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PREFACE

Less than two years ago I published a pamphlet or small 
booklet in which I explained my intention to publish as soon 
as I could get it ready, and find the money to finance it, a full 
length study of the same vitally important theological issue 
with which that pamphlet dealt. It was entitled Apostolic Suc
cession at the Bar o f Modern Scholarship. It dealt with a sub
ject which is of the utmost importance, from both the theologi
cal and the practical standpoint. That subject, of course, was 
the question whether the Catholic doctrine of the Ministry is 
true. I concerned myself with the whole field of that issue to 
some extent. But I devoted most of my space to the question 
of Episcopacy and Apostolic Succession. On the answer to the 
question whether the Catholic doctrine is true depends to a 
great degree the closely related, and practically very impor
tant, question as to what we may rightly do in the quest for 
Christian unity. But the dogmatic and apologetical question, 
and also the question of Christian statesmanship, which are 
involved in this issue cannot in the least alter the fact that the 
true answer to it is inextricably bound up with, and completely 
dependent upon, certain related issues that are strictly historical.

The present book is the fulfillment of the intention revealed 
in the pamphlet already mentioned. In neither of these writings 
have I tried to put asunder what the God of Truth has joined 
together. History and apologetics are at this point, as at so 
many others, indissolubly united together. One of my review
ers, in a review which is on the whole courteous and fair, if 
not always very sympathetically comprehending of my position, 
has said that, in that pamphlet, I “flew the honest colors of an 
apologist.” I fear that the implication that some of his readers 
might draw from that statement was that he was hinting, if not 
exactly saying bluntly, that history had been made to suffer in 
the interest of apologetics. It is a not uncommon charge, and 
one that will no doubt be directed against the present book as 
well, by those who hold a different theological viewpoint. So 
I intend to take this occasion to reply briefly in advance to the 
issues the accusation raises.

First of all, I think it a virtue rather than a vice to have 
made no effort to pretend that I was blissfully unaware of the