paul's Epistles to the Corinthians that there was
no authority outside the church itself that was responsible
for reconciling its schisms, for correcting its grave doctrinal
errors, for removing from it any member whose moral
conduct was inconsistent with the law of Christ. Had such
an authority existed, the condition of the church was so bad
as to call for its immediate and vigorous action ; had such
an authority existed, Paul would have condemned it. for not
acting sooner. But the church stood apart. It was an Inde-
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pendent church. Paul, though an apostle, could only tell it
what was the will of Christ. Whether it would obey Christ’s
will he had to leave to the church itself. He had no power
to enforce abedience. If the church chose to retain in its
communion the man whom Paul declared should be excluded,
Paul had no authority to exclude him. The church was
responsible to Christ alone.

(1L.) There is nothing in the New Testament lo suggest that the
apostles inlended that separale Christian assemblies should be
drawn inlo a larger ecclesiastical organisation under & ceniral
Lovernment,

The church at Jerusalem had no control over the church
at Antioch; nor were Jerusalem and Antioch under the
government of any supreme ecclesiastical autharity.

The churches which Paul and Barnabas founded in
Lycaonia, Pisidia, and Pamphilia on their first missionary
journey were independent of the church at Antioch and of
each other. In every city there was a church, and in every
church there were elders (Acts xiv. 21—23), but the narrative
of Luke gives the impression that every church stood apart.
No attempt was made to bring them inte any ecclesiastical
confederation or to place them under a common government.
In the account of Paul's second visit to this part of Asia
Minor we are told that the * churches ”—not * the church”
—*¢ were strengthened in the faith and increased in numbers
daily” (Acts xvi. 5). They were standing apart still, and
Paul did nothing to draw them together.

In the western part of Asia Minor there was a church at
Ephesus, another church at Colosse, and another church
at Laodicea (Col. iv. 16). These churches were so near
together that it would have been easy to place them under
the rule of one bishop, ar of one representative Church
Assembly; but each of these Christian societies was directly
responsible to Christ.

Philippi was not far from Thessalonica, but there was a
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church at Philippi and a church at Thessalonica. Cenchrez
was only nine miles from Corinth, but there was a church at
Corinth and also a church at Cenchrez (Rom. xvi. 1).

(II1.) That in apostolic times every organised Christian assembly
was an independent church 1s confirmed by the manner in which
the words *“church” and * churches” are used by the writers of
ithe New Testament.

They speak of the church at Jerusalem (Acts viii. 1, xi. 22),
the church at Antioch (Acts xiii. 1, xiv. 27), the church of the
Thessalonians (1 Thess. i. 1), the church at Philippi (Phil.
iv. 15), the church at Corinth (1 Cor. i. 2), the church at
Cenchrez (Rom, xvi. 1). The Christians in each of these
cities were able to meet together for worship and for instruc-
tion in the Christian Faith, for the election of their officers,
and for the exercise of church discipline.

On the other hand, in no single instance do the writers of
the New Testament speak of *the Church™ of any province
or large district of country. The Christians of Macedonia did
not constitute a Church; Paul speaks of the *churches of
Macedonia” (1 Cor. viii. 1). The Christians of Galatia did
not constitute a Church; Paul addresses the churches of
Galatia” (Gal. i. 1). The Christians of Syria and Cilicia did
not constitute a Church; Luke tells us that Paul “ went
through Syria and Cilicia confirming the churches” (Acts
Xv. 41). The Christians in Asia Minor did not constitute a
Church ; John addresses ‘‘the seven churches of Asia™
(Rev. i. 4).* ,

The action of the apostles was uniform. Every church
they founded stood apart from every other church. Whether
it consisted mainly of Jews inheriting a monotheistic faith,
disciplined from their childhood to the morality of the Jewish
Law, familiar with the manifestations of God’s righteousness

* For the use of the word “church” in Acts ix. 31 see APPENDIX on
% The word ¢ Church.”*
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and love in the wonderful history of their race, instructed in
the writings of Psalmists and Prophets who saw afar off the
glory of Christ and longed for His coming; or whether it
consisted mainly of Gentiles drawn from the baser levels of
Pagan society, with their imagination still under the spell of
Pagan superstitions, and with their moral life still infected by
the foul atmosphere of Pagan vices, made no difference.
With a courage—with an audacity of faith—which, when we
look back upon it, creates astonishment, the apostles trusted
every Christian society which they founded to itself, or rather
to the defence and government of Christ and the illumination
of His Spirit.

II.

The reasons for taking a-different course were so strong
and so obvious that the apostles could not have failed to
recognise them. What would have been more natural than
to have drawn the weaker churches of Judea and Samaria
into organic union with the powerful church at Jerusalem ?
In the church at Jerusalem there were for some time not
only apostles, there were “ elder brethren,” some of whom
may have been the personal friends of Christ, all of whom
had probably been believers in Christ from the great day
on which the Spirit of God descended on the disciples and
the triumphs of the Christian Gospel began. James the
brother of our Lord, who remained in Jerusalem, and was
the leader of the church after the apostles had been driven
from the city, was a man of so much distinction that he is
named with Peter and John as if his personal authority was
equal to theirs. It was a church rich in knowledge, rich in
experience, rich in sanctity. What would have been more
natural than to have given it power to control the disorders
and to correct the heresies which were likely to arise in a
church like that at Antioch, the majority of whose members
were probably converts from heathenism ?
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‘Whatever objections, drawn from expediency, have beem
urged against the isolation and independency of churches in
later times might have been urged with still greater force
against the isolation and independency of churches during
the thirty or forty perilous years which followed the Ascension
of our Lord. Dut to the apastles the ideal church was the
Christian assembly; and from the attempt to give reality to
the ideal church nathing could divert them. They had learnt
from their Master that wherever two or three are gathered
together in His name, He is in the midst of them (Matt.
xviii. 20); and they desired that each church should find the
bond of its unity and its defence against all dangers in Him.

Those great words of Christ’s are the real ground and
justification of the independent form of church polity.
Congregationalists do not contend that any number of
Christian men have a natural right to form a church of their
own, to celebrate worship as they please, and to observe the
Christian Sacraments according to what seems to them the
mind of Christ, without the interference of any external
ecclesiastical authority. Their contention is of a much more
serious kind. ‘

They say that when even two or three are gathered together
in the name of Christ, Christ is in the assembly. He is
there, not merely to receive worship and to confer blessing,
but to make the prayers of the assembly His own, to control
and direct its deliberations, and to invest its action with His
own authority. He does not stand apart; He is one of the -
company. If a Christian man has a complaint to urge against
a brother, Christ is there to hear it; and if the assembly is
really gathered together in His name, if its members are-
completely one with Him, their decision is His decision;
what they bind on earth is bound in heaven, what they loose
on earth is loosed in heaven. From an assembly in which
Christ himself is present, and whose decisions He confirms,
there can be no appeal.
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Nor is it in cases of discipline alone that the decisions of
the church are the decisions of Christ. In the reception of
members into its fellowship, in the election and deposition of
its officers, in the regulation of its worship, in the direction
and conduct of all its agencies for relieving the miseries of
the sick and the poor, for perfecting the life of its own
members, and for evangelising the world, the ideal church is
acting under the guidance of Christ, is giving effect to His
laws, and is the organ of His will. Whenever it meets it
meets in His name; it has no occasion to meet except to
rejoice in Christ, to learn His mind, to receive His benedic-
tion, and to do His work. Whenever it meets, Christ
Himself is present, and the acts of the church. are the acts
of Christ. s authority cannot be challenged.

Independency is an attempt to realise this august concep-
tion. The members of Congregational churches may be far
enough from reaching that complete union with Christ which
is the perfection of the Christian life. In their church
meetings they may often forget that Christ Himself is present,
and that they have to do His will, and not to please them-
selves. But to surrender the independence of their churches.
would be an act of despair. It would be a confession that
they have lost faith in the assurance of Christ that when
those who believe in Him are assembled in His name, He
Himself is among them, and authoritatively confirms their
decisions.*

* Robert Brown expressed this truth in his own daring way :—¢ The
voice of the whole people, guided by the elders and forwardest, is' said
to be the voice of God. . . . Therefore, the meetings together of
many churches, also of every whole church, and of the elders therein, is
above the apostle, and above the prophet, the evangelist, the pastor, and
every particular elder. . . . .And this also meant Paul when he saith
(x Car. ii. 22), * We are yours, and you are Christ’s, and Christ is God's.
So that the apostle is inferior to the church, and the church is inferior to
Christ, and Christ, concerning His manhood and office in the church, is
inferior to God*’ (** A True and Shaort Declaration,” &c.). Brown believed
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The ideal righteousness illustrated in the teaching of Christ
and in the perfection of His own life and character transcends
the limits of Christian achievement, but it still remains the
law of personal conduct; and the ideal conception of the
Church may never be completely realised by any Christian
society, but it still remains the law of church polity.

In maintaining that by the will of Christ every society of
Christians organised for Christian worship, instruction, and
fellowship is a Christian church, and is independent of
external control, Congregational Independency affirms the
enduring truth of the great words of Christ, “ Wherever two
or three are gathered together in My name, there am I in the
midst of them.”

NoTe I.—CONGREGATIONALISM AND INDEPENDENCY.—In-
dependency is possible without Congregationalism. A church
that asserts and maintains absolute freedom from all ex-
ternal control may entrust the government of the churchto its
officers, reserving no power to the commonalty of the church
to discuss and revise their proceedings. The minister and other
church officers may have authority to receive candidates into
fellowship, to exclude from fellowship persons whom they
- may regard as unworthy, to determine finally all questions
~ relating to the worship of the church, its finance, and the
~ administration of its institutions. With such an organisation
the Christian commonalty would delegate their responsibilities
to the rulers of the church, who alone would be directly

in Congregational councils; in the meeting, not of the representatives of
churches, but of the churches themselves, to consider questions of common
interest or special difficulty. It is to such councils herefers when he speak s
of “*meelings together of many churches,”
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responsible to Christ for maintaining the supremacy of His
will. The Christian commonalty would be responsible for the
election of their rulers, but, after the election, their responsi-
bility would cease. Such a polity (to borrow a phrase of the
Rev. Joseph Fletcher's, in his “ History of Independency )
might be described as * intra-Congregational Presby-
terianism,” or, still more accurately, as Presbyterian Inde-
pendency.

Nore II.—THE CHURCHES AT JERUSALEM, EPHESUS, AND
CorINTH.—It is contended (I.) that, in such large cities as
Jerusalem, Ephesus, and Corinth, the Christians were se
numerous that they could not have met together as one
church, that they must have worshipped in different places,
that they must have been organised into distinct religious
societies, and that in each of these cities *the church”
must have consisted of these associated societies under a
representative government. This contention is supposed to
derive support (1L.) from the large number of Christian teachers
in each of these cities. And there are some otker arguments
which are alleged to strengthen this conclusion.

1.

(1.) The Church at _Jerusalem—In Jerusalem three thousand
persons were baptized on the Day of Pentecost (Acts ii. 41);
after this “the Lord added to them day by day those that
were being saved” (Acts ii. 47); it has been alleged that
“about five thousand men” (Acts iv. 4), besides women,
became Christians as the result of the discourse which Peter
celivered in the Temple after healing the lame man at “the
door of the Temple which is called Beautiful;” we are
reminded that after the death of Ananias and Sapphira the
apostles worked many miracles, and * multitudes, both of
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men and women,” were added to the Lord (Acts v. 14); tha
after the election of *‘the seven” this enlargement of the
-church went on rapidly, and ‘‘the number of the disciplep
multiplied in Jerusalem exceedingly ; and a great company o
the priests were obedient to the faith” (Actsvi. 7); that after
the death of Herod “ the word of God grew and multiplied ”
(Acts zii. z4); that when Paul came to Jerusalem with the
-contributions from the Gentiles for the poor Christians in
that city he was reminded * how many thousands ” (myriads)
there were among the Jews which had believed (Acts xxi. 20).

But (1), if there were several organised congregations in
Jerusalem with their own “ elders,”” it is remarkable that
there should be nothing in the Acts of the Apostles to
suggest their existence. That the Christians of Jerusalem
may have had private and informal meetings for Chris-
tian fellowship in different parts of the city is possible.
There was a time when it was very common for the members
-of the same Independent church in a large town to meet
together in groups for prayer and religious conversation;
but these groups were not in any sense ““ sectional churches,”
nor were they under a common representative government ;
.all the members of the separate groups were members of the
-same church, and were expected to be present at the meet-
ings of the church, and to take part in its business.

(2) The number of Christian converts permanently living
‘in Jernsalem and belonging to the church in that city is
enormously exaggerated.

(a) Jews were continually coming to Jerusalem from
remote parts of the world to celebrate the feasts. It is
‘probable that many of these were among the converts who
received baptism from the apostles, and who temporarily
became members of the church at Jerusalem. DBut after
a few weeks these visitors wouid return home. Of the three
thousand converted on the Day of Pentecost it is probable
that a large number were strangers. Of the ‘“many thou-
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sands” of believers spoken of in Acts xxi. z1 a large
proportion—how large it is impossible to say—were probably -
Jews whose homes were not in Jerusalem, but who had come
up to celebrate the Feast of Pentecost.

() The  five thousand men ”* in Acts iv. 4 are not to be
regarded as fresh additions to the church. The Revised
Version gives the true translation : ‘“the number of the men
.came to be about five thousand ”—that is, the new converts,
added to those who had been previously received into the
<hurch, brought up the number of the men to about five
thousand.

{¢) During the persecution which followed the death of
Stephen the members of the church were driven out of the
«city, and “ were all scattered abroad throughout the regions
of Judea and Samaria, except the apostles” (Acts viii. 1).
Without attaching to the word “all” a meaning which,in a
popular document like that of the Acts of the Apostles, it
-does not necessarily bear, it is clear that the great majority of
the members of the church left Jerusalem; that very few of
them remained ; nor have we anything to show that many of

- them ever returned. )

(d) We are not left to speculate as to whether it was possible
for the Christian converts to meet in one assembly; we are
told, over and over again, that they did. On the Day of
Pentecost all the disciples were *together in one place”
(Acts ii. 1). This, it may be said, is not surprising, for as yet
their number was very small. But after the * three thou-
sand” were baptized “all that believed were together”
(Acts ii. 44). As yet the number of believers living in

® T do not care to discuss the question whether Luke uses the word
andrin (men) in this place loosely to-include women as well as men.
Meyer stands by Luke’s accuracy. It is a little curious, no doubt, that
the number of the ‘“men ” only should be given ; but there may have been,
reasons for this of which we are ignorant, and about which it is useless to-
speculate, i
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Jerusalem may have been small, and many of those con-
verted on the Day of Pentecost had probably left the city.
But after “‘the men” reached the number of * five thousand ”
* they were all with one accord in Solomon’s Porch” (Acts v.
xii.); the church met where our Lord Himself had taught.
\When “the seven” had to be elected “the twelve called
the multitude of the disciples unto them and said, It is not
fit that we should forsake the Word of God and serve tables ™
(Acts vi. 2). Where this meeting was held Luke does not
tell us; but it is clear that the whole church, *the multi-
tude”—not the rulers and representatives of the church—
were assembled for the election. In Acts xv., which contains
the account of the visit of Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem,
there arc several indications that the church could still meet
in one place for worship and for discussion. “When they
were come to Jerusalem, they were received of the church
and the apostles ‘and the elders” (Acts xv. 4). When the
apostles and the elders met to consider the question sub-
mitted to them by the Christians at Antioch, their deljbera-
tions took place in the presence of the church, and the
unofficial members of the church might have taken part in
the discussion, for it is said that after Peter’s speech “all the
multitude kept silence” (Acts xv. 12), implying that they
might have spoken kad they wished to speak. The letter
addressed to the Christians at Antioch was sent by Judas and
Silas with the concurrence of ‘‘the whole church”: “It
seemed good to the apostles and the elders, with the whole
church, to choose men out of their company, and send them
to Antioch . . . andthey wrote thus by them” (Acts xv.
22,23). * The whole church” was present, and apparently
any member of the church might have proposed other
messengers, or objected to any part of the letter.

t Is clear tnat, as a church, the Christians in Jerusalem
met together in one place.
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(I1.) The Church at Ephesus.—1It is alleged that there was a
<hurch in the house of Priscilla and Aquila at Ephesus (1 Cor.
xvi. 19), and another large Christian assembly in the same
city which formed another church; and that, since all the Chris-
tians at Ephesus are described as *“the church ” at Ephesus,
these two sectional churches must have been included in one
organisation governed by representatives of the separate
Christian assemblies.

But what is the history of the church at Ephesus ?

(a) Paul met Aquila and Priscilla at Corinth (Acts xviil. 1),
and they went with him from Corinth to Ephesus (Acts
xviii. 18). _

(8) Paul stayed at Ephesus a very short time; Aquila and
Priscilla remained in the city after he left (Acts xviii. ig—z1).

(c) After. an interval of a few months Paul returned to
Ephesus and found Aquila and Priscilla there still. While
he had been away, the few converts he had made at his first
visit had probably met in Aquila’s house, and others had been
added to them. As Aquila and Priscilla were tent-makers,
they probably had large work-rooms in which a considerable
number of persons might meet for Christian instruction and
worship. It was during this visit that Paul wrote his First
Epistle to the Corinthians and sent the salutation from
Aquila and Priscilla and “ the church that is in their house.”
Before the epistle was written another assembly was probably
formed in the “school of Tyrannus” (Acts xix. 10); and for
a time there were two churches in the city. But during
the next two years we read neither of ‘“the church” nor of
“the churches” at Ephesus, but only of the * disciples” (Acts
xix. 30, XX. I).

(d) Aquila and Priscilla left Ephesus either before Paul
was driven from the city by the riot provoked by Demetrius
-or very soon afterwards.. It is certain that they had left
before Paul called the elders of the Ephesian church to meet
him at Miletus (Acts xx. 17), for in the interval he had

]



82 THE PRIN CIPLES OF

written thé Epistle to the Romans from Corinth, and Priscilla
and Aquila were at that time in Rome (Rom xvi. 3). When
Aquila and Priscilla left Ephesus the church in their house
would probably be united with the church which had met in
the school of Tyrannus. We therefore find in Acts xx. 17
that from Miletus Paul *sent to Ephesus to call to him the
elders,” not “ of the churches”—but * of the church.”

“In connection with this point it should be specially
noticed that the term church is never applied to the whole
body of converts in a town where any of the persons having
churches in their houses then resided. Accordingly, when Aquila:
and Priscilla lived in Rome, . . . the entire company of
believers in the imperial city is not styled the churck of Rome
or af Rome contemporaneously with the existence of a church
in Aquila and Priscilla’s house (compare the Epistle to the
Romans, xvi. 5, and the entire letter). So also in the case of
Philemon. At the time a church is said to be in his house
there is no mention of ke church at Colosse. The example of
Nymphas at Laodicea is apparently an exception, but not
really so, unless it can be proved that he lived 7z the city
rather than in its vicinity” (Davidson’s “Ecclesiastical Polity:
of the New Testament,” Second Edition, p. 83).

(II1.) Zke Churck at Corinth.—The principal grounds on
which it is maintained that the church at Corinth was a group
of churches under the government of a supreme representative
body are (2) the large number of Christians in the city, who,
it is alleged, could not have met as one congregation; (5):
the distinct recognition of several * churches” in 1 Cor.
xiv. 34, which in the Authorized Version reads, ¢ Let your
women kéep silence in the churches.,” Inreply to (o) it is
sufficient to remark that we have no proof at all that the
Corinthian Christians were g0 numerous that they could not.
meet together as one ehurch. In reply to (8) it may be fairly
drgued that Paul is stating a law on which he insists in alb
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churches. “Bat if his intention had been general, should
he not have used throughout a general phraseology? Would
he not have said, ‘Let women keep silence in the churches’ ?
Why sour women, if he did not mean Zkesr women in par-
ticular ?” This rejoinder is very fair, but its force dis-
appears on the discovery that, in the true reading of the text,
the “your”.is not found. In the Revised Version the pas-
sage reads, ‘“ Let the women keep silence in the churches.”
However large the church at Corinth may have been, Paul
speaks of all its members as meeting together in one place.
¢ If, therefore, the whole church be assembled together, and
all speak with tongues,’? &c. {1 Cor, xiv. 23). :

II.

The large number of religious teachers in each of these
three churches is supposed to support the theory that each of-
them consisted of a number of separate churches included in
one large ecclesiastical organisation, and under a.common
government.

But this argument rests mpon a misconception of the
“ministries” of the primitive churches. Every church had
several ‘“ elders ”’ or * bishops;” but at first it was not necessary
that all of them should be able to teach. They shared between -
them the general care of the Christian community. In some
of the churches there were several “prophets;” but every
¢ prophet” did not *“prophesy” every time the church as-
sembled. Nor is there any reason to suppose that all the
‘““teachers” taught the church whenever it met for worship
and fellowship. The power to teach came to be one of
the necessary qualifications of “the bishop” (i Tim. iii. 2):
- but there were “ teachers ”” who were not “ bishops,” and who
had no official position in the church. In the free as-
semblies of the church, prophets and teachers used their
several gifts for the instsuction. and -edification of .their

6
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brethren, but they had no official appointment, and their
services were, in all probability, only occasional.

To argue that, because there were many *teachers” in
Corinth, Ephesus, or Jerusalem, there must have been many
churches in the city is to forget that, though in a modern
church there is generally only one teacher—the pastor—in a
large apostolic church there were probably many “ teachers,”
as well as “ prophets,” “elders,” and “ deacons.”

Note II.—THE CoUNCIL AT JERUSALEM.—The appeal of
the church at Antioch to “the apostles and elders” at
Jerusalem, on the question whether Christian converts from
heathenism were under any obligation to submit to circam-
«<ision and observe the laws of Moses, is regarded by some as
a decisive proof that in apostolic times separate churches
were under the authority of ‘councils,”” or representative
< gynods,” and were, therefore, not independent. An exami-
nation of the narrative in Acts xv. will show that the assembly
to which the question was submitted, and in which it was
discussed, was neither a * council” of bishops nor a repre-
sentative “synod”; and the appeal proves nothing against
the Independency of apostolic churches.

There were Jewish Christians who insisted that the cere-
monies and institutions of Judaism, established by God
Himself, had not been abolished by our Lord Jesus Christ.
They contended that the Jews were still the elect race, and
that it was inconceivable that they had lost their ancient pre-
rogatives by the fulfilment of the prophecies which had been
the solace and glory of their fathers for more than two
thousand years. If heathen 'men desired to share the
blessings of the Diviné Kingdom which the Jewish Messiah
had established, they must observe Jewish laws and customs.
« Certain men” holding these opinions ‘came down from
yjudea” to Antioch, “and taught the brethren, saying,
Except ye be circumcised after the custom of Moses, ye
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cannot be saved” (Acts xv. 1). They appear to have
alleged the authority of the church at Jerusalem for these
opinions (Acts xv. 24, 25); and they were able to maintain
with perfect truth that, whatever Paul and Barnabas might
teach, the Christians at Jerusalem, among whom were several
of the original apostles and many other of the personal
friends of the Lord Jesus Christ, observed the laws of Moses.
The position of the Judaisers was a strong position, and the
evangelisation of the whole of the heathen world was
arrested by the controversy. If there was a real conflict
between Paul and Barnabas on the one side, and the Christians
at Jerusalem on the other, it would seem the safer course
for the recent converts from heathenism at Antioch to adhere
to the faith and practice of the older and more powerful
charch.

The way in which it was resolved to settle the question
was simple’and obvious. The Judaisers maintained that * the
apostles ” and “elders” at Jerusalem were on their side. A
deputation was sent from Antioch to Jerusalem to learn
whether this was a fact.

When Paul and Barnabas reached Jerusalem the church
met to receive them, the apostles and elders being present;
and they told the story of the triumphs of the Faith among
the Gentiles. They began, no doubt, with the revelation of
the Divine will to the church at Antioch: * As they ministered
to the' Lord, and fasted, the Holy Ghost said, Separate Me
Barnabas and Saul for the work whereunto I have called them
(Actsxiii.2). Then came the account of their preaching in
Cyprus, in Pamphylia, in Pisidia, and in Lycaonia, and of the
churches which they had founded inthese countries. We can
imagine the joy and thankfulness with which the story was
listened to. “But there rose up certain of the sect of the
Pharisees who believed, saying, It is needful to circumcise
them, and to charge them to keep the law of Moses”
(Acts zv. 5). '
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Another meeting-was held. The appeal had been to “tne
apostles and the elders,” and Luke tells us that “the apostles
and-the elders were gathered together to consider this matter,”
but the whole church was present. There was great difference
of opinion, sharp discussion, *‘ much- questioning » (Acts xv.
6, 7). Peter's speech, in which he reminded the church that,
while he was preaching to Gentiles—Cornelius and his friends
—God * bare them witness, giving them the Holy Ghost, even
as He did unto us” (Acts xv. 7, 8), appears to have silenced,
if it did not convince, the Judaisers {Acts xv. 12). Barnabas
and Paul once more rehearsed ‘ what signs and wonders God
had wrought among the Gentiles by them,” and this time
they were heard without protest (Acts xv. 12, 13). James
then proposed what may be described as articles of peace
between the Jewish and Gentile Christians. The Jewish
Christians might continue to observe their national customs,
but, said James, “my judgment is, that we trouble not them
which from ameng the Gentiles turn to God” (Acts xv. 19).
There were, however, some practices so hateful to the Jews
that, unless the Christian Gentiles avoided them, there could
be na free, social relations between the two sections of the
Church. James therefore recommends that the Christian
Gentiles should be asked “to abstain from the pollutions of
idols . . . and from what is strangled, and from blood.”
To these rituel requirements he adds a moral one. Sensual
sins were appallingly common in the Pagan world, and James
thinks that even Christian converts from Paganism are not
likely to share the Jewish abhorrence of these foul offences,
and he proposes that they should also be required to abstain
.from * fornication” (Acts xv. 20).

These proposals secured the concurrence of the whole
church. The church was convinced that they expressed not
merely its own judgment, but the judgment of the Holy
*Spirit, and they were embodied in a letter addressed to “the
brethren which are of the Gentiles in Antioch and Syria, and
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Cilicia.” ¥ In this letter the teaching of those who have
‘“troubled” the Christians at Antioch is rcpudiated, and
* our beloved Barnabas and Paul” are spoken of with honour
as “ men that have hazarded their lives for the name of our
Lord ]esus Christ ” (Acts xv. 24, 25).

I It is ciear that ihis assembly was not @ represenialive
synod.

(I.) The church at Antioch appealed to “the apostles and
the elders” at Jerusalem to learn whether it was with their
authority that certain men who came down from Judea had
taught that unless the Gentile Christians were * circumcised
after the custom of Moses ” they could not be saved.

(1L.) It was “the apostles and the elders” and “the whole
church” (Acts xv. 22) at Jerusalem that considered the
question, and answered it.

(IIL.) There isnot the slightest hint that any church outside
the city of Jerusalem was invited to send representatives to
the assembly. Paul and Barnabas, with their friends from the
church at Antioch (Acts xv. 2), came alone. There is nothing
to suggest that they were accompanied by representgtives from
the churches of Syria and Cilicia who were to'take part in
deciding the controversy Even the church at Antioch was
not “represented ” in the assembly. Paul and Barnabas and
their friends were what we should call the appellants, they
were not present in Jerusalem to express their own judgment

* In the Authorized Version the letter is written in the name of * the
apostles and elders and brethren.” In thetext of the Revisers the *and""
is omitted, and the version reads—* The apostles and the elder brethren,
unto the brethren which are of the Gentiles,”” &c. As it is clear that the
4 brethren,” * the multitude,” * the church,” were prosent at the dis.
<cussion of the whole question, and as at the first meeting, if not at the
second, other persons besides  the apostles and the e]ders " took part
in the debate (Acts xv. §), the change is of no great importance. Butit
is at least doubtful whether the text of the Revisers, though supported
by high MS. authority, is accurate. Tischendoxf retains the *acd;™
Lachmann rejects it.
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on the question, but to ask for the judgment of *“the apostles
and the elders” of the church in that city. The letter in
which the decision of the assembly was recorded was not
theirs; it is the letter of the persons to whom, in the name
of the church at Antioch, they had appealed, and they are
described as “ our beloved Barnabas and Paul, men that have
hazarded their lives for the name of the Lord Jesus;” and
the letter was sent to Antioch, not by Paul and Barnabas,
but by Judas and Silas, who were prominent members of the
church at Jerusalem (Acts xv. z2).

II. It is clear that the assembly was not a * council.” Ifit
had been a ““council ” the bishops of the churches scattered
over Asia Minor ought to have been present, but these
churches learnt the decisions of the assembly from Paul
and Barnabas—not from their own bishops (Acts xvi. 4).
Nor does it appear that even the bishops of any churches in
the immediate neighbourhood of Jerusalem were present.
The decrees were the decrees of *the apostles and elders
that were in Jerusalem.”

The whole story, apart from modern controversies, is per-
fectly simple. Certain Jewish Christians, who had come
down to Antioch, insisted that the Gentile converts could not
be saved unless they submitted to circumcision and kept the
laws of Moses; and they said that they had the authority of
the great mother-church at Jerusalem on their side. Paul
and Barnabas and some others were appointed to go to
Jerusalem to learn whether this was true. A synod would
have been of no use. A “council” would have been
of no use. It was not the opinion of the elected repre-
sentatives of the churches of Syria, Cilicia, Pheenicia, and
Samaria that was wanted. It was not the opinion of the bishops
of those churches that was wanted. The question to be deter-
mined was whether the church at Jerusalem, and especially
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the apostles who were living there and the elders of the church,
supported the Judaisers. The apostles and the elders and
the church gave a clear and definite answer to the question.
The assembly was not a “synod”; neither was it a * council.”
It was the meeting of a single church which had been asked
to declare whether, as a matter of fact, certain persons had
spoken with its authority. And, as it was the great Jewish
church, advantage was taken of the discussion to state the
terms on which Jewish Christians could live peaceably witk
Christian converts from heathenism,
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Church ®fﬁcer9.

CHAPTER L
THE PASTORATE OF THE APOSTOLIC CHURCHES.

{L.) In the persecution which followed the martyrdom of
Stephen the members of the church at Jerusalem were * all
scattered abroad throughout the regions of Judea and
Samaria, except the apostles” (Acts viii. 1). After the
martyrdom of James the apostles themselves left Jerusalem,
and the contributions which Paul and Barnabas brought
from Antioch for the relief of the brethren in Judea who
were suffering from famine were entrusted to the “elders”
of the church (Acts xi. 27—30).* Whether the “elders”

® It is assumed that the martyrdom of James and the imprisonment and
release of Peter, which Luke narrates in Acts xii., were contemporane-
-ous with some of the events narrated in the preceding chapter. He says
that the martyrdom and imprisonment happened ‘about that time”
(Acts xii. 1), This appears to be the explanation of Paul's omission of
any. reference to this visit in Gal i.and ii. In that epistle he is vindi-
cating the independence of his apostolic commission, and explaining
his relations to the original apostles, not giving an account of all his
journeys after his conversion. The apostles had left the city when he and
Bamabas came with the contributions from Antioch; they saw only the
< elders ;* it was therefore unnecessary that the visit should b¢ mentioned,
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were appointed before or after the death of James there is
nothing to indicate. But from that time Jerusalem ceaset}
to be the home of the apostles; some of them visited the
city occasionally and remained there for a longer or shorter
time, but their principal duties lay elsewhere. The church
was deprived of its apostolic leaders, and was in charge of
“elders” or ‘“presbyters.” *

Paul and Barnabas appointed  elders or “ presbyters”
in every church that they founded in Lycia, Pamphylia,
Pisidia, and Lycaonia (Acts xiv. 23). There were *elders”
in the church at Ephesus (Acts xx. 17). Titus was directed
to appoint ““ elders” in every city of Crete (Titus i. 5).

(IL.) In churches consisting chiefly of Gentiles—but never
in churches consisting chiefly of Jews—the ‘“elders™ are
sometimes called * biskops '’ (Acts xx. 28; Phil. i. 1), and, in
his Epistles to Timothy and Titus, Paul describes what
sort of men “bishops” ought to be (1 Tim. iii. 1—7;
Titus i. 7—9). )

¢ Bishops” and “elders” discharged the same functions
and held the same rank. Z%af these fwo titles denoted the
same office is certain,

# ¢ This later persecution was the signal for the dispersion of the Twelve
on a wider mission. Since Jerusalem would no longer be their home
as hitherto, it became necessary to provide for the permanent direction of
the church there, and for this purpose the usual government of the
synagogue would be adopted. Now, at all events, for the first time we
read of ‘presbyters’ in connection with the Christian brotherhood at
Jerusalem. From this time forward all official communications with the
mother-church are carried on through their intervention, To the
presbyters Bamnabas and Saul bear the alms contributed by the Gentile
churches (Acts xi. 20). The presbyters are persistently associated with
the apostles—in convening the congress, in the superscription of the
decree, and in the general settlement of the dispute between the Jewish
and Gentile Christians (Acts xv. 2, 4, 6, 22, 23; xvi, 4). By the pres-
byters St. Paul was received many years later on his last visit to Jerusalem,
and to them he gives an account of his missionary labours and triumphs *
(Lightfoot, ¢ Philippians,” p. 191).



CHURCH OFFICERS. 93

(1) Paul invited the * elders™ or *presbyters™ of the
church at Ephesus to meet him at Miletus. When they came
he said to them, *“Take heed unto yourselves and to all the
. flock, in the which the Holy Ghost hath made you &ishops”

(Acts xx. 28).

(2) Paul directs Titus to appoint “elders” in every city,
and goes on to say, * If any man is blameless, the husband of
one wife, having children that believe, who are not accused
of riot or unruly. For the ishop must be blameless,” &c.
(Titus i. §—9). If the “eldetr’’ and the * bishop” had not
been the same, this account of the qualifications of the bishop
would have been irrelevant.

(3) In Paul’s First Epistle to Timothy, after describing the
qualifications of a * bishop” (chap. iii. 1=7), he passes on to
describe the qualifications of ““deacons” (chap. iii. 8—13).
Of “elders” he says nothing. If there had been three grades
of office in the church—bishops, presbyters or elders, and
deacons—it seems unlikely that the qualifications necessary
for an elder should have been omitted. Later in the epistle,
having occasion to speak of certain church officers, he de-
scribes them as “elders” (chap. v. 17—19.) These were
not the deacons—the servants of the church—but its rulers
and teachers. “Let the elders that rule well be counted
worthy of double honour, especially those who labour in the
word and in teaching (chap. v. 17). They were * bishops”
or * overseers.” :

(4) In the Epistle to the Philippians Paul salutes *the
bishops and deacons ” (chap.i. 1). Had there been “elders”
in the church, as distinguished from * bishops,” it is incon-
ceivable that Paul should not have mentioned them.

(5) Peter, addressing the *‘elders” of the churches to
which he is writing, charges them to “ Tend the flock of God
« « . exercising the oversight [ fulfilling the office of bishops],
not of constraint, but willingly, according unto God” (1 Pet.
v. 1,2). The work of an elder was the work of a bishop.
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(6) Although Paul speaks of * bishops and deacons™
(Phil. i. 1) becanse these were distinct and different offices:
neither he nor any other New Testament writer ever spcaks
of “ bishops” and * presbyters”” or * elders.”

(I11.) In Eph. iv. 11 these same church officers are described
as “ pastors and feachers” That these are the *elders” or
“ bishops” of the churches appears—

(1) From the omission of any other reference to “ elders ”
or ““ bishops” in this passage. -

(2) From the terms in which the work of “bishops” or
“‘elders” is described both by Paul and by Peter. In his
address to the Ephesian “elders” Paul speaks of their work as
the work of ““ shepherds” -or “pastors”: * Take heed unto
yourselves and to all the flock, in which the Holy Spirit hath
made you bishops to feed [fo act as pastors fo] the Church of
God” (Acts xzx. 28). And in Peter's charge to “elders” he
says, * Tend [act as pasiors fo] the flock of God” (r Pct.i. z).

(IV.) Elsewhere ‘ bishops,” * elders,” * pastors,” are de-
scribed more generally as * gresidents ” and *“ sulers” of the
churches: “ We beseech you, brethren, to know them that
labour among §ou, and are over you in the Lord, and admonish
you” (1 Thess. v. 12); * Obey them that have the rule over you,
and submit to them, for they watch in behalf of your souls”
(Heb. xiii. 17); “Salute all them that have the rule over
you” (Heb. xiii. 24). These passages evidently refer to
church officers that were invested with a certain authority
over the church ; and the only officers to whom this authority
i§ attributed elsewhere are the ¢ bishops,” *elders,” and
“ pastors.” ,

It appears, therefore, that in the New Testament the same
church ‘officers are described as *‘ elders,” * bishops,” * pastors
and teachers,” * ptesidents,”  rulers.”
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II.

It also appears that it was usual for every church—that is,.
every separate assembly and society of believers in Christ—
to have several of these officers. Paul and Barnabas did not
appoint one elder, but *elders,” in every church (Acts xiv.
23), and every elder was a_* bishop.” There were several
“elders” in the church at Ephesus (Acts xx. 18), and all
these elders were “bishops™ (Acts xx. 28). In-the church
at Philippi (Phil. i. 1) there were “bishops” as well as
“ deacons”—not one bishop and one deacon; not one
bishop and several deacons; bat several officers belonging to.
each order.

There is nothing to indicate that there were gradations of
rank among the * elders,” * bishops,” * pastors,” of a
church. They had the same title; they shared common
responsibilities ; there was perfect equality in their official
position.

IIT.

But equality of official position would not carry with it
equality of personal influence. That in many churches one
““bishop” or * presbyter” should command greater confi-
dence and greater reverence than his fellow-bishops or
fellow-presbyters, and should exert a more powerful control
over the life of the church, was inevitable. Among the
“elders” of a newly organised church it is probable
that there would often be one man who, on account of his
greater age, or perhaps on account of his reputation for
personal integrity before he recéived the Christian Faith,
would be regarded with exceptional respect by his colleagues
and by all his Christian brethren. When a church had
existed for twenty or thirty years it would attach exceptional
weight to the judgment of a ** bishop ™ who had watched over
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its fortunes from the beginning, and whose appointment
had been confirmed by the evangelist or apostle who had
founded the church; newly elected * bishops” would have
the same rank and the same title, but not the same measure
of authority. Even a young * bishop » with an eager tempera-
ment and resolute will, with great courage and great industry,
would soon secure ascendency over his less vigorous col-
leagues. Or a *“ bishop” might have exceptional authority,
both among his brethren in office and in the church generally,
on account of his eminent sanctity, or of his vehement
zeal, or of his practical sagacity, or of his eloquence, or of
his large and profound knowledge of Christian truth,

While the official equality of the “bishops” or “presbyters”
was still acknowledged, one of the “bishops,” one of the
“ presbyters,” would, therefore, in many churches become the
recognised leader of the Christian community. He would
usually preside both in the church assembly and in the
«council of church officers.

Even in those churches in which none of the “bishops”
had this personal ascendency, experience would sooner or
later demonstrate the convenience, and even the necessity, of
appointing a permanent president. To maintain order in a
{ree popular religious assembly, in which every man was at
liberty to exhort, reprove, or comfort his brethren, to illustrate
a Christian doctrine or a Christian duty, to offer a prayer or
sing a psalm * was not an easy duty. It would be discharged
most effectively by the “bishop” that discharged it most
frequently, and whose authority the church had become accus-
tomed to recognise. When the officers of the church met
for consultation and for administrative business, the functions
of the president were less difficult. But even in these smaller
meetings it was necessary that some one should have authority
to control the discussion and to bring it to a close; and it

—

® See 1 Cor. xiv. 26—33.
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was also necessary that some one should be charged with the
responsibility of carrying the decisions of the meeting into
effect. In these meetings the ‘“ bishops” might have presided
in turn, but for administrative purposes it was convenient that
one of them should be made permanent president.

In some of the churches of Asia Minor at the beginning
of the second century the president of the church was dis-
tinguished from his colleagues by a separate title ; he was the
““bishop” and his colleagues were * presbyters” or ** elders.”
In these churches there were three classes of officers—bishops,
presbyters, and deacons—instead of two, as in the churches of
apostolic times. A system of Congregational Episcopacy was
established ; and the claims, not only of the bishop, but of the
presbyters and deacons, on the submission of the peoplc
were asserted in extravagant terms. As yet the bishop
was not the ruler of a diocese, but only of a single church;
nor did he rule alone—his presbyters were his council, and it
was the duty of the church to obey them as well as him. Butin
the bishop the church was taught to find its centre of unity,
and his authority was supreme.

This was a grave departure from apostolic precedent. It
was more. It was a violation of the principles on which the
apostolic churches had been founded. From this time the
great responsibilities of the commonalty of the church began
to be obscured ; the corresponding powers of the commonalty
of the church began to be impaired. To describe the fatal
change in modern language—the principle of Independency
was for a time maintained, but the principle. of Congre-
gationalism was soon suppressed. The Christian assembly in
every city was free from all external control ; it was a separate,
independent church; but the authority which the apostles
attributed to the whole assembly was gradually usurped by
the bishop and elders.

For these perilous innovations no apostolic authority can
be alleged.®

® See Appendix, on *“ The Origin of Episcopacy.”
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CHAPTER IL

THE PASTORATE IN THE APOSTOLIC CHURCHES
APPOINTED BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE LORD
JESUS CHRIST.

THE apostles, when they founded churches, did not at once
place them in charge of “bishops” or “elders.” But before
the formal appointment of church officers men of exceptional
religious earnestness, or exceptional strength of character, or
-exceptional sagacity, or exceptional zeal must have exerted
an undefined but very real authority in the Christian assembly.
In any ordinary society such persons would have been desig-
nated by the society itsclf to official positions, with definite
powers and duties; and the society itself would have deter-
mined the limits of their authority and the extent of their
responsibility.

But Christian churches were founded by Christ, and He
was invisibly present whenever they met together in His name.
‘The members of the church were brethren—Christ’s brethren.
Was it in accordance with His will that some of His brethren
should have authority over the rest? Were they not all one
in Him ? Was He not their only Master and Lord ? Might
not Christ reveal His will through the youngest member
of the church as well as the oldest— through the man
who had least to command attention and confidence as
well as through the man who had most? Would not the
creation of church officers obscure the wonderful truth that
all Christian men are *“in Christ,” and that all have received
the Spirit of God ?

In the absence of very definite revelations of the will of



«CHURCH OFFICERS. 99

«Christ # seems:doubtful whether the Jewish Christians would

have appointed ‘élders” in the church .comesponding to
the “elders™ in the synagogue ; ‘and equally. doubtfill whether
Gentile Christians would have appointed “.councils” in the
<hurch corresponding to the municipal autherifies of the
Empire and the -committees -of ¢he political, xeligions, and
social organisations of the Pagan society which they had for-
.saken.

Nor does the New Testament give us the impression that
the authority of bishops, elders, pastors, was derived from the
«Church ; or that their office was created by the Church. The
«Church determined what men should fill the office, but the
office was instituted by Christ ; the Church determined who
should exercise the authority, but the authority came from
Him.

Paul and Barnabas “appointed . . . elders in every

church” (Acts xiv. 22). Paul and Barnabas were Christ’s
representatives, and they gave effect to the will of Christ.
Paul expressly declared that these appointments had Divine
sanction. Addressing the elders of the church at Ephesus,
he told them that the Holy Ghost had made them bishops
‘in the flock of God (Acts xx. 28). In his epistle to the same
church he describes their pastors as the gifts of Christ.
‘Christ, having ascended to His glory, ‘“ gave some to be
.apostles ; and some, prophets; and some, evangelists ;” He
-also gave “some " to be * pastors and teachers ” (Eph. iv. 11).
The church, under the guidance of Christ, and illuminated by
His Spirit, had only to recognise the men whom He had
-designated to office. Those that are *over” the Thessa-
lonian Christians are “over” them *in the Lord ” (1 Thess.
V. 12). -
However free may be the *“ obedience” which is due to the
rulers of the Church (Heb. xiii. 17), it would be treason to
‘Christ, the Founder and Ruler of the Church, to obey them at
all unless their authority were derived from Him.

7!
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In the Church the will of Christ is supreme. If it has
rulers, they must rule in His name and by His appointment ;,
and their power must come, not from the Church, but from.
Him. In electing its officers the Church acts, not for itself,
but for Christ. It appoints the men whom He has chosen,
and it appoints them to exercise an authority which Ile has

conferred,
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CHAPTER III
THE PERMANENCE OF THE PASTORATE.

‘Tue functions of the “elders,” “bishops,” * pastors,” of
the New Testament churches were—(1) preaching, in the
modern sense of the word, as including instruction and
exhortation; (z) pastoral oversight. These functions have
not become obsolete; the Pastorate, therefore, has not
become obsolete,

I.

Preaching has not been superseded or become obsolete. It is
sometimes contended that preaching has become un-
_mecessary as the result of the creation of a great Christian
literature. Before the books of the New Testament were
written, the converts to the Christian Faith learnt nearly all
they knew about the history and teaching of our Lord Jesus
Christ from an *“oral gospel.” They went to the assemblies
of the Church to listen to the recitation of the Sermon on
the Mount, the parable of the Prodigal Son, and the story
of our Lord’s miracles, sufferings, death, and resurrection.*

That wonderful knowledge of the real power and glory of
Christ, and of the contents of the revelation of God in Him,

® It is no doubt true that, before our gospels were written, passages in
this *‘oral gospel™ were written down and copies circulated among
Christian people. 1Itis also to be remembered that “m:ny had taken in
hand to draw up a narrative concerning those matters ” on which those
who ¢ from the beginning were eye-witnesses and ministers of the Word "’
had spoken to the churches. But these considerations do not affect the
statement in the text that for some time those who believed in Christ
depended for their knowledge of Himon what they heardin the Churchr
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which separates the apostolic epistles from all the Christianr
literature of later times did not come to the apostles
suddenly and as soon as their earliest converts were won.
It came to them gradually through their larger personal
experience of the greatness of the Christian redemption,
through the struggles of the new Faith with Jewish and
Pagan life and thought, and, above all, through the illami-
nation of the Holy Spirit resting both on their own
experience and the fortunes of the Gospel. While this de-
velopment was going on—a development illustrated by the
contrast between Paul’s Epistles to the Thessalonians and his
Epistle to the Ephesians—the Christian churches must have
depended for the enlargement of their knowledge to the
limits reached by the apostles, upon the oral teaching of the
apostles themselves, or upon the oral teaching of those who
had listened to them.

For some time after the gospels and epistles were written
copies were scarce; it may be doubted whether as late as
the middle of the second century copies of all the writings
now included in the New Testament were in the possession of
even the ministers of the largest and most important churches ;
at a much later date the immense majority of those who
believed in Christ must have been unable to procure copies
of all the New Testament writings for themselves. Indeed,
till after the invention of printing, books were so dear that
it was impossible for the very poor to buy copies of the New
Testament, and, if they had been able to buy them, few of
them would have been able to read them.

But now our circumstances are altogether changed. In
this country every man may have a New Testament of his
own ; and, according to the belief of all Protestant Christians,
'no minister, however saintly and however learned, has au-
thority to decide questions relating to faith or practice that the
New Testament has left uncertain. In addition to the New
Testament we have a literature preserving the best and
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profoundest Christian thought of eighteen centuries. And
if God were to give to our own generation successors to
Athanasius and Augustine, to Luther and Calvin, to Baxter,
Owen, and Howe, they could do comparatively little as
ministers of particular congregations, and they would write
books which every man might read for himself.

All this, true and important as it is, fails to prove that
Christ did not intend the Christian ministry to be a perma-
nent institution for the instruction in Christian faith and
duty of those who believe in Him, and for the cultivation
of their spiritual and ethical life.

There are admirable books in all departments of human
knowledge, and the books are easily accessible; but univer-
sities have not yet closed their class-rooms or changed them
into libraries. The student goes to his lecture on Aristotle
and Plato, though he has on his shelves editions of Aristotle
and Platoe by scholars of greater genius and learning than the
lecturer. For a few shillings he can get the very best text-
books in Logic, Philosophy, and Ethics, in History, and in any
of the Physical Sciences, and he might work at them at home ;
but even if he is studying subjects which require no illustration
from experiments, and which he can master without working
in the laboratory, he knows that a living teacher will give
him a kind of assistance which he can never get from his
text-books, and he incurs the expense of a umiversity educa-
tion.

In mixed subjects, like politics and questions of social
reform, in which moral as well as intellectual elements have a
large place, literature alone is still less effective. Where
action is necessary as well as belief, enthusiasm as well as
conviction, and where conviction itself is to a considerable
extent dependent uwpon moral sympathies, men must be
addressed face to face. They must be brought within the
range of the direct personal influence of those whose minds
are already made up, and who are in vehement earnest for
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the success of their cause. No political party, no movement
intended to effect a great change in the moral opinions and
habits of a nation, can afford to rely for its triumphs on news-
papers, pamphlets, and books. It must have its orators if it
<an secure them ; but even a few plain men whose speaking
shows that they have clear intelligence, an honest confidence
in their principles, and an eager zeal to propagate them, will
create a faith and an enthusiasm which only a writer of rare
genius will be able to inspire.

In the whole method of Divine revelation the personal
element has a great place. The Eternal Word was made
flesh, and God was revealed to men—not in a series of
inspired theological definitions, or in an inspired catechism,
or in an inspired creed, or in an inspired theological treatise,
but in a living Person. It was very largely owing to the
personal influence of Christ upon men that they acknow-
‘ledged the truth and felt the power of His teaching. His
personal affection for them, His pity for their sufferings, His
earnest desire to reclaim them from sin, the glowing delight
with which He recognised their penitence, His generous trust
in the loyalty of His disciples, His own perfect faith and joy
in God, were among the chief forces of His ministry. The
records of the revelation which God made to the world
through Christ are not mere summaries of the doctrines He
taught and the moral and religious precepts which He gave for
the conduct of life, but biographies; and the personal
impression which Christ produced on His contemporaries
has been reproduced on every later generation by the story
contained in the four gospels.

The apostles won their triumphs by the frankness and
. fervour of their personal testimony to Christ, and by the
vehemence of their zeal for the salvation of mankind. There
was nothing cold, abstract, or formal in their preaching; it
was not merely the expression of intellectual conviction; it
was their very life breaking out into speech. And in what
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they wrote they retained as far as they could the personal
element. They did not write dissertations, but letters.

The laws of human nature are unchanged, and the Divine
methods of reaching men are unchanged. Even for purposes
of religious instruction a preacher has many advantages over
a book. He can dwell on those truths of which he has
discovered that his people have the least knowledge, and on
those duties of which they most need to be reminded. People
choose religious books for themselves, and their choice may
leave them ignorant of whole provinces of religious doctrine
and religious duty. The subjects of sermons are not chosen
by the congregation; and a wise preacher will take care to
make his people familiar with all that it is most important for
them to know about God and themselves, about the laws of
the Christian life, and the greatness of the Christian re-
demption. And further, as a method of instruction, the
sermon has whatever merits belong to the lecture as com-
pared with the text-book.

For purposes of moral and religious culture and impression,
as distinguished from mere instruction, the advantages of
the ministry are much more conspicuous. An author knows
nothing of most of his readers, and they know nothing of
him; the relations between them are accidental and tem-
porary. But the true minister speaks under the inspiration
of a strong affection for his people, and with a deep sense of
responsibility for their faith and righteousness. If, through
want of urgency on his part, any of them are living in
revolt against God, he knows that he shares their guilt ; and,
if they remain in revolt to the last, the shadow of their awful
doom will fall upon himself. If, through his fidelity, they are
doing the will of God, their righteousness is in a sense his
own as well as theirs; and, if they finally secure “glory, honour,
and immortality,” his own eternal blessedness will be aug-
mented. He will speak to them with a personal sorrow for
iheir sin, which, through God's grace, will be more likely
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than anything else to move them to penitence, and with a
personal alarm on account of their danger which will be
likely to excite their fears. The strong solicitude of a human
heart for their salvation and their steadfast righteousness will
be a revelation to them of the Divine compassion which never
fails, and of the Divine mercy which *‘ endureth for ever.”

There is something contagious irn a vigorous ethical life.
A man who speaks under the power of a great enthusiasm for
justice, honesty, truthfulness, temperance, purity, will give
new authority to the conscience of those who listen to him,
and will exalt their ideal of moral perfection. There is the
same contagious power in a vigorous religious life. Men do-
not stand apart from each other. Heart touches heart.
Faith becomes firmer while listening to a man whose faith is-.
firm. Courage creates courage. The fires of love for Christ.
in the soul of the preacher kindle similar fires in the souls of
his hearers. His joy in the vision of the eternal city of God:
inspires their hope of immortality with fresh energy.

There is a reason of altogether a different character which
confirms the permanence of the Christian ministry. The
cxceptional presence of Christ which is realised when we are-
gathered together in His name is the ground of the excep-
tional promise to united prayer. When a minister speaks in
the Church that same presence must invest his teaching,
cxhortations, encouragements, consolations, and warnings
with exceptional power. We are most likely to receive a true
knowledge of the mind of Christ, and are most likely to have-
our hearts drawn to Christ, where Christ Himself is present.

II.

The pastoral function of the ministers of the Church has-
not been superseded or become obsolete. The work of the
ministers of the early churches was not limited to the
instruction which they gave in the Christian assembly.
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They had a moral authority which claimed the recogni--
tion of their brethren. * The elders. that rule well ”
are, according to Paul, to “be counted worthy of double-
honour” (1 Tim. v. 17). *“He that ruleth ” is exhorted to-
rule “with diligence” (Rom. xii. 8). The name by which
the elders of the church at Ephesus are described carries
with it the idea of responsibility and authority—the measure-
of the responsibility being determined in this as in all similar
cases by the: measure of authority : “Take heed to yourselves
and to all the flock, in the which the Holy Ghost hath made
you bishops ”"—or overseers—“ to feed the Church of God
which He purchased with His own blood” (Acts xx. 28).*
The authority of church rulers was intended not only to
secure the peace and vigour of the church society as a2 whole,
but the safety and righteousness of its individnal members.
This is made clear by the writer of the Epistle to the
Hebrews: ‘ Obey them that have the rule over you, and sub-
mit to them ; for they watch for your souls, as they that shall
give account; that they may do this with joy and not with
grief”’ (Heb. xiii. 17).

Christian men are kept by the power of the Holy Spirit;.
but in the first age of the Church the Holy Spirit gave the
Church into the charge of * bishops,” * overseers,” * elders.”
Through them, as well as in mere direct ways, He defended
those who had trusted in Christ against the perils by which
their faith and morals were menaced. There is still an
urgent necessity for the service of those who are under
official obligations to watch for the souls of their brethren
(Heb. xiii. 17). Encouragement, kindly warning, appeals
for personal service, earnest expostulation addressed to a
Christian man in private, and addressed to him early enough,
might sometimes save him from a life of indolence, from

# Civil rulers were called “pastors’ or *shepherds” by the Jews.
{Jer. xxiii.). ¢ To feed *’ a flock according to Jewish ideas included the:
dea of government.
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gross sin, and from utter ruin. Though it is the duty of
«every Christian man to be his * brother's keeper,” the un-
official members of a church may shrink from speaking to
their brother who is in peril; or he may not be intimately
known to those who would be able to speak to him most
wisely and effectively. It was the will of Christ, as shown in
the organisation of the early churches, that this service should
be rendered to their brethren by “bishops” and “elders;”
and, since the necessity for the service remains, it is reason-
able to suppose that the offices which were created to render
it have not become obsolete.

That the functions of the Christian ministry have not been
superseded is also apparent from the fact that men still receive
from God those specific qualifications which qualify them for
this particular service, and which, apart from it, have no
free and effective use. As long as He gives *pastors and
teachers,” He means that churches should be under their
instruction and pastoral care.
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CHAPTER 1IV.

THE DIACONATE IN APOSTOLIC CHURCHES; AND
ITS PERMANENCE.,

I addition to “bishops,” *“elders,” *pastors,” the apos-
tolic churches, when fully organised, had “ deacons” (Phil. i. 1 ;
1 Tim. iii. 8); and there are clear indications that women had
an official position as deaconesses (1 Tim. iii. 11 ; Rom. xvi. 1).
The functions of deacons and deaconesses appear to have
been of an administrative and executive kind.

L

It does not appear that the apostles insisted on the appoint-
ment of deacons inevery church. Paul and Barnabas, as they
returned to Antioch at the close of Paul’s first missionary
journey, appointed elders in every church; but Luke says
nothing about the appointment of deacons. In his letter to
Titus, whom he had left in Crete, Paul tells him *to set in
order the things that were wanting, and appoint elders in
every city” (Tit. i. 5), and the qualifications of ““elders” or
“ bishops ”” are fully enumerated (Tit. i. 6—g); but about
the appointment and qualifications of deacons he says nothing.

. In his first letter to Timothy, on.the other hand, the qualifi-
cations of deacons and deaconesses are described (1 Tim. iii.
8—13), as well as the qualifications of bishops.

It may perhaps be inferred from these facts that deacons
were not appointed until churches became so large that it was
expedient to relieve the “ elders” or “ bishops™ from some of
the details of administration. The election of the *seven®
recorded in Acts vi. lends some support to this conclusion



110 CHURCH OFFICERS.

The apostles themselves had been till this time the only
officers of the church at Jerusalem'; but when *the number
of the disciples was multiplying ” there were complaints
that in the provision of the common tables for the poor
the Hellenistic widows were neglected. “ And the twelve
<alled the multitude of the disciples unto them, and said,
It is not fit that we should forsake the Word of God and
serve [dizkonein] tables. Look ye out therefore, brethren,
from among you seven men of good report, full of the Spirit
and of wisdom, wham we may appoint over this business.
But we will continue stedfastly in prayer, and in the ministry
-of the Word” (Acts vi. 2—4). The ‘‘seven” are never
called “deacons” in the New Testament; but it seems
probable that their election was a precedent followed by
other churches when the “elders” found that what may be
described as the “business” of the church grew beyond their
strength. Additional “elders” or * bishops™ might indeed
- have been elected to take charge of this administrative service;
but it was easier to find men with the qualifications pecessary
for administration than 'men with the gualifications for
government.

In the apostolic churches large provision was made for
the support of the poor. The provision was so generous that
there was danger of its being abused.* It had to be regularly
organised ; and, although in churches which had only
“elders™ the ‘““elders” might superintend it, there was an
obvious expediency in entrusting it to officers specially
appointed to this service. To these same officers would

® « Jf any woman that believeth hath widows, let her relieve them, and let
not the church be burdened ; that it may relieve them that are widows
indeed” (1 Tim. v. 16). The widows connected with a family were the
special charge of the wife, mother, or sister, and so the Apostle says “if
any woman . . . hath widows ;" if her sister, daughter, or mother, or
her husband’s sister or mother is a widow, she is to care for her if she is able,
and not permit her to burden the funds of the church,
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maturally fall other administrative duties. The “‘elders” saled
the church and taught it; the ‘““deacons” served it; the
“elders ” had charge of what we are accustomed to describe
.as the moral and spiritual life of the church; the *‘deacans” of
its secular affairs.

But even in the discharge of the duties of the diaconate
high spiritual qualifications were required. The “ seven”
who were to relieve the apostles from serving tables were to
be men “full of the Spirit and of wisdom.” Panl, in his
description of the qualifications of deacons, says that they
are to be “grave, not double-tongued, mot given to much
wine, not greedy of filthy lucre; holding the mysteries of the
4aith in a pure conscience” # (1 Tim. iii. 8).

These qualifications were necessary, not only because it
was fitting that all who held office in the church should be
conspicuous for their moral and spiritual excellence, but
because, in the discharge of their official duties, they would
be brought inte close personal comtact with their Christia

® « They that have served well as deacons gain fo Hhemsalves a good
standing and great boldness in the faith which is in Christ Jesus ”’ (1 Tim.
iii. 13). The A. V., which rendered these words  gain to themselves a
good degree,”” lent support to the theory that, by serving well in the
diaconate, a man secured promotion to the higher rank of ‘ elder” or
s bishop.”” But the Apostle does not say that the zealous deacon gains a
+¢ better” standing, or a higher step in ecclesiastical .office, but a  gvod
standing. The interpretation which assures the zealous deacon of ad-
vancement to the episcopate is, says Dr. Ellicott, “ on exegetical grounds
clearly untenable - ., . for surely such a 'ground of encouragement as
«ecclesiastical promotion (were this even historically demonstrated, which
appears not the case in the first two centuries) seems strangely out jo
place in St. Paul's mouth, and preserves no harmony with the subsequent
words”” (* Pastoral Epistles” in lac.). The meaning seers to be that the
man who discharges the deacon’s office well, secures a ¢ good standing ** in
the church, the respect and confidence of his brethren, which will enable him
to do his work still more effectively ; and he will aiso become more fearless
and vigorous, both in the discharge of his official duties and in his per-
sonal Christian life, which will be disciplined by his. service,
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_brethren, and would have the opportunity of rendering them

religious service. If they were devout, wise, and sympathetic
men, they would be able to comfort the sick and the poor, as
well as to give them relief from the funds of the church.

In Oriental and Greek cities the seclusion of women made
it expedient that these duties should be entrusted to women.
Phoebe was deaconess of the church at Cenchrez (Rom.xvi.1) 3
and, in writing to Timothy, who was visiting and organising
the churches in Ephesus and its neighbourhood, Paul says
that the “ women "—evidently women holding office in the
church—* must be grave, not slanderers, temperate, faithful
in all things” (r Tim. iii. 11). In churches consisting
mainly of Jewish converts deaconesses were less necessary.

II.

The reasons for the appointment of deacons are permanent.

In a social condition like ours churches are under no
obligation to make the lavish provision for human wretched-
ness which was necessary in the earlier ages of the Gospel ;
and any attempt to do it would probably be extremely mis-
chievous. It would attract many into church fellowship who
have no faith in Christ ; it would lessen the vigour of personal
independence in those who are really loyal to Him. But to
provide, within safe limits, for the relief of the poverty of its
members is the plain duty of every Christian church. To
visit the sick and the aged, and those in great sorrow, is
another duty. The same work that was probably done by the
deacons of the apostolic churches has to be done in our own
country and our own age ; and to entrust it to special church
officers is to follow apostolic example. .

With the changes which have passed upon the church and
its relations to civil society it has become necessary to provide
for the regular discharge of duties which either did not exist
at all in early Christian times or which were extremely unim-
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portant. Church buildings require care ; provision has to be
made, not only for the due maintenance of the minister, but
for the adequate supply of funds for the various agencies of
the church, its schools, and its missions, as well as its special
charities. It does not seem to be a matter of obligation to
impose all these duties on the deacons alone; but they are
duties for which it is natural that the deacons should be spe-
cially responsible, even when they have the co-operation and
assistance of other and unofficial members of the church.

In England the social position of women does not render
the appointment of deaconesses as mecessary as it was in
Greece and in Asia Minor; but if women were officially
appointed to care for women who need relief and visitation,
the work would be done far more 'effectively, and incon-
veniences which sometimes occur in churches where no such
appointment has been made would be avoided.®

* Bradford gives the following account of the organisation of the church
of Congregational exiles at Amsterdam :—*Before their division and
breach they were about three hundred communicants; and they had for
their pastor and teacher those two eminent men before named [Francis
Johnson and Henry Ainsworth], and in our time four grave men for ruling
elders, and three able and godly men for deacons, [also] one ancient widow
for a deaconess, who did them service many years, though she was sixty
years of age when she was chosen. She honoured her place, and was an
ornament to the congregation. She usually sat in a convenient place in
the congregation with a little birchen rod in her hand, and kept little
children in great awe from disturbing the congregation. She did frequently
visit the sick and weak, and especially women ; and, as there was need,
called out maids and young women to watch them and do them helps as
their necessity did require; and, if they were poor, she would gather relief
for them of those that were able, or acquainted the deacons; and she was
obeyed as a mothér in Israel and an officer of Christ.” [Governor Brad-
ford’s  Dialogue.” ¢ New England’s Memorial,” p. 355.]
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CHAPTER V.

YHE PASTORATE AND THE DIACONATE IN
CONGREGATIONAL CHURCHES.

In the apostolic churches the pastorate was shared by several
elders; in modern Congregational churches there is usuvally
only one * pastor.” The difference is, perhaps, more appar--
ent than real.

For the diaconate in modern Congregational churches has-
come to be in many, perhaps the majority of cases, a board of
*elders.” It is often described as the “council” of the-
minister. Among the deacons there are generally some men
who are real leaders of the church—men whose judgment on:

- all questions affecting its discipline, its worship, and its-
general action justly commands confidence. They are men
of sagacity and large experience, of firm Christian integrity-
and exemplary zeal. They have been associated with the
church of which they are the officers through a long course
of years, and have served it in many ways—as Sunday-school
teachers, secretaries of church committees, conductors of
mission services. They know many of the members more-
intimately than the pastor knows them. They are consulted
on questions of Christian conduct. They have a moral posi-
tion in the church which justifies them in offering advice
even when it is unsought. They can speak in a frank,
brotherly spirit to members of the church who seem to be-
losing their Christian earnestness, or whose lives are not
consistent with their Christian profession. When the pas-
torate is vacant they discharge many of the duties which con-
fessedly belong to the eldership. They preside at church-
meetings. They receive applications from those who wish to-



CHURCH OFFICERS. 113

be received into membership. They officially welcome new
members into the church. They guide the action of the
church in cases of discipline. They arrange for the conduct
of the more public services of the church. Their advice has
great and legitimate authority in determining whom the church
shall elect to the vacant pastorate. They are called
“deacons,” but they are really “elders’ or *“bishops,” and
the pastor is the presiding elder or presiding bishop.

But always, I imagine, in the diaconate of a strong and
healthy Congregational church there are men of another
kind, whose qualifications' for the original duties of the
diaconate are not less admirable—men without the power of
spiritual leadership, but methodical, painstaking, gentle, full
of kindness and sympathy for poverty and suffering. For the
leadership and government of the church they are unfit; but
they have all the qualities for that particular serwice [diakonia)
which was the province of the diaconate in the apostolic
churches.

That there are disadvantages in obscuring the distinction
between the functions of the eldership and the functions of’
the diaconate is certain. Some men who would be efficient
“elders” may decline the office of deacon because they are
conscious that they are not qualified for visiting and comfort-
ing the sick and the poor. Some men,”on the other hand,
who are excellently qualified for what was the original work
of the diaconate may refuse to accept the office, or miss
clection to it, because they have not the personal vigour
necessary for leadership ; or, if they are elected and consent
to serve, they may naturally suppose that they must attempt
the duties of leadership which require powers, intellectual
and moral, of which they are destitute. In practice it is
probably found that those deacons lead who have the faculty
for leadership, and that the rest limit themselves to the
original work of the diaconate. It may be fairly contended

that the modern practice is not unlike that of the earliest
8%
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churches, which had “elders” only, who discharged the
duties which were subsequently divided between elders and
deacons.

Where some of the deacons are really  elders,” our modern
system reproduces the essential elements of the apostolic
organisation ; but when, in a church of any magnitude, the
duties of the eldership are discharged by the pastor alone,
there is not only a departure from apostolic example, which
makes the pastor the president of several elders—there are
also serious practical evils. Either there is a paralysis of the
governing power of the church, or the pastor exerts an
authority which ought not to be vested in a single church
officer, and, whenever a vacancy occurs in the pastorate, the
church is likely to be left without vigorous leadership.

In some Congregational churches there are both *elders”
and ** deacons,” but the two offices have never secured
general recognition and acceptance among English Con-
gregationalists.

Names, though not of supreme importance, count for
something, and the customary names for both the offices
in modern Congregational churches give a false impression
of the duties connected with the offices which they denote.
We give the title of “ deacon” to men discharging two
wholly different functions—the function of leadership or
government, and the function of service. We give what is
really the same title to the chief officer of the church. The
“‘ministers” of a church are properly the deacons; the
pastor is not its * minister,” but ity presiding elder or
bishop.
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Norte.—RuriNG ELDERS.—To the question whether in
the primitive churches there were two classes of elders,
formally distinguished from each other as “ruling elders”
and *“teaching elders,” Dr. Lightfoot appears to have
given an accurate answer in the following passage:—
““The duties of the presbyters were twofold. They were
both rulers and instructors of the congregation. This
double function appears in St. Paul’s expression *pastors
and teachers’ (Eph. iv. 11), where, as the form of the
original seems to show, the two words describe the same
office under different aspects. Though guvernment? was prob-
ably the first conception of the office, yet the work of
feaching must have fallen to the presbyters from the very first,
and have assumed greater prominence as time went on.
With the growth of the Church the visits of the apostles and
evangelists to any individual community must have become
less and less frequent, so that the burden of instruction would
be gradually transferred from these missionary preachers to
the local officers of the congregation. Hence St. Paul, i
two passages where he gives directions relating to bishops or
presbyters, insists specially on the faculty of teaching as a.
qualification for the position (1 Tim, iii. 2; Tit. i. g). Yet
even here this work seems to be regarded rather as incidental
to than as inherent in the office. In the one epistle he
directs that double honour shall be paid to those presbyters.
who have ruled well, but especially to such as *labour in word
and doctrine,’ as though one holding this office might decline
the work of instruction. In the other, he closes the list of
qualifications with the requirement that the bishop (or pres-
byter) hold fast the faithful word in accordance with the
apostolic teaching *that he may be able both to exhort in the
healthy doctrine and to confute gainsayers,’ alleging as a
reason the pernicious activity and growing numbers of the:
false teachers. Nevertheless there is no ground for supposing:
that the work of teaching and the work of governing per~
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tained to separate members of the presbyteral college. As
each had his special gift, so would he devote himself more or
less exclusively to the one or the other of these sacred
functions” (‘“ Epistle to the Philippians,” pp. 192, 193).

Paul’s words in 1 Tim. v. 17 seem decisive in favour of the
theory that in the apostolic churches there were “elders” or
¢ bishops’” who did not give public instruction to the congre-
gation. On the other hand, he describes it as a necessary
qualification of the “bishop” that he should be “apt to
teach” (1 Tim. iii. 2), and * able both to exhort in the sound
doctrine, and to convict the gainsayers” (Tit.i. g). The
pass'age from Dr. Lightfoot suggests the explanation of the
apparent contradiction. In the earlier days it may have
been difficult to find several men in every church who
united qualifications for exercising pastoral rule with qualifi-
cations for giving public pastoral instruction ; but to place a
church under strong pastoral influence was indispensable, and,

“therefore, * elders,” * bishops,” were appointed who could
not *labour in word and doctrine.” As time went on, there
would be a larger number of men with a sufficient know-
ledge of Christian truth to enable them to discharge the
functions both of teaching and governing. Paul therefore
charges Timothy and Titus to require that the “elders” or
“ bishops” should be able to teach as well as rule. There
had never, as Dr. Lightfoot says, been any formal distinction
between “ ruling ” and ‘“ teaching” elders; Paul now thinks
it desirable that every *elder” should teach.

But the question whether there should be “ruling elders”
who do not teach is evidently one of those questions of ex-
pediency which the church is free to determine according to its
varying circumstances. What seems important is that the pastor
should not rule alone, but should have associated with him
church officers who share the functions of government, and
among whom he simply presides. This seems to have been the

- uniform practice of the apostolic churches, and there are obvi-
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«ous reasons for perpetuating it. At first some elders were able
to teach, and some were not; some were, in fact, only ruling
elders; others both ruled and taught. When it became
possible to secure elders who were qualified for both functions,
Paul toid Timothy that those should be elected who were
“apt to teach™ as well asable torule. It would be well if in all
churches all the elders, whether called elders or deacons,
were able to exhort and instruct the church; but, if the
double qualification cannot be secured in all, we are free to
fall back on the practice of the churches in their eailiest
stage, and have ‘“elders,” under whatever name, who can
govern, but some of whom cannot teach, associated with an
elder—the pastor—who can do both,

Many of the earlier Congregationalists were favourable to
the appointment of “ruling elders;” the objection to the
title is that it seems to restrain these particular elders from
the right to use what powers they may possess for instructing
.and exhorting their brethren.
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“WHERE two or three are gathered together in My name,
there am I in the midst of them.” It is the presence of
Christ among Christian people meeting regularly for fellow-
ship with each other and with Him that constitutes a church.
They may not have discovered their responsibilities and their
powers. They may have submitted to a form of church
organisation by which many of these responsibilities and
many of these powers are suppressed. But as the presence
of Christ is not secured by the noblest form of church polity,
it is not forfeited by the worst.

In an Episcopalian congregation the devout men. and
women who, without any organisation to separate them from
those who are destitute of religious faith, are drawn together
by their common loyalty to Christ and their love for each
other, form a true church, and they not unfrequently assume
and discharge many of the responsibilities of a church. A
Wesleyan class-meeting is a church, and it may realise far
more perfectly than churches with a completer organisation
the blessedness of the communion of saints. In the darkest
ages of Christendom there were many monasteries in which
devout men and devout women, in communion with each
other and with Christ, reached a wonderful perfection and
peace. Christ was among them, and, amidst the awful cor-
ruptions of that vast organisation which they regarded as
Divine, these little groups of saints were true Christian
churches.

On the other hand, the outward form of the apostolic polity
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mmay be retained, and the authority and sanctity attributed to
the church by Christ may be lost. Never yet, perhaps, has
any society gathered together in His name been so perfectly
one with Him that all its decisions were confirmed by His
authority. Congregationalism is an ideal polity. This is at
once its reproach and its glory. The transcendent preroga-
tives and powers which it claims for the church lie beyond
the reach of Christian communities which are not completely
penetrated and transfigured by the Spirit of Christ. But as
churches approach more and more nearly to the perfection to
which Christ has called them, their authority becomes more
.and more august, and they enter more and more fully into
the possession of the blessedness which is their inheritance
dn Him.
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Het, L.—Tbe TWlotd “Church.”
L

A HUNDRED years ago it was probably the universal custom of Congrega-
tionalists to call their places of worship *‘ meeting-houses.” ¢ Chapel”
began to find its way into use early in this century, and soon displaced the
older and better name. It is now very common for all descriptions of
Nonconformists—and Congregationalists have caught the prevailing fashion
—to call their places of worship ¢ churches,”” But, very irrationally, the
name is seldom given to a place of worship unless it happens to be a
Gothic building.

‘When the word “church ” was first applied by some Congregahonahsts
to the building in which the church meets there was a great outcry. It
was maintained that the new usage would create confusion, and would
obscure the difference between the material structure and the spiritual
society. There seems to be no sufficient reason for this objection. A
“school ” consists properly of children and their teachers; but it is also
the building in which the children are taught. A “college™ is a society
for the caltivation of learning; it is also the building in which the society
has its home. A “ hospital ” is an institution for the relief of the sick; it
is also the building in which the work of the institution is carried on.

There is the same double application of the words * university,”
4 museum,” *library,” ¢ House of Commons ;" there seems to be no
good reason why the double application should not be made of the word
schurch.” The material church is the building in which the spiritual
church meets. Confusion between the two is impossible.

Indeed, this name for a place of worship is much more in harmony with
the truth than certain descriptive phrases used for the same purpose which
were formerly common in the sermons and prayers of Congregationalists,
and which still survive in hymns with which it is not easy to dispense. For
example, to call the place in which a church meets for instruction and wor-
ship the ¢ House of God" is positively misleading, It suggests that the
same kind of awful sanctity attaches to the building that attached in Jewish
times to the ‘Temple, which was really in some wonderful sense the House
of God, the. palace in which the King of the elect race had His home, and

14
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where there was a permanent symbol of His presence. But since Christ
came, the special presence of God has not been assured to consecrated places.
or consecrated buildings, but to consecrated persons. A place of worship
is not erected to be the Home of God, but to be the home of the church,
and to call it a church suggests no false conception of its character.

The word ¢ church,” however, has obviously no connection with the
Greek word ecclesia, which denotes the Christian assembly or society. 1t
is derived from Xuriake = the Lord’s. In early centuries the Greek
Christians, anticipating the inaccurate modemn phrase, called the place in
which the church met ¢ the Lord’s House "’ (Kurigké Oikia), and in the
Teutonic and Scandinavian languages the names for a church-building
are derived from this usage—cire, cyric (Anglo-Saxon), kerk (Dutch),
Kirche (German). The word * church is derived from one of the words.
in the phrase which originally denoted the building in which the church
meéts; its derivatives have come to denote the church itself.

1I.

But the word *church?® is chiefly interesting as representing the
ecclesia of the New Testament, though having no etymological connection
with it. The word ecclesia receives illustration from two sources.

(I.) Among the Greeks it was * an assembly of the citizens summoned
by the crier, the legislative assembly* (Liddell and Scott), or ¢ an assembly
in general, whether of the constituency of a whole State, or of its sub-
divisions, such as tribes and cantons ** (Smith's * Dictionary of Greek and
Roman Antiquities "), The most famous ecclesiz of antiquity was the-
assembly of the citizens of Athens, of which a brief account is given in the-
next Article.

(IL.) It is frequently used in the Greek version of the Old Testament
(the LXX.) to represent the Hebrewword which is rendered in our version:
by ¢ assembly ” or ¢ congregation **—e.g., Deut. xviii. 16, xxiii. 3, 4, xxxi.
30; Josh. viii. 35; 1 Kings viil. 4 ; Ps. xxii, 22—25; Joel ii. 15, 16.

“The term describes the Hebrew people inits collective capacity,
under its peculiar aspect as a holy community, held together by
religious, rather than political, bonds. Sometimes it is used in a
broad sense as inclusive of foreign settlers (Exod. xii. 19); but more
properly as exclusively dppropriate to the Hebrew element of the- popula-
tion (Numb. zv. 15); in each case it expresses the idea of the Roman
Civitas or the Greek Politeiz. Every circumcised Hebrew , . . 'was
a member of the congregation, and took part in its proceedings probably
from the time that he bore arms, It is important, however, to observe



~-THE WORD « CHURCH” it

that he acquired no political rights in his individual capacity, but only as a
member of a kouse; for the basis of the Hebrew policy was the house,
whence was formed in an ascending scale the jfumily or collection of
houses, the #rzbe or collection of families, and the congregation or collection
of tribes.  Strangers settled in the land, if circumcised, were, with certain
exceptions (Deut. xxiii. I ), admitted to the privilege of citizenship, and
are spoken of as members of the congregation in its more extended appli-
cation (Exod, xii. 19; Numb, ix. 14, xv. 15); it appears doubtful, however,
whether they were represented in the congregation in its corporate capacity
as a deliberative body, as they were not, strictly speaking, members of any
house. , . . The congregation occupied an important position under
the theocracy as the Comitia or national parliament, invested with legis-
lative and judicial powers. In this capacity it acted throngh a system of
patriarchal representation, each house, family, and tribe being represented
by itshead, or father. . . . The numberof these representatives being
inconveniently large for ordinary business, a further selection was made
by Moses of seventy, who formed a species of standing committee
(Numb. xi. 16). Occasionally, indeed, the whole body of the people
was assembled, the mode of summoning being by the sound of the two
silver trumpets, and the place of meeting the door of the Tabernacle, hence
usually called the Tabernacle of the congregation (Numb, x. 8); the occa-
sions of such general assemblies were solemn religious services (Exod. xii.
47 ; Numb, xxv. 6; Joel ii. 15), or to receive new commandments (Exod.
xix, 7, 8; Lev, viii. 4) ” (Smith’s ¢ Dictionary of the Bible ).

The word ecclesia had, therefore, acquired among the Jews noble
and sacred associations, It was the monument and memorial of the time
of their national independence, when the whole people or their representa-
tives were called together to receive Divine revelations and to determine
great questions of national policy. 'When our Lord said to Peter, Upon
this rock I will build My Church, and the gates of Hades shall not prevail
against it 7 (Matt. xvi. 18), He declared that He was about to call together
a new elect race, and to constitute a holy nation that should be protected
by the strength of God against all the powers of evil, )

The Greek ecclesia was convened by the public crier; the Jewish ecclesia
by the silver trumpets, or by messengers sent through the country to pro~
claim the meeting of the assembly; the Christian ecclesiz was to be
gathered together by the proclamation of the Gospel of Christ,
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I

In the New Testament the word has three uses,

(1.) It denotes that great and glorious society which includes all those
who through Christ have received redemption from sin and the gift of
eternal life—those who have already departed to be with Christ, those
on earth who by “patience in well-doing ** are seeking * for glory, honour,
and incorruption,” To this Church belong all that are *in Christ” of every
age and of every land; of every church and of none, This is the Church
of which Christ speaks when He says, *On this rock will I build My
church, and the gates of Hades shall not prevail against it ** (Matt. xvi. 18).
This is the Church of which Paul speaks when he says that God put all
things under Christ’s feet, *“and gave Him to be the Head over all things
to the Church, which is His Body, the fulness of Him that filleth all inall "
(Eph. i. 23). .

(II.) It denotes an organised society of believers in Christ, meeting
regularly for Christian worship, instruction, and fellowship ; for the com<
‘memoration of the death of Christ in the Lord’'s Supper, and for the
maintenance of discipline. Every organised church of this kind is repre-
sented in the New Testament as a more or less perfect realisation of the
larger or more august society; as possessing its powers, glory, and
blessedness. In the highest sense of the words, the Universal Church, in
heaven and on earth, is ¢the Body of Christ” (Eph. i. 23); but, writing
to the church at Corinth, Paul says, *“ Ye are the Body of Christ, and
severally members one of another” (x Cor. xii, 27).

(IIL.) It is sometimes used to denote, not any organised Christian
society, bat those who believe in Christ as constituting a class of persons
distinguished in many ways from those who do not. We say, for example,
that the relations of the Church to the world vary in different countries
and in different ages; that for the last hundred years the Church has
bad to maintain an incessant conflict with speculative unbelief; that it is
the duty of the Church to care for the poor. In such expressions as these
we think of all Christians, of all churches, as constituting a distinct com-
munity, with a common faith, a common ethical law, and similar religious
Institutions and observances, And so when Paul spoke of ¢ persecuting
the Church” (Phil. iii, 6) he did not mean that he persecuted a par.
ticular Christian society—the Christian <ociety at Jerusalem or the
Christian society at Antioch; he was not thinking of the organisations to
which those who believed in Christ belonged; he was thinking of them
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as constituting a *party’ which he had regarded as bostile to the faith
and hopes of the Jewish race. "When he described Gaius -as *my host,
and of the whole Charch” (Rom. xvi. 23), he did not mean that Gaius
was the host of a particular church, but that any man that belonged to
the *“party” of Christ, to the Christian community scattered through-
out the world, received from Gaius a hospitable welcome, There is a
similar use of the word in Acts ix. 31, where the Revised Version reads,
#Sp the Church throughout all Judea and Galilee and Samaria had
peace,” Luke does not say ““the church of Judea and Galilee and
Samaria” had peace; such an expression would have implied that the
Christians in these three provinces were organised into ome society.
He means that those who believed in Christ, the Christian community
scattered thronghout these districts, had peace, just as we might say that
“thxoughout England, in the early part of the ecighteenth century, the
Church was in great need of a revival.,” This third use of the word is
sometimes identified with the first, but, as I think, inaccurately,
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THE following account of the Athenian Ecclesia is extracted and con-
densed from the article in Smith’s *Dictionary of Greek and Roman
Antiquities.”

Ecclesia (¢cxAnola), the general assembly of the citizens at Athens,
in which they met to discuss and determine upon matters of public
interest. These assemblies were either ordinary, and held four times in
each prytany, .or exfraordinary—that is, specially convened upon any
sudden emergency. (The prytany was the term of office during which
the representatives of each tribe presided in the public assemblies.
Originally there were ten of these periods in each year ; with the increase
of the number of tribes, the number was raised to twelve; and it is
probable that the ordinary meetings of the ecclesia in each period were
reduced to three.)

In the great times of Athenian history the meetings were held in
the Pnyx, which was semi-circular in form, with a boundary wall, part
rock and part masonry, and an area of about 12,000 square yards.

‘With respect to the right of attending, it was enjoyed by all legitimate
citizens who were of ‘the proper age (generally supposed to be twenty,
certainly not less than eighteen), and not labouring under loss of civil
rights. All were considered citizens whose parents were both such, or
who had been presented with the freedom of the State, and enrolled in
the register of some demus, or parish.  All citizens were not only per-
mitted, but required, to attend the assemblies. Those who did not
attend were subject to fine. The poorer citizens were paid for attendance
to compensate them for the loss of time occasioned by their discharge of a
public duty.

All matters of public and national interest, whether foreign or domestic,
including the regulation and appropriation of the taxes, were determincd
upon by the people in assembly. In some exceptional cases the assembly
exercised judicial powers.

If any change in the laws was proposed, the assembly referred it to a
legislative committee, whose consent was necessary to give it effect.

Any citizen might address the assembly and propose a decree; and if the
proposal contained nothing which was considered by certain recognised
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authorities as injurious to the State, or contrary to the existing laws, it was
put to the vote.

The votes were usnally taken by show of hands; the crier formed
as accurate an opinion as he could of the numbers for and against, and
the chairman pronounced the majority. Vote by ballot was only used
in a few special cases_determrined by law; as, for instance, when a propo-
sition was made for'allowing those who had suffered the loss of civil rights
to appeal to the people for restitution to citizenship; or for-inflicting
extraordinary punishments on atrocious offenders, and, generally, upon any
matlers which affected prwate persons. In cases of this sort a decree was
not valid unless at least six thousand persons voted for it. This was by
far the majority of those citizéns who were in the habft of attending, for in
the timre of war thée nufliber nevér amoutited to five tholsind; ahd it #dé
of peace seldoth to ten thousand:
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Het. 111.—The Origin of Episcopacy.*

THE proof that to the writers of the New Testament * bishop” and
‘ presbyter ”” were different names for the same office is decisive. This
being admitted, there are four principal lines of argument in support of
the apostolic origin of Episcopacy.

L

It is said that the apostles ordained * presbyters” or *bishops,” and
that at first these two titles denoted the same office; but that, when the
churches which they ruled had greatly increased in strength, it became-
necessary that they should delegate some of their powers to ministers with-
authority inferior to theirown. These delegates they called * presbyters ; »?
and the title of **bishop ” they reserved to themselves.

This theory requires no serious discussion, It floatsin the air. It is un-
supported by any fragment of evidence. There is no shred of trustworthy
tradition to be alleged in its favour. The whole current of early ecclesiastical
history and the practices of the early church are inconsistent with it. The
bishop did not elect the presbyters, but the church and the presbyters
elected the bishop. The presbytery was not evolved out of the episcopate
by delegation ; but the episcopate out of the presbytery by formal or in-
formal election.

*® In this article I have made constant use of Dr. Lightfoot’s invaluable disserta- -
tion on the Christian Ministry in his * Commentary on the Eplstle to the
Philippians,” and, wherever I oould, have employed his words rather than my own.
He has fllustrased the subject with admirable candour as well as with consummate
ability; and though Congregationalists do not agree with all his conclusions, they
cannot but be grateful to him for the noble temper in which he has discussed
questions which too commonly provoke the spirit of ecolesiastical partisanship,
‘With one necessary exoeption, the references in this Article are to the Bixth Edition
of Dr, Lightfoot’s * Epistle to the Philippians,” published 1881. It is only just to
quote the following passage from the Preface of that edition. Referring to the
dissertation on the Christian Ministry, Dr. Lightfoot saysi—*'The object of that
essay was an investigation into the origin of the Christian ministry. The result
has been & confirmation of the statement in the English Ordinal: It is eviden3
unto all men reading the Holy Boripture and ancient authors that from the apostles®
time there have been three orders of ministers in Christ’s Churoh—bishope, priests,
and deacons.” But I was scrupulously anxions not to overstate the evidence in any
cass; and it would seem that partial and qualifying statements, prompted by this
anxiety, have assumed undue proportions in the minds of some readers, who have
emphasised'them to the neglect of the general drify of the essay.”
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I

Tt is said that modern * bishops” are the successors of church officers who
«are denoted in the New Testament by other titles which are now disused.

(1) According to Theodoret, * the same persons were anciently called
-promiscuously both *bishops’.and ¢presbyters,’ whilst those who are now
called ¢bishops® were called ‘apostles.” But, shortly after, the name of
¢apostles ' was appropriated to suchonly as were apostlesindeed ; and then
the name ¢ bishop® was given to those who before were called apostles.”
And so Epaphroditus was the apostle of the Philippians, and Titus the
apostle of the Cretans, and Timothy the apostle of the Asiatics.

But ¢ the apostle, like the prophet or the evangelist, held no Zocal office.
He was essentially, as his name denotes, a missionary, moving about from
place to place, founding and confirming new brotherhoods. The only
ground on which Theodoret builds his theory is a false interpretation of a
passage in St. Paul. At the opening of the Epistle to Philippi the pres-
byters (here called bishops) and deacons are saluted, while in the body of
the letter one Epaphroditus is mentioned as an apostle of the Philippians.
If ‘apostle’ here had the meaning which is thus assigned to it, all the
three orders of the ministry would be found at Philippi. But this inter-
pretation will not stand. The true apostle, like St, Peter or St. John, bears
this title as the messenger, the delegate of Christ Himself, while Epaphroditus
is only 50 styled as the messenger of the Philippian brotherhood ; and in
‘the very next clause the expression is expldined by the statement that he
carried their alms to St. Paul (Phil. ii. 25). The use of the word here has
a parallel in another passage (2 Cor. viii. 23), where messengers {or
apostles) of the churches are mentioned.”

Even in apostolic times the title “apostle” was not restricted to the
original eleven, to Matthias (who was chosen in the place of Judas), and to
Paul. James the Lord’s brother was an apostle (Gal. i. 18); Andronicus
and Junias were apostles (Rom. xvi. 7); Bamnabas, as well as Paul, is
described as an apostle by Luke (Acts xiv. 4, 14); Paul associates Barnabas
with himself as entrusted with the apostleship to the Gentiles (Gal. ii. 8, 9),
-and claims for Barnabas, as well as for himself, that support which apostles
reccived from the churches (1 Cor. ix. 5, 6, 7).

There were wandering teachers who endeavoured to Judaise the faith of
converts from heathenism; Paul calls them ¢“false apostles, deceitful
workers”* (2 Cor. xi. 13). The church at Ephesus had been visited by men
who claimed to be ““apostles,” and is praised for rejecting their claims;

* Theodoret, quoted by Bingham : *‘ Antiquities,’”” book ii,, chap, il., L,
i Lightfoot: ** Epistle to the Philippians,” p. 166,
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thou ¢‘didst try them which call themselves apostles, and they are not,
and didst find them false” (Rev. ii. 2),

‘With the exception of James, whose permanent home was in Jerusalem,
these ‘“apostles,” as far as we L;no;y anylhxgg abopt them from the New
Testament, werg unattached tp any particular church or group of churches.
They travelled from city to city, and from country to country, preaching-
the Gospel.* They were in no sensg *bishops.” Their functions were
the functions neither of modeu; diocesan bishops, nor of the presbyter-
bishops of the primitive churches. ]ames may have been called an apostle
for an obvious reason. For same tmu: after the Day of Pentecost, the
original apostles were the only rul;rs ‘of the church; James was probably
associated with them very early in the leadership of the Christian com-
munity; he was ¢the Lord’s brother* ; our Lord, after His resurrection,
appeared to James when the original apostleswere not present (1 Cor. xv, 7):
he had his own testimony to bear to that great fact which lies at the founda-
tion of the Christian Faith, and his great force of character was certain to
give him authority, But if he was asspciated with the apostles in the govern-
thent of the church before ¢lders” were appointed, it Wag natural that he,
too, should be called an “aposue,” and should afterwards rptain’ the title.

(2) Hilary, Augustine, Ep:phamus 1 and some modem autherities,
including Archbishop Trench,} identify, the “angels” of the seven
churches of Asia with the ¢ bishaps” of thgge. churches. Jobu's own
language, says Blshop nght.foot “_gwes the tme key to the sym-
bolism. ‘The seven stars,” sa it is explained, ‘are the seven apgels of
the seven churches, and the seven czgdlesncks arg the seven churches.”
This contrast between the heavenly and the earthly fires—the star shining
steadily by its owninherent eternal light, and the lamp flickexing and uncer—
tain, requiring to be fed with fuel and tended with care—cannat be devoid
of meaning. The star is the su)pgascnsuul co,gm.tqrpa,;t' t.b,g heavenly-

. Th;s is conﬁrmed by l.he curiogs d.ocq,ment lutelg pEbl by Bryenniuns,
Metropolitar of Nicomedis, ©The Doctrine of the Twelve Apos es.” Itissupposed
to have been written in thé last ‘years of thé first centary or ‘the' aarly years of the
second. In chap. 11 appear thesa singular words: * Let every apostle who comes
to you be received as the Lord, Axnd he shall not remgin a sjngle day (only), but
if it is needful & Becond also; but if he remain three he is a !alse prophet. And let
the apostle when he goes forth take nothing except bread (enongh to lasi him) till
he reach his lodgjngs for the mght Bat if he ask for money he is a false prophet.’”
The “apostle” was clearly not a diocesan bishop, but & travelling religious-
teacher. The only chur;uh officers n}enteloned in this document are, “‘bishops and
deacons” (chap, 14). The translation is that which appeared in the Guardian,
March 16, 1884,

+ See Bingham: "Anﬂquities." book ii., chap. ii., ll.

$ “ Kpistles to the Seven Churches,” pp. 51—b7,
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representative ; the lamp, the earthly realisation, the outward embodiment.
‘Whether the angel is here conceived as an actual person, the celestial
guardian, or only as a personification, the idea ox spirit of the chnrch, it
is unnecessary for my present pwrpose to consider. But, whatever may be
the exact conception, he is identifted with and made responsible for it to
a degree wholly upsuited te any human oficer. Nothing is predicated of
him which may not be predicated ef it. To him are imputed all its hopes,
its fears, its graces, its shortcomings. Fle is pumished with it, and he
is rewarded with it. In omne passage especially, the language applied to
the angel seems to exclude the common imterpretation. In the message
to Thyatira the angel is blamed because he suffers himself to be led
astray by ¢his wife Jezebel’ In this image of Ahab’s idolatrous queen,
some dangerous and immaral teachiag must be personified ; for it does
violence alike to the general temor and to the individual expressions in the
passage to sippose that an actual woman is meant. Thus the symbolism of
the passage is entirely in: keeping. Nor, again, is this mode of representation
new. The ¢ princes’ in the prophecy of Daniel preseat a very near, if not an
exact, parallel tp the angels af the Revelatiom Here, as elsewhere, St.
John seems ta adept the: mnagery of this earliest apocalyptic beek.” ¢

Another interpretation is pessible—or, rather, what is substantially the
interpretatiom of Dr. Lightfoot may assume another form. The Apocalypse
is an intensely Jewish book, and it ought not to surprise us if the
churches are represented in imagery suggested by the Jewish syma-
gogue, In the synagogue “the angel’” er messenger of the congrega-
tion was an unofficial persern whe was called upon by the chief ruler
of the synagogue to conduct the devotions of the comgregation,t was
the mouthpiece of the people, their representative, their messenger to
God; in him the whole synagogue appeared befose the Divine throme.
The *“angel ™ of the church may be the ideal representative of the chusch
before God. This explains why the words addressed: to: the * amgel ™
charge him with. all the sins, of the church, amd. honoun him for adl.its
loyalty,, obedisnce, and zeak,

IIL

It is- alleged' that in TimotHy and' Titus we Have true dfowvesan Biskops
whose powers were immediatelyderived from the apostles; and that James
was Bishop of Jerusalem. But there is a fatal objection to: the theory that
Timothy and Titus were-diocesan: bisheps. IF they were * bishops ™ they
were bishops without a diogcese:

* » Epintloto.the Philippians,” p. 208

t 8ce the axcellent account of the synagogue service in Dr, Edersheim’s * Lifo
and Times of Jesus the Messiab,™ vol. i., pp. 431—450; especially p. 480,
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Timothy became Paul's companion on his second missionary journey
(Acts xvi. 1—3); travelled with him through Phrygia and Galatia; accom-
panied him to Philippi ; and, long after, Paul reminded the Philippian
Christians that they knew the proof of Timothy ¢ that, as a child serveth a
father, so he served with me in the furtherance of the gospel *’ (Phil. ii. 22).
He probably remained at Philippi for a short time after Paul left the city, but
he was with the Apostle again at Bercea, and, when the Apostle was driven
out of Bercea by the Jews from Thessalonica, Timothy and Silas were left
behind, but were charged to follow him ¢ with all speed '’ (Acts xvii. 14, I5).
He joined Paul at Athens, but was sent back to Thessalonica to “estab-
lish ” the Thessalonian Christians, and to “comfort *’ them (1 Thess, iii. 2).
He rejoined Paul at Corinth (Acts xviii, 5), and his name is associated with
Paul’s in the two letters which Paul wrote, while he remained in Corinth, to
Thessalonica. He reminded the Corinthians that Silvanus and Timothy,
as well as himself, had preached the Gospel to them (2 Cor. ii. 19). In
the early part of Paul's long stay at Ephesus, Timothy appears to have
been with him, but was sent away with Erastusinto Macedonia (Acts xix. 21,
22), He wasalso directed to go on to Greece ; for in the First Epistle to the
Corinthians, written from Ephesus, Paul says, *‘For this cause have I sent
unto you Timothy, who is my i:eloved and faithful child in the Lord, who
shall put you in remembrance of my ways, which be in Christ,evenas I
teach everywhere in every church” (1Cor. iv. 17). *If Timothy come,
see that he be with you without fear” (r Cor. xvi. 10}, When Paul was
in Macedonia, where he wrote the Second Epistle to the Corinthians
(2 Cor. viii. 1, ix. 2), Timothy had rejoined him (2 Cor. i. 1). He came on
with Paul to Corinth, and joins in the kindly salutations to friends at
Rome whom both he and Paul had met during their travels (Rom. xvi.
11). He is named among the friends of Paul who sailed from Philippi and
waited for Paul and Luke at Troas (Acts xx. 4, 7) when Paul was
on his way to Jerusalem. Whether Timothy went to Jerusalem is
doubtful. It is also doubtful whether he was with the Apostle during his
imprisonment at Casarea. But he was with him in Rome (Phil. i.;
Col. i. 1), and it was Paul's purpose to send him to Philippi to get
news of the condition of the Philippian church (Phil. ii. 19). After Paul’s
release from imprisonment he and Timothy visited proconsular Asia, and
Timothy was left at Ephesus to correct the grave errors which had appeared
in the church in that city, and perhaps in the neighbouring churches; Paul
hoped to come back to him soon (1 Tim. ii. 14).

It appears, therefore, that Timothy was employed by Paul at Philippi,
Bercea, Thessalonica, and Corinth, as well as at Ephesus ; and there is no
reason to suppose that his appointment at Ephesus was a permanent one,
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The directions contained in Paul's first epistle to him give the impression
that his work was not to be restricted to a single church and a single city.
He may have been in Ephesus or its neighbourhood when Paul's second
epistle to him was written. But he was not to remain there. Writing
from Rome Paul says, * Do thy diligence to come shortly to me” (2 Tim,
iv. g). His work at Ephesus was nearly done.

‘We have fewer particulars of the history of Titus. He went up to
Jerusalem with Paul and Barnabas (Gal. ii. 1, 2) when the question was to b
decided whether the Gentiles were under any obligation to keep the Mosaic
Law. Paul, after his long stay at Ephesus, expected to meet Titus at Troas,
and was disappointed at not finding him there (2 Cor. ii. 13); tat they met
* in Macedonia, and Titus told the Apostle of the successful issue of his
mission to Corinth (2 Cor. vii. 6, 7, 13), where he had been to enforce what
Paul had written in his First Epistle to the Corinthians in reference to the
-case of flagrant immorality which the church had tolerated. Titus had
also been commissioned to press forward the contributions of the church at
<Corinth for the poor Christians in Judea (2 Cor. viii. 6). He carried to
‘Corinth Paul’s second epistle (2 Cor. viii, 16—18), and was directed to
<complete the collection of the contributions (2 Cor. viii, 19—24).

For some time we lose sight of him. We find that after Paul’s first
imprisonment he was with the Apostle in Crete (Tit. i. §5), and Paul
left him there to complete the organisation of the churches, to resist the
Judaisers, and, generally, to instruct the Cretan Christians in Christian
faith and duty. But he was not to remainin Crete. It was inno sense his
« diocese.”” “When I shall send Artemas to thee, or Tychicus, give
diligence to come unto me to Nicopolis; for there I have determined to
winter *” (Tit. iii. 12). When Paul wrote his Second Epistle to Timothy,
“Titus had not returned to Crete, but had gone to Dalmatia (2 Tim. iv. 10).

As far as we can learn from the New Testament, neither Timothy nor
Titus had permanent relations to any church or to any group of churches.
‘They travelled with Paul. He left them behind him to give further
instruction to the churches which he and they had founded,together, and
4o complete the details of church organisation. He sent them on special
missions to churches which, at the time, he himself was unable to wvisit.
The traditions which make Timothy Bishop of Ephesus and Titus Bishop
-of Crete are wholly untrustworthy.

Nor can the remarkable position of James ¢ the brother of our Lord **
in the church at Jerusalem be appealed to as an example of episcopal
‘tank and authority in apostolic times.

When Peter was liberated from prison he directed the disciples, who
were meeling in the house of Mary the mother of Mark, to tell the story
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of his release to *¢ James and to the brethren” (Acts xii, 17). The apostles
had been driven from the city, and from this time James. occupies the
most conspicuous position in the church. He prohably presided in the
assembly which was held to discuss the question whether Christian converts
from heathepismx should be required: to. keep the laws of Boses; his
address (Acts av. 14—21) looks like the address of the president of the
meeting. When Paul went up to Jerusalem for the last time, Luke says,
« The brethren regaived us gladly. And the day follow.ng Paul weat in
with us to James; and all the elders were present” (Acts xxi, 18). The
Jewish Christians whosg presence at Antiach led Peter and Barnabas to
separate themselves from their Gentile brethren are described as certain
“that came from James” (Gal. ii, 12). Al these passages imdicate that
James was the recognised leader of the church in Jerusalem..

But they indicate nothing more. They are consistent with, the theoxy
that he was one of several “elders,” His. ascendency was personal, not
official, It is unnecessary to asswme that he was. a ‘“bishop,” in. the
cpiscopalian sense of the title, to explain his promimence and his powar.. He
was “the Lord’s brother”; this relationship itself would invest him with
a certain sacredness and sumround him with the: reverence of the chuxch.
He was 3 man of great force of character, and had all the moral and
intellectual quplities which. contribute to personal ascendency. His per-
songl authority was so great that he is named with Peter and John as
those who were * reputed to be pilliars,” and he is called an * apostle
(Gal. i. 19).

He is never described as a “bishop” till the middle of the second
century, and the title would have been alien to the usages of a Jewish
church like thgt at Jerusalem. That he was the presiding elder of the
church is very probable, and his persomal distinction gave immense im-
portange to- the office. s personal authority must have done vary much
to hold the church af, Jerusalem together through times of severe: difficulty,
and this illustration of the advantage of a vigorous presidency may have
occelerated the devslopment of the presiding presbyter into the bishop in
the neighbouring church at Antioch, and it may have led Ignatius to
value episcopacy as constituting ¢ a visible centre of unity” in the con-
gregation of the faithtul. It was at Antioch, which was in the neighbour-
hood of Jerusalem, that the supremacy of the bishop fonnd its earliest
apd, most, vigorous advocate,

The fourth theory is far more plausible. About the condition and
organisgtion of Christian churches during the last thirty years of the first
centuxy history is almost silent, Nothingis to be learnt about this period
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from the New Testament, and not very much from early ecclesigsticak
literature. It is contended that during these thirty years, and therefore-
during the lifetime of the Apostle John, a great change was made in the
organisation of the apostolic churches, and that at the beginning of the
second century the distinction between * bishops’ and * presbyters” was
widely and firmly established.

The argument may be stated briefly in the following form :—* Aslateas.
‘A.D, 70 there is no sign of any distinction between a bishop and a
‘presbyter; but soon after A.D. 100 it is clear that supreme authority
‘was attributed to the. bishop. What is the history of this remark-
‘able change? The Apostle John was alive till nearly the close of the
¢ century, and the earliest indications of the supremacy of the bishop are in
¢ Asia Minor, where John's influence was most powerful. The distinction
‘between bishop and presbyter is strongly asserted in the epistles of
‘Ignatius, which belong to the early part of the second century. May it
‘not be inferred that this change in the organisation of Christiam
‘churches had John's sanction, and that the simpler polity which is illus-
¢trated in the New Testament was not intended to be permanent ?’®

¢That the authority of the bishop had this early origin, that it was fully
¢established some time before the end of the first century, and therefore
‘during the life of the Apostle John, does not rest on the unsupported
‘authority of Ignatius; it isconfirmed by other early ‘‘ecclesiastical writers,” *

There are two questions to be investigated : (I.) What evidence exists in
support of the position that early in the second century the distinction
between * bishops ”” and ¢ presbyters’? was widely and firmly established, and
must, therefore, have had apostolic sanction ? (IL) Is there any evidence to-
confirm the early origin of diocesan, as distinguished from congregational,
episcopacy ?

(I.) In investigating the first of these questions it will be necessary to
consider (A) the evidence of contempaorary authoritics, and (B) the testi-
mony of later ecclesiastical.writers.

(A) Contemporary evidence in jfavour of the existence of the distinction
between © bishops ** and * presbyters *’ early in the second century.

* Rothe's theary t.hnt “ immediately after the fall of Jernsalem & conccil of the-
apostles and first taachers of the Giospel was held to deliberats on the crisis and to
frame meaanres for. the well-being of the church,” and thak *'the centre. of the
aystem then organised was episcopacy,” has been effectually destroyed by Dr.
Lightfoot (*Dissertation on the OChristian Ministry,” PP 201—200). Ii.ja a
bolder form of the theory which attributes the origin of episcopaqy to the Apastle
John and the other apostles who were living in Asia Minor ag the closs of. the first.
century. The arguments which are fatgl to the J’phanmqqtbpoxz a%e alao fatal to-
she theory of an apoatoli¢ conncil.
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(1.) The chief strength of the evidence is derived from the epistles of
Ignatius,

The date of the martyrdom of Ignatius is not finally determined; it
lies between A.D. 107 and A.D. 117. Fifteen epistles have been attributed
to him; it is universally acknowledged that eight of these are spurious. Of
the remaining seven we have two Greek texts—a shorterand a longer. Only
three of these seven appear in the Syriac version discovered in the British
Museum, and published in 1845.

The longer Greek text is universally rejected. Our choice lies between
the short Greek and the Syriac version. When Dr. Lightfoot in 1868
published his well-known essay on the Christian Ministry (‘¢ Epistle to the
Philippians,” pp. 179—267), he ¢ assumed that the Syriac version repre-
sents the epistles of St. Ignatius in their genuine form.”* As to the
epistles existing in the short Greek text, he “acquiesced in the earlier
opinion of Lipsius, who ascribed them to an interpolator writing about
A.D. 140.” t He has since been convinced that the seven letters of the
short Greek are genuine.} In this change of judgment Dr. Lightfoot does
not stand alone. Forsome years after the publication of the Syriac version
a large number of eminent scholars believed that it represented the real
letters of Ignatius; more recently, the short Greek has been gradually
recovering its former authority. But the question is still one on which
scholars are divided.§

Ignatius is the only contemporary writer that can be quoted in support
of the theory that the threefold ministry of bishops, presbyters, and
deacons was widely and firmly established in the Church in the early
years of the second century, and must therefore have been created with
apostolic sanction and authority between A.D. 70 and A.D. 100, and the
question where we are to find the true text of his epistles is one of con-
siderable interest. For while the Syriac version speaks expressly of
bishop, presbyters, and deacons, the measure and kind of authority at-
tributed by Ignatius to the bishop as distinguished from the presbyters
depends upon the conflicting claims of the Syriac version of the three
epistles and the short Greek of the seven.

In the Syriac version the ideal bishop is scarcely, if anything, more than
a vigorous presiding elder, who is called bishop to distinguish him from his
colleagues, and who, as president, is, to use Dr. Lightfoot’s felicitous

® ©“Epistle to the Philippians,” First Edition, p. 233,

4 Ibid. ; and Contemporary Review, February, 1875, . 857.

3 Praiwa to Bixth Edition of * Epistle to the Philippians,” 1881,

§ Dr. Lightfoot’s work on Ignatius, which has been eagerly expected from monll
40 month for some time past, has not yet been published (August, 1884),



THE ORIGIN OF EPISCOPACY, xvii

phrase, ¢ a visible centre of unity in the congregation.”® The strongest
passages in support of episcopal supremacy are those which are quoted by
Dr. Lightfoot, * Vindicate thine office with all diligence,” writes Ignatius to
the Bishop of Smymna, *in things temporal as well as spiritual. Have a care
of unity, than which nothing is better.” ¢ The crisis requires thee, as the
pilot requires the winds or the storm-tossed mariner a haven, soas to attain
unto God.” *Letnot those who seem to be plausible and teach falsehoods
dismay thee; but stand thou firm as an anvil under the hammer; ’tis the
part of a great athlete to be bruised and to conquer.” “Let nothing be
done without thy consent, and do thou nothing without the consent of
God.” He adds directions, also, that those who decide on a life of virginity
shall disclose their intention to the bishop.only, and those who matry
shall obtain his consent to their union, that ¢ their marriage may be
according to the Lord, and not according to lust.” And, turning from the
bishop to the people, he adds, *“ Give heed to your bishop, that God also
may give heed to you. I give my life for those who are obedient to the
bishop, to presbyters, to deacons. With them may I have my portion in
the presence of God.” Writing to the Ephesians, also, he says that in
receiving their bishop Onesimus he is receiving their whole body, and he
charges them to love him, and one and all to be in his likeness, adding,
¢ Since love does not permit me to be silent, therefore I have been forward
in exhorting you to conform to the will of God.”’t

The whole value of these extracts as evidence in favour of the early
origin of episcopacy lies in the enumeration of ¢ bishop, presbyters, and
deacons.”” Omit these words, and they might all have been written by a
presiding elder who was inclined to magnify his office, and who believed
that the unity and safety of a church in troubled times depended upon
the vigour with which the chief of the presbyters discharged the duties oy
administration, and upon the loyalty with which the church recognised his
authority.

Ignatius had an exaggerated conception of the power of all church rulers.
The manner in which he enforces the duty of obedience to presbyters and
deacons, as well as to the bishop, is alien from the spirit of apostolic times.
If the tone of his letters, even as they appear in the Syriac version, was
common among the rulers of the churches at the beginning of the second
century, the ideal glory of the Christian commonalty had faded away. The
powers of an Ignatian * bishop ** may not have been greater than those of
an encrgetic presiding elder, but, if the more authoritative title was already
generally appropriated to him, this would indicate that the organisation of

@ “Epistle to the Philippians,” p. 234, + " Epistle to the Philippians,” p. 235
15
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the church wds being centralised, and that the spuitiml freédom of emllér
times Wis giving place to ecelesiasﬂcal

be quotéd in sapport of the theoty that tha theeeftld nnmst?y of bisi(ops,
presbytess, dnd dercons was widely and frendy established ih the Chutth in
the efirly ye@ts of the second e¢entory, arld must; therefore, hiave beén
creatéd Wwith #pdstolic sanction And authenity betwetn A.D. 76 and
A.D. 100.” Bt this is a very inadequate staténtent. Hhateder other
conteniporiry ebidence exists is Rostite Yo the

(2.) About A.b. g5 Clement of Romé vwrote & lettﬂ to the &Hurch at
Corinth, which was disturbed by a violeat schisth. Hé wrote, not i1 his awn
name, but in the narhe of the church. He says that the apostles; ¢ préaching
everjwhere i cowntry and in town, appointed their first-froffs, when they
had pfoved thém by the Spirit, to be diskaps and dedcons utito thet that
should beleve ” (§ 42). ©Our apostles kmeir, thrbugh our Ford Jesus
<Chiist, thut there would be strife ovér the sanie of the Jiakdp's office.

. o Theue, theréfore, who were appointed by them, or; afterward, by
Gther ex of repute, with the consent of the whole tharch; amd have
ministered tmblameably to the flock of Christ, in lowhiness of imind,
peacefally, and with all modesty, and for a'long tithe have borne a good
report with all ~these men we consider to be unjustly thrust out of their
ministration. For it will be ho light sin for us if we thrmst out those who
have offered the gifts of the Jiskop’s office unblameably and'heldly, Blessed
are those preshyters who have gone before, seting thet their departure was
fruitful aud ripe; for they have no fesr lest any one should feméve them
from their appointed place. For we see that ye have displaced cértain
persons; though they were Hving honourably, fromr the ministration which
they had kept Mlamrtlessly” (§ 44). “ Only let the flock of Ebrist be at
Ppeace with its duly appoeihted presbyters” (§ §4).

It is clear that to Clement * bishop' and * presbyter” were different
names for the same office. The apostles appointed “bishops and deacons,”
not  bishéps, presbytérs, and deacoms.” The * ptesbyters” whom the
Corinthiairs had deposed were ¢ bishops,’” and some of them had appmntly
been appomted by thé apostles themselves: No separate authority is
clainred foir & “ bishop.” The Corinthians are to Hve at peace with their
*¢ presbyters.” €lement does not claimk to b2 a-bishop Bimselfin any other
senge than that iy whick all ¢ presbyters "’ were' “ bishops.”” He does not
teeognise at Cormtk any one bxslmp' ay hav!ng ahthoﬂty over the rest.®

* “There is no allusion to the episcopal office ; yet the main subject of Clement’s
letter is the expulsion and ill treatment of certain presbyters, whose authority he
minintains as holding an office instituted by, and handed dow from, the aposties
thcmsylves™ (Lightfoot: * Epistle to the Philippians,” p. 2i6),
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And it is remarkable that in the Jetter of Ignatius to the Rothans there is
mo allusion to the episcopal office.

It inay be said that the theory which is being investigated asctibes
the apostolic origin of episcepacy to John, who was living at Ephesus ;
that John's influence was most powerful in Asia Minor; and that
Rome was a very distant city, But if the Apostle John, who probably
died within three or four years after Clement’s epistle was writtén, had
authorised the creation of the threefold ministry, Clement would have
been likely to hear of it as soon as Ignatius. Communigations were easy
between Rome and the remotest parts of the empire. Ephesus was the
<entre of the trade of the Levant. There was probably much more in-
tercourse between Ephesus and Rome than between Ephesus and Antioch.
Corinth was still nearer to Ephesus, and Corinth knew nothing of the
change which is alleged to have been introduced into the polity of the
Church. If John established episcopacy, it is inexplicable that in A.p. 95
neither Rome nor Corinth should have had a ** bishop.”™

(3.) During the last years of his life John Hived at Ep'hesﬁs and within a
few hours’ ride from Ephesus was the great city of Smyma. Polycarp was
Bishop of Smyrna at the time of the martyrdom of Ignatius, e is said by
Irenseus to have been appointed bishop *by the apostles’” He is said by
Tertullian to have been appointed by John himsslf.

After John's death, Polycarp was accustomed to speak of his familiar
intercourse with the Apostle and with others who had seen the Lord ; and
be used to tell what he had heard from them concerning the miracles and
teaching of Christ.* If episcopacy was founded by John's authority,
Polycarp must have known it.

But soon after Ignatius wrote his epistle to Polychrp, Polycarp wrote an
cpistle to the Philippians, It begins:  Polycarp dnd the ptesbyters with
him to the church of God sojourning at Philippi.”” Dr, Lightfoet, in his
dissertation on the Christian Ministry, skys * ke evidently wrltes as a
bishop, for he distingnishes Mimseld from his presbyters:”’+ With the
greatest respect for Dr. Lightfoot’s awthority, this inference sed¢ms 4 little
strained. If Sir Garnet Wolseley wtots, * Sir Gatnet Wolseley and the
generals who are with him offer thefr congratelntions,” Eeb., this weuld not
imply that Sir Garnet was anything more thatt agetextl, On tM authority

® Fussbius: * Eer. Hist.,” ook v., chiap. 20,

+ Dr. Lightfoot’s ** Epistle to the Philippians,” . #13. In an article ém Polyearp
in the Contemporary Review, May, 1875, Dr. Lightfoot Muys: *Thery is every
reason for believing that Polycarp was Bishop of Smyrn #t this time; yetin the
heading of the letter he does not assert his title, but writea merely 'Polycu'p ahd
the presbyters with him * * (p.840}, -

15
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of Ignatius we may believe that Polycarp was * bishop " of Smyma at this
time, but Polycarp appears to have attached very little importance to his
title; from his own letter we should never have discovered that there
was any difference between a bishop and a presbyter. Dr. Lightfoot has
given an excellent account of the letter. *In Polycarp’s epistle . . . there
is no mention of episcopacy. He speaks at length about the duties of the
presbyters, of the deacons, of the widows and others, but the bishop
is entirely ignored. More especially he directs the younger men to be
obedient to ¢ the presbyters and deacons as to God and Christ,’ but nothing
is said about obedience to the bishop. At a later part he has occasion to
speak of an offence committed by one Valens, a presbyter, but here again
there is the same silence.”” * In his dissertation on the Christian Ministry
Dr. Lightfoot closes a brief summary of the contents of this epistle by
saying: *““We are thus led to the inference that episcopacy did not exist
at all among the Philippians at this time, or existed only in an elementary
form, so that the bishop was a mere president of the presbyteral council.”
But Polycarp does not suggest that the organisation of the Philippian
church was incomplete. 'When Paul wrote to the church it had bishops
and deacons” (Phil. i. 1) ; it has the same officers still, but they are described
by Polycarp as * presbyters and deacons.” He does not tell them that the
Apostle John had created a new order in the Church, and that it was now
their duty to have a ““bishop.’”” Polycarp was much more likely to
know the mind of John than Ignatius; and, if John had re-organised the
churches of Asia Minor on episcopal principles, Polycarp would surely
have described himself as the Bishop of Smyrna, and would have recom-
mended, and even enforced, the appointment of a Bishop of Philippi.

The Syriac version of Ignatius is good evidence that early in the second
century Ignatius himself was Bishop of Antioch, that Polycarp was Bishop
of Smyma, and Onesimus Bishop of Ephesus. The short Greek text of
the epistles, assuming its genuineness, is good evidence that at the same
time Dama¢ was Bishop of Magnesia, Polybius Bishop of Tralles, and
that the church’ of Philadelphia had a bishop whose name is not given.
That Polycarp was Bishop of Smyma is confirmed by his pupil Irenzus.}
« Polycrates also (a younger contemporary of Polycarp, and himself Bishop of
Ephesus) designates him by this title; and, again, in the letter written by
his own church and giving an account of his martyrdom, he is styled
«Bishop of the church in Smyrna.’'§ But what is the worth of

® Contemporary Review, May, 1876, p. 841,

+ ** Epistle to the Philippians,” p. 215,

4 But ses note, p. 230,

§ Lightfoot's ** Epistle to the Philippiars,” p, 318,
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sthese facts as evidence that early in the second century the episcopal
-office was firmly and widely established? Ephesus could be reached in a
few hours from Smyrna; Magnesia was ten or fifteen miles distant from
‘Ephesus. Tralles and Philadelphia were more remote, but their distance
from Smyrna was not considerable. Antioch, of which Ignatius himself
awas bishop, was the only distant city.

But at the close of the first century Clement knows nothing of episco-
pacy in Rome or in Corinth. At the beginning of the second century
"Polycarp, himself a Bishop, knows nothing of episcopacy at Philippi.

We learn from Ignatius that between A.D. 107 and A.D, 117 there were
<t bishops ” in Antioch and in five other churches which were all situated
1in one small district of Asia Minor. This is all that his evidence amounts
to, and it hardly proves that episcopacy was ‘¢ widely established.’

(B) Evidence of later ecclesiastical writers in favour of the existence of
the distinction between “ bishops™ and * presbyters™ early in the second
-century.

Early in the second century there were a few *bishops’’ in Asia Minor,
‘but the evidence that there were ““bishops” elsewhere is wholly untrust-
worthy.

Irenzus is quoted to prove that the “bishops* of Rome received their
authority from the apostles themselves. ¢ The blessed apostles [Peter and
Paul), having built up the church, committed into the hands of Linus the
office of the episcopate. Of this Linus Paul makes mention in the Epistles
to Timothy. To him succeeded Anencletus, and after him, in the third
place from the apostles, Clement was allotted the bishopric.” #

Tertullian is quoted for the same purpose. He challenges the heretics
'to prove that their doctrines had apostolic authority. ¢ Let them, then,
produce the original records of their churches; let them unfold the roll of
their bishops, running down in due succession in such a manner that their
first distinguished bishop shall be able to show for his ordainer and pre-
decessor some one of the apostles or of apostolic men—a man, moreover,
who continued steadfast with the apostles. For this is the manner in
which the apostolic churches transmit their registers; as the church of
Smyrna, which records that Polycarp was placed there by John; as alse
the church of Rome, which makes Clement to have been ordained in like
manner by Peter.”+ Dr. Lightfoot says very justly that ¢ the reason
for supposing Clement to have been a bishop is as strong as the universal
tradition of the next ages can make it.” § But headds: “ Yet, while calling

* « Adv. Heres.,” book iii., chap. 3 (Roberts’s translation).
# * De Praoscriptione Heret,,” chap, xxxii, (Holmes's translation,)
4 “ Epistle to the Philippians,” p. 221,
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"him = bishop, we must not suppose him to have attained the same distinct
isolated position of authority which was occupied by his successors,
Eleutherus and Victor, for instance, at the close of the second century,
or even by his contemporaries, Ignatius of Antioch and Polycarp of
Smyrna. He was rather the chief of the presbyters than the chief over
the presbyters. Only when thus limited can the episcopacy of St
Clement be reconciled with the language of his own epistle, or with the
notice in his younger eontemporary, Hermas.”

Clement's *bishopric” of Rome is a crucial case. 'We have the proof
from his own hand that he knew of no distinction between ¢ presbyter
and “bishop.” He was a presbyter, and’ his colleagues were presbyters,
He was a bishop, and his colleagues were bishops. President of the
presbyters or bishops he may have been, but he was wholly unconscious
that he held a different office in the church from theirs, and belonged to
2 superior order. And yet ¢the universal tradition of the next ages®
makes him a “bishop ” in the sense in which the title came to be used in
the second century. Irenzus, who wrote within seventy or eighty years
after Clement’s death, not only describes him as Bishop of Rome, but tells
us who were his predecessors. The inference is obvious. The only trust-
worthy evidence of the existence of episcopacy at the end of the first
century and the beginning of the second is confemporary testlmony, and
the only contemporary testimony is that which is contained in the epistles
of Ignatius.

¢ Episcopacy,” says Dr. Lightfoot, “is so inseparably interwoven with
all the traditions and beliefs of men like Trenzus and Tertullian that they
betray no knowledge of a time when it was not. Even Irenzus, the earlier
of these, who was certainly born, and probably had grown up, before the
middle of the [second] century, seems to be wholly ignorant that the word
bishop had passed from a lower to a higher value since the apostolic times,”*
‘Whatever testimony may be quoted from writers living in the second half
of the second century or later to the existence of episcopacyin the first
century is worthless; and this invalidates all the evidence that can be
alleged in support of the early origin of episcopacy, except that of Ignatius,

® ““Epistle to the Philippians,’” p, 227. The words quoted from Dr. Lightfoot in the
text invalidate the testimony of Ireneeus even to the episcopal rank of his master,
Polycarp. In A.p- 180 tho distinction between * bishop' and * presbyter” had
become definite and firm. If Polycarp, as scems certain, was appointed one of the
presbyters or bishops of the church at Smyrna with the concurrence of the Apostle
John, and if he was made prosident of the presbytery, the title of * bishop " would
have come to be exclusively appropriated to him before his death; and Irensmus
would naturally speak of him as having been * bishop'~in the second.century
sense of the word—from his original appointment,
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It wasnot till the fourth cemtury that the identity of presbyters and
bishops in apostolic times was re-discovered ; and then the tradition which
had created a succession of * bishops® foreach of the great apostolic
churches was too firmly rooted to be disturbed.®

But how was it that during the latter half of the secomd century and
throughout the third cemtury the'tradition was so uniform that there had
been ¢ bishops " from the beginning? From what soarces were the cata-
logues of the succession of bishops in the churches of Jernsalem, of Rome,
and of Alexandria derived? The probable explanation-seems to be that
in the larger churches where there were many presbyters it had become
necessary very early, for the sake of order and for administrative parposes,
to recognise ome of them :as the president of the presbytery and of the
church. In some cascs, and especially duning the emdy and formative
years of the great churches, the president would probably take his place
without any formal appointment. The presbyter ‘who, en .the ground of
age, or of energy, or of Imowledge, or of dharacter, or of eloguence, was
the matural leader of the dmrch wonld preside.t JIn other cases the

* “Towards the close of the second oentury the original spplication of the term
4 bishop? seems to have passed not only ont of use, but-almost out of memory. Bo.
perhaps we may account for the explamation whith Trenteus gives of the incident
at Miletms (Aots xx. 17—28) : * Havimg ealled together the dishops ond sresiyters
who were from Ephesus end &he other neighbouring eitics.” Butin the fourth ven-
tury, when the fathers of the Church began to examine the apostolic records with a
more critioal eye, they at once detected the fact. Noone states it more clearly than
Jerome. *Among the ancients,’ hesays, ‘bishops and presbyters are the same,
for the one is & term of dignity, the other of age) “The Apostle phinly
shows,” he writes in another place, “that presbyters are the same as bishops,
e o« « It is proved most clearly that biskops and -presbyters are the same.”
Again, in a third passage he says,  If any one thinks the opinion that the bishops and
presbyters are the same to be not the view of the Scriptures, but my own, let him
study thewords of the Apostle to the Philippians,’ and in support of his view he
alleges the Bcriptaral proofs at great lemgth, But though more full than other
writers, be is bardly more explicit. Of his predecessors, the Ambrosian Hilaryhad
discerned the same trath. Of his coatemperaries and successors, Chrysostom,
Pelagius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, all acknowledge it. Thus,in every one
of the extant commentaries on the epistles cemtaining the crucial passages, whether:
Groek or Latin, befoze the elose of the fifth eentary, thia identity is affirmed. 'In.
the succeeding sges bishops and popes aceept the verdiot of Bt. Jeromas without
question. Even lste in the medieval period, and at the era of the Reformation, the
justioce of his criticism, or the sanction of his name, carries the general suffrages of
theologiana® (Lightfoot's ** Epistle to the Philippians,” pp. 08, 90).

+ The order of the succession of Roman bishops is somelimes given as Linus,.
Cletus, Clement; sometimes. a8 Linus, Anencletus, Clement; sometimes as Linus,.
COlement, Cletus, Anemcletus., There was a tradition that Ignatius was *“the first
bishop of Antioch after the spgsties,” but Euodius was generally regarded as thes

10*
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appointment would be made by the formal action of the presbytery, or of
the church, or of both. The names of these leaders and presidents would
be preserved by tradition; and when the title ¢“bishop” came to be
restricted to the presiding presbyter the distinctive title was attributed to
all his predecessors.

Irenzus, Tertullian, and Clement of Alexandria seem not to have known
that * the word bishop had passed from a lower to a higher value since
apostolic times.” ¢ Their silence,’” as Dr. Lightfoot justly observes, *‘sug-
gests a strong negative presumption that, while every other point of
doctrine or practice was eagerly canvassed, the form of church government
alone scarcely came under discussion.”®

If the transition from the earlier form of church polity to that which
became general in the second century attracted so little attention, it seems
probable that the transition was extremely gradual. An apostolic direction .
requiring the creation of “bishops” in churches where there had been.no
bishops before .would not have been forgotten so easily. If John had
authoritatively established ¢ bishops’ in the churches of Asia Minor, his
action would have provoked inquiry at Corinth and at Rome. But if the
larger churches had long been accustomed to presiding presbyters, and if,
simply as a matter of convenience, or to do him the greater honour, a church
here and there began to call its president the ¢ bishop,” leaving to his
colleagues in office the other of the two names which belonged to them all,
the change was not likely to create controversy. John was not likely to
regard it as a matter having any importance. The practice was so con-
wenient that it was likely to spread rapidly. It implied no change in the
relations between the “bishop” and the presbyters, or between the
¢ bishop ”” and the church. The * bishop ™ was still one of the presbyters,
though henceforth the presbyters were not bishops.t

first bishop and Ignatius as the second. May not these variations be accounted
for by the hypothesis that leading presbyters living at the same time were made
““bishops " by tradition? Thiswould naturallylead to differences in the traditional
order of succession.

* Epistle to the Philippians,” p. 227,

+ Irensus, “‘ arguing sgainst the heretics, says, *But when again we appeal
against them to that tradition which is derived from the apostles, which is
preserved in the churches by successions of presbyfers, they place themselves in
oppoeition to it, saying that they, being wiser not only than the vresbyters, but
even than the apostles, have discovered the gennine truth." Yet just below, after
again mentioning the apostolic tradition, he adds, ‘ We are able to enumerate those
who have been appointed by the apostles dishops in the churches and their sue-
cessors down to our own times*? (Lightfoot : ** Epistle to the Philippians,’” p. 228).
Dr, Lightfoot gives other passages in support of this position,
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As the second century advanced, the change was recommended by other
reasons than simple convenience. The appropriation of the distinctive
title to the president of the presbytery gave emphasis to his persoral
authority, and the troubles of the churches suggested the expedicncy of
centralising the form of government. *Before factions were introduced
into religion by the prompting of the devil,” says Jerome, the churchcs
were governed by a council of elders, “but as soon as each man began to
consider thosec whom ke had baptized to belong to himself and not to Christ,
it was decided throughout the world that one elccted from the elders
should be placed over the rcst, so that the cars of the Church should
devolve on him, and the seeds of schism be removed. . . . When
afterwards one presbyter was elected that he might be placed over the rest,
this was done as a remedy against schism, that each man might not drag
to himself, and thus break up the Church of Christ.”®

(IL.) One other' question remains to be considered. Is there any
evidence to confirm the early origin of diocesan episcopacy ? Whatever
contemporary evidence exists is contained in the epistles of Ignatius,
Accepting the seven epistles of Ignatius in the short Greek recension,
and assuming that the text is not grossly corrupt, what support do they
give to modern episcopal theories ?

The epistles as they appear in the Syriac version are sufficient evidence-
that at the date of the martyrdom of Ignatius a few churches in Asiz
Minor had bishops, presbyters, and deacons; but they contain nothing tor
show that the * bishop ”’ of the second century was very much more than
the presiding presbyter of the first under a new name. Butin the short
Greek epistles, which, even if they are not from the hand of Ignatius,
¢ cannot date later than the middle of the second century,” 1 the greatness
of the “ bishop ”” is asserted in the most extravagant language. Whether
the writer was Ignatius himself or & forger and interpolator living thirty
or forty years later, Dr. Lightfoot says that ¢ throughout the whole range
of Christian literature no more uncompromising advocate of episcopacy can
be found.”} To what extent, then, does he support the episcopal theory ?

The following extracts are- given by Dr. Lightfoot as illustrating the
manner in which language is ¢ strained to the utmost” * when asserting
the claims of the episcopal office to obedience and respect ”” § : —

¢ The bishops established in the farthest parts of the world are in the
counsels of Jesus Christ.”” ¢ Every one whom the Master of the house
sendeth to govern His own household we ought to receive as Him that sent.

® Quoted by Lightfoot: * Epistle to the Philippians,” p. 208,
+ Lightfoot : * Epistle to the Philippiana " (First Edition), note, p. 333,
$ I%id. (8ixth Edition), p. 338, § I%id., p. 336,
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him ; clearly, therefore, we ought to regard the bishop as the Lord Him-
self.” Those “live a life after Christ” who obey the bishop as Jesus
Christ.” It is good to know God and the bishop; hethat honoureth the
bishop is honoured of God ; he that doeth anything without the knowledge
of the bishop serveth the devil” He that obeys his bishop obeys, ‘ not
him, but the Father of Jesus Christ, the Bishop of all.” On.the other
hand, he that practises hypocrisy towards his bishop, ¢ not only deceiveth
the visible one, but cheateth the Unseen.” ¢ As many as are of God and
of Jesus Christ are with the bishop.” Those are approved who are
¢“inseparate from God, from Jesus Christ, and from the bishop, and from
the ordinances of the apostles.” ¢ Do ye all,” says this writer again,
¢ follow the bishop, as Jesus Christ followed the Father,” The Ephesians
are commended, accordingly, becanse they are so united with their bishop
““as the Church with Jesus Christ, and as Jesus Christ with the Father."”
“If,” it is added, “the prayer of one or two hath so much power, how
much more the prayer of the bishop and of the whole Church.” ¢ Wherever
the- bishop may.appear, there let. the multitude be ; just as where Jesus
Christ may he, there is the Catholic Church.” Therefore ¢ let no man do
anything pertaining to the church without the bishop.” It is not allow-
able either to baptize or to hold a love-feast without the bishop; but what.
soever Lie may approve, this also is well pleasing to Ged, that everything
which is done may be safe and valid.” * Unity of God,” according to this
writer, consists in harmonious co-operation with the bishop.®

But the manner in which the writer of these epistles speaks of the pres-
byters is. almost equally remarkable. “It is befitting,” he says,  that,.
beiag subject to. the bishop and the presbytery, ye may in all respects be
sanctified.””t * Your justly renowned presbytery, worthy of God, is fitted
as exactly to the bishop as the strings are to the harp. Therefore in your
concord and harmenious love, Jesus Christ is sung.”’} [The deacon Soter]
is subject ta the bishop as to the grace of God, and to the presbytery as ta
the law of Jesus Christ.”§ * Your bishop presides in the place of God, and
your preshyters in the place of the assembly of the apostles, along with your
deacoms who are most dear to me, and are entrusted with the ministry of
Jesus Christ.’’] “Be ye united with your bishop and those that preside
over you, asa-type.and evidence of your immortality.””¥ ¢¢ As therefore the
Lord did. nothing without the Father, being united to Him, neither by the
apostles, s meither do ye anything without the bishop and presbyters.”##

* Lightfoot: * Epistle to the Philippisns,” pp. 296, 237,

+ Eph. 2. 'Phetranalation quoted is thas of Dr: Boberts and Dr. Donaldsom:

1 Eph. 3. § Magn. 1. - Magm &
9 Magn. p.& The translators mark the meaning ofihedast clanse as donbtfuly

®* Magn, 7.




THE ORIGIN OF EPISCOPACY. XYvii

*¢ Study, therefore, to be established in the doctrines of the Lord . .
with your most admirable bishop, and the well-compacted crown of your
presbytery, and the deacons who are according to God.” ® It is there-
fore necessary that, as ye indeed do, so without the bishop ye should do
mothing, but should also be subject to the presbytery as to the apostles of
Jesus Christ.”+ *In like manner let all reverence the deacons asan ap-
-pointment [?] of Jesus Christ, and the bishop as Jesus Christ who is the
Son of the Father, and the presbytery as the Sanhedrim of God and
assembly of the apostles.’”} ¢ He who does anything apart from the
bishop, and presbyters, and deacons [o» deacon], such 2 man is not pure in
his conscience.”§ * Fare ye wellin Jesus Christ, while ye continue subject
‘to the bishop as to the command [of God] and in like manner to the pres-
bytery.”| ‘ Jesus Christ whois our eternal and enduring joy, especially if
{men] are in unity with the bishop, the presbyters, and the deacons, who
have been appointed according to the mind of Jesus Christ.”¥ ¢ Take ye
hecd, then, to have but one Eucharist. For there is one flesh of our Lord
Jesus Christ and one cup to [show forth] the unity of His blood; one
altar; as there is one bishop, with the presbytery and deacons,” **
% Give heed to the bishop and the presbytery, and deacons.”t ¢ See
that ye all follow the bishop, even as Jesus Christ does the Father, and the
{presbyters as ye would the apostles; and reverence the deacons as being
the institution of God.””{} My soul be for theirs that are submissive to
the bishop, to the presbyters, and to the deacons, and may my portioa be
along with them in God.” §§

To form a just conception of the relative positions of bishop and pres-
byter as illustrated in these epistles two considerations must be taken into
account,

(I.) The churches to which they were addressed appear to have consisted,
in every case, of only one Christian assembly. There is nothing to suggest
that any bishop had more than one congregation under his care. There is
not a phrase to indicate that the Christians of any one of these churches
met for Christian worship and iostruction and for the celebration of the
Supper of the Lord in more than one place. Ignatius, or the forger and
interpolator who assumes his name, says to the Christians of Smyma,
* Wherever the bishop shall appear, there let the multitude [of the people]

* Magn. 13. t Trall. 2. ¥ Trall. 8. § Trall. 2,
§ Trall. 12, 9 * Philadelph, Salutation,™ ** Philadelph. 4.
%4 Philadelph, 7, 1% By, 6 §§ Poige. 6,
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also be.”® Writing to the Ephesians, he says: ¢ Take heed, then, often-
to come together to give thanks to God and to show forth His praise. For
when ye assemble frequently in the same place the powers of Satan are

destroyed, and the destruction at which he aims is prevented by the unity

of your faith.,”’t Writing to the Magnesians he says: * Neither do ye

anything without the presbyters. Neither endeavour that anything appear

reasonable and proper to yourselves apart; but, being come together into-
the same place, let there be one prayer, one supplication, one mind, one*
hope, in love and in joy undefiled. There is one Jesus Christ, than whom

nothing is more excellent. Do ye, therefore, all run together as into one

temple of God, as to one altar,” &c.}] These extracts give an inadequate-
impression of the earnestness with which in epistle after epistle the writer

insists on the necessity of unity; and the unity on which he insists is not

merely a unity of faith and affection, but apparently a congregational

unity. He denounces separation from the one Christian assembly. Chris.

tians are to hold together. ¢ Wherever the bishop shall appear, there let-
the multitude of the people be.” The presbyters were not the ministers of
separate congregations which, with their ministers, were all under the govern-

ment of the bishop. There was only one congregation. The bishop and
the presbyters fulfilled their ministry in the same assembly. The episcopacy-
of these epistles is a congregational episcopacy—not a diocesan epis-

copacy.

(IL.) Although the people are incessantly exhorted to obey the bishop-
and the presbyters, the presbyters are never exhorted to obey the bishop.
In one passage § a deacon is praised for being submissive to the bishop
and the presbyters; but in no passage is a presbyter praised for being sub-
missive to the bishop. The kind of authority attributed by the episcopal
theory to the diocesan bishop over his clergy is never attributed by the
Ignatian letters to the congregational bishop over his presbyters. They
rule the church together.

It is with a view to maintain the order and wunity of the one
Christian assembly that the Christians at Smyma are charged not to-
regard any Eucharist as a * proper Eucharist unless it is administered
either by the bishop or by one to whom he has entrusted it.””|| The-
Eucharist was the centre and home of all that was most sacred in the life
and fellowship of the church. For a presbyter to celebrate it at a-
time or in a place which the bishop did not approve would be to break
up the unity of the Christian society. The extravagant language in-
which the writer of these letters speaks of the authority of the bishop,.

® Bmyrmn. 8, +Ephes.13. $Msgn.?. §Msgn.2 | Smym &
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as if it were as sacred and awful as the authority of the Lord Jesus Christ

and of the Eternal Father, is not to be pressed as implying that the

presbyters owe him unlimited obedience, It is in hisrelations to the people
—not to the presbyters—that the Ignatian bishop has this amazing power.

To quote once more a passage in the epistle to the Magnesians—if the-
deacon is to be ‘““subject to the bishop as to the grace of God,” he is to-
be subject to the presbytery *as to the law of Jesus Christ.”” The terms

in which these epistles describe the power of the bishop over the people

verge upon blasphemy, if they are not positively blasphemous. But the

presbyters share his supremacy. Presbyters and bishop rule the church.
together.

(ITI.) There is not the slightest proof that the theory of the Ignatian
cpistles was generally accepted by the churches of the first half of the
second century. The writer, whoever he may have been, stands.
alone. His theory made 2 very slight, if any, impression on his
immediate successors. He himself does not appeal to any apostolic
authority in support of his extravagant claims for the bishop, or
in support of his claims for the presbytery, which are almost equally
extravagant. In all probability his language has been taken by later
controversialists much too seriously. He was a mystical and passionate
writer, and never intended his words to be a precise definition of the powers
to be attributed to the rulers of the church. Had he been challenged to-
explain what he meant when he said that men ought to *obey the bishop
as Jesus Christ,” he would probably have answered that it was only by
recognising the authority of the bishop that the church could ‘‘keep the
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace,” and that to violate the unity of
the church was to break out into revolt against Christ Himself, * The-
powers that be are ordained of God;** this, he might have said, is as true
in the Church as in the State; they are to be obeyed, not for their own
sake, but for the sake of the public peace and order which it is God’s will
should be maintained. He may not have meant much mors than this, If
he did, he spoke for himself—not for apostles, not for the church.
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CONCLUSIONS.

The results of this discussion may be stated in the following proposi~
tions :—

1. Till A.D. 70 no distinction between bishop and presbyter was recog-
nised in any Christian church.

2. At the end of the first century no distinction between bishop and
presbyter was recognised either in the church at Rome or in the church at
-Corinth, )

3. At the beginning of the second century the church at Philippi had
¢ presbyters and deacons,” but no bishop as distinguished from the pres-
‘byters. .

4. Presbyters were not ministers to whom bishops delegated part of
stheir powers ; but bishops were presbyters who were elevated to presidency
in the church,

5. The lists of bishops preserved by tradition in the principal churches
probably indicate that from apostolic times, and when no distinction was
'recognised" between bishops and presbyters, each of these churches had
.as its recognised leader the president of the presbyters, who, however, was
-only a presbyter.

6. Towards the end of the first century, or very early in the second, the
presiding elder in the church at Antioch and in several of the churches
of Asia Minof came to be denoted by the distinctive title of *bishop,”
.and this custom extended very rapidly among the churches in every part
of the world.

7. The absence of any tradition of controversies occasioned by this
-change of title indicates that the change of title was not at first supposed
to carry with it any real change in the relations between the presiding
‘presbyter and his colleagues.

8. It is unnecessary to attribute this change of title to the Apostle John,
-or to any other apostolic authority.

9. The bishop of the Ignatian letters was a congregational bishop—mnot
-a diocesan bishop,
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10. The bishop of the Ignatian letters did not exercise what can be
properly described as episcopal jurisdiction over the presbyters.

11. The enormous powers attributed both to the bishop and the
presbyters by the Ignatian letters indicate the authority which the writer
believed to be necessary to the rulers of churches, but are no evidence that
this aunthority had been conferred by the apostles or was generally acknow-
ledged by the churches cither at the beginning or in the middle of the
second century.
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“Hrt. IV.—Opinfons of Eminent bistorfans on the
Earlp Organisation of tbe Christfan Cburch,

MOSHEIM.

% As to the external form of the church and the mode of governing it,
neither Christ Himself nor His apostles gave any express precepts. We
are, therefore, to understand that this matter is left chiefly to be regulated
by circamstances, and by the discretion of civil and ecclesiastical rulers.
If, however, what no Christian can doubt, the apostles of Jesus Christ
acted by Divine command and guidance, then that form of the primitive
churches which was derived from the church of Jerusalem, erected and
organised by the apostles themselves, must be accounted Divine; yet it
will not follow that this form of the church was to be perpetual and
unalterable. In those primitive times each Christian church was composed
of the people, the presiding officers, and the assistants or deacons. These
must be thecomponent parts of every society. The highest authority was
in the people, or whole body of Christians: for even the apostles them-
selves inculcated by their example that nothing of any moment was to be
done or determined on but with the knowledge and consent of the brother-
hood (Acts i. 15, vi. 3, xv. 4, xxi. 22). And this mode of proceeding
both prudence and necessity required in those early times.

“The assembled people, therefore, elected their own rulers and teachers,
or received without constraint those recommended to them. They also,
by their suffrages, rejected or confirmed the laws which were proposed by
their rulers in their assemblies—they excluded profligate and lapsed
brethren, and restored them—they decided the controversies and disputes
which arose—they heard and determined the causes of presbyters and
deacons ;—in a word, the people did everything which belongs to those in
whom the supreme power of the community is vested. All these rights
the people paid for by supplying the funds necessary for the support of the
teachers, the deacons, and the poor, the public exigencies and unforeseen
emergenc1es These funds consisted of voluntary contributions in every
species of goods, made by individuals, according to their ability, at their
public mectings, and usually called oblations, 2

1
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“The rulers of the church were denominated sometimes presdyters ox
elders—a designation borrowed from the Jews, and indicative rather of the
wisdom than the age of the persons—and sometimes, also, diskops ; for it is
manifest that both terms are promiscuously used in the New Testament for
one and the same class of persons (Acts xx. 17—28; Phil. i 1; Tit. i s
—7; I Tim. iii. 1). Thesewere men of gravity, and distinguished for their
reputation, influence, and sanctity (1 Tim. iii. 1, &c.; Tit. i. 5, &c.).
From the words of St. Paul (1 Tim. v. 17) it has been inferred that some
elders instructed the people, while others served the church in other ways.
" Baut this distinction between feacking and ruling elders, if it ever existed
(which I will neither affirm nor deny), was certainly not of long continuance,
for St. Paul makes it a qualification requisite in all presbyters or bishops
that they be able to teach and instruct others (1 Tim. iii. 2, &c.).

4 That the charch had its public servants or deacons from its first found-
ation there can be no doubt, since no association can exist without its
servants; and least of all such associations as the first Christian churches.
Those young men who carried out the corpses of Ananias and his wife were
undoubtedly the deacons of the church at Jerusalem, who were attending
on the apostles and executing their commands (Acts v. 6—10). These first
deacons of that church were chosen from among the Jewish Christians born
in Palestine, and, as they appeared to act with partiality in the distribution
of alms among the native and foreign Jewish Christians, seven other
deacons were chosen by order of the apostles out of that part of the church
at Jerusalem which was composed of strangers or Jews of foreign birth
{Actsvi. 1, &c.). Six of these new deacons were foreign Jews, as appears.
from their names; the other one was from among the proselytes, for there was
a number of proselytes among the first Christians of Jerusalem, and it was.
suitable that they shoyld be attended to as well as the foreign Jews. The
example of the church of Jerusalem being followed by all the other churches
in obedience to the injunctions of the apostles, they likewise appointed
deacons (1 Tim. iii. 8, g). There were alsoin many churches, and especially
in those of Asia, female public servants or deaconesses who were respect-
able matrons or widows, appointed to take care of the poor and to perform
other offices.

¢ In this manner Christians managed ecclesiastical affairs so long as their
congregations were small or not very numerous. Three or four presbyters,
men of gravity and holiness, placed over those little societies, could easily
proceed with harmony, and needed no head or president. But when the
churches became larger, and the number of presbyters and deacons, as well
as the amount of duties to be performed, was increased, it became
necessary that the council of presbyters should have a president, a man of
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distinguished gravity and prudence, who should distribute among his.
colleagues their several tasks, and be, as it were, the central point of the-
whole society. He was at first denominated the ange/ (Rev. ii. and iii.),
but afterwards the dishop, a Greek title indicative of his principal business.
It would seem that the church of Jerusalem, when grown very numerous,
after the dispersion of the apostles among foreign mnations, was the first
to elect such a president, and that other churches in process of time-
ollowed the example.

But whoever supposes that the bishops of the first and golden age or
the church comresponded with the bishops of the following centuries
must blend and confound characters which are very different. For, in
this century and the next, a bishop had charge of a single church, which-
might ordinarily be contained in a private house; nor was he its lord,.
but was in reality its minister or servant; he instructed the people, con-~
ducted all parts of public worship, and attended on the sick and necessitous
in person; and what he was unable thus to perform, he committed to the
care of the presbyters, but without power to determine or sanction-
anything, except by the votes of the presbyters and people. The emolu-
ments of this singularly laborious and perilous office ‘were very small.
For the churches had no revenues except the voluntary contributions of the
people, or the oblations, which, moderate as they doubtless were, were
divided among the bishop, the presbyters, the deacons, and the poor of
the church.

¢¢ All the churches in those primitive times were independent bodies, none
‘of them subject to the jurisdiction of any other, for, though the churches
which were founded by the apostles themselves frequently had the honour
shown them to be consulted in difficult and doubtful cases, yet they hadno
judicial authority, no control, no power of giving laws. On the contrary,
it is clear as the noon-day that all Christian churches had equal rights,
and were in all respects on a footing of equality. Nor does there appear
in this first century any vestige of that consociation of the churches of the
same province which gave rise to councils and metropolitans. Rather, as-
is manifest, it was not till the second century that the custom of holding
ecclesiastical councils bepan, first in Greece, and thence extended intc
other provinces.””—[Mosheim: ¢ Institutes of Ecclesiastical History,’”
- Century 1., part ii., chap. ii.]

NEANDER.

‘“ The name of presbyter, by which, as we have before remarked, this:
office was first distinguished, was transferred from the Jewish synagogue to-
the Christian church. But when the church extended itself farther among:

16%
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Hellenic Gentiles, with this name borrowed from the civil and religious
-constitution of the Jews, another was joined which was more allied to the
.designations of social relation among the Gregks, and adapted to point
out the official duties connected with the dignity of presbyters. The name
episcopoi [bishops] denoted overseers over the whole of the church and its
collective concerns, as in Attica tho;e who were commissioned to organise
the States dependent on Athens received the title of episcopos, and as in
gencral it appears to have been a frequent one for denoting a guiding
-oversight in the public administration. Since then the name episcopos
[bishop] was no other than a transference of an original Jewish and
Hellenistic designation of office, adapted to the social relations of the
~Gentiles, it follows that originally both names related entirely to the same
-office, and hence both names are frequently interchamged as perfectly
synonymous.
¢ Thus Paul addresses the assembled presbyters of the Ephesian church
whom he had sent for as episcopos [bishops]; so likewise in 1 Tim. iii. I
. the office of the presbytersis called péscopé [bishopric], andimmediately after
{verse 8) the office of deacons is mentioned as the only existing church
office besides, as in Phil. i. 1. And thus Paul enjoins Titus to appoint
ipresbyters, and immediately after calls them bishops. It is, therefore,
-certain that every church was governed by a union of the elders or over-
seers chosen from among themselves, and we find among them no in-
dividual distinguished above the rest who presided as a primus inter pares,
though probably, in the ageimmediately succeeding the apostolic, of which
‘we have unfortunately so few authentic memorials, the practice was intro-
duced of applying te such an one the name of episcopos [bishop] by way of
distinction. We have no information how the office of president in the
-deliberations of presbyters was held in the apostolic age. Possibly this
office was held in rotation—or the order of sepiotity might be followed—or,
by degrees, one individual by his personal qualifications gains such a
distinction. All this in the absence of information must be left undeter-
mined. One thing is certain, that the person who acted as president was
mot yet distinguished by any particular name. The government of the
«church was the peculiar office of such overseers. It was thejr business to
avatch over the general order, to maintain the purity of the Christian
«octrine and of Christian practice, to guard against abuses, to admonish
the faulty, and to guide the public deliberations, as appears from the
passages in the New Testament where their functions are described. But
their government by no means excluded the participation of the whole
-church in the management of their common concerns, as may be inferred
from what we have already remarked respecting the nature of Christian
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communion, and is also evident from many individual examples in the
apostolic church.

“The wholé church at Jerusalem took part in the deliberations respecting
the relation of the Jewish and Gentile Christians to each other, and the
epistle drawn up after these deliberations was likewise in the name of the
whole church. The epistles of the Apostle Paul, which treat of various con-
troverted ecclesiastical matters, are addressed to whole churches, and he
assumes that the decision belonged to the whole body. Had it been
otherwise, he would have addressed his instructions and advice, principally
at least, to the overseers of the church. When a licentious person belong-
ing to the church at Corinth was to be excommunicated, the Apostle con-
sidered it a measure that ought to proceed from the whole society, and
placed himself, therefore, in spirit among them, to unite with them in pass-
ing judgment (1 Cor. v. 3—5). Also when discoursing of the settlement
of litigations, the Apostle does not affirnx that it properly belonged to the
overseers of the church; for, if this had been the prevalent custom, he
would no doubt have referred to it, but what he says seems to imply that
it was usual in particular instances to select arbitrators from among the
members of the church (1 Cor. vi §).

¢ Respecting the election to offices in the church, it is evident that the
first deacons, and the delegates who were authorised by the church to
accompany the apostles, were chosen from the general body (2 Cor. viii.
1g9). From these examples we may conclude that a similar mode of pro-
ceeding was adopted at the appointment of presbyters. But from the fact
that Paul committed to his disciples, Timothy and Titus (to whom he
assigned the organisation of new churches, or of such as had been injured
by many corruptions), the appointment likewise of presbyters and deacons,
and called their attention t6 the qualifications for such offices, we are by no
means justified in concluding that they performed all this alone without the
co-operation of the churches. The manner in which Paul was wont to
address himself to the whole church, and to take into account the co-
operation of the whole community (which must be apparent to every one in
reading his epistles), leads us to expect that where a church was already
established he would admit it as a party in their common concerns. It is
possible that the Apostle himself in many cases, as on the founding of a
new church, might think it advisable to nominate the persons best fitted
for such offices, and a proposal from such a quarter would naturally carry
the greatest weight with it. In the example of the family of Stepanas, at
Corinth, we see that those who first undertook office in the church were
members of the family first converted in that city.””—[Neander: ¢ Planting
of the Christian Church,” Bohn's Edition, vol, i, 143—146.]

11



xxxviii OPINIONS OF EMINENT HISTORIANS ON

GIBBON.

“ The scheme of policy which under their [the apostles”] approbation was
adopted for the use of the first century may be discovered from the practice of
Jerusalem, of Ephesus, or of Corinth, The societies which were instituted
in the cities of the Roman empire were united only by the ties of faith and
charity, Independence and equality formed the basis of their internal
constitution. . . . ‘Thepublic functions of religion were solely entrusted
to the established ministers of the church, the diskops and the presbyters ;
two appellations which, in their first origin, appear to have distinguished
the same office and the same order of persons, The name of presbyter was
expressive of their age, or rather of their gravity and wisdom, The title of
bishop denoted their inspection over the faith and manners of the Christians
who were committed to their pastoral care. In proportion to the respective
numbers of the faithful, a larger or smaller number of these episcopal
preshyters guided each infant congregation with equal authority and with
united counsels. But the most perfect equality of freedom requires the
directing hand of a superior magistrate, and the order of public delibera-
tions soon introduces the office of a president, invested at least with the
authority of collecting the sentiments, and of executing the resolutions, of
the assembly. A regard for the public tranquillity, which would so
frequently have been interrupted by annual or by occasional elections,
induced the primitive Christians to constitute an honourable and perpetual
magistracy, and to choose one of the wisest and most holy among their
presbyters to execute, during his life, the duties of their ecclesiastical
governor., It was under these circumstances that the lofty title of bishop
began to raise itself above the humble appellation of presbyter; and while
the latter remained the most natural. distinction for the members of
every Christian senate, the former was appropriated to the dignity of
its new president. ., ., .

*It is needless to observe that the pious and humble presbyters who
were first dignified with the episcopal title could not possess, and wouly
probably have fejected, the power and pomp which now encircles the tiara
of the Roman pontiff or the mitre of a German prelate. But we may
define in a few words the narrow limits of their original jurisdiction,
which was chiefly of a spiritual, though in some instances of a temporal
nature. It cemsisted in the administration of the sacraments and discipline
of the church, the superintendency of religious ceremonies, which imper-
ceptibly increased in number and variety, the consecration of ecclesiastical
ministers, to whom the bishop assigned their respective functions, the
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management of the public fund, and the determination of all such dif-
ferences as the faithful were unwilling to expose before the tribunal of an
idolatrous judge. These powers, during a short period, were exercised
according to the advice of the presbyteral college, and with the consent and
approbation of the assembly of Christians. The primitive bishops were
considered only as the first of their equals, and the honourable servants of
a free people. 'Whenever the episcopal chair became vacaut by death, a
new president was chosen among the presbyters by the suffrage of the
whole congregation, every member of which supposed himself invested
with a sacred and sacerdotal character.

¢ Such was the mild and equal constitution by which the Christians were
governed more than a hundred years after the death of the apostles.
Every society formed within itself a separate and independent republic ;
and, although the most distant of these little states maintained a mutual as
well as friendly intercourse of letters and deputations, the Christian world
was not yet connected by any supreme authority or legislative assembly.’’—
{Gibbon: *Decline and Fall,” chap. xv., §.]
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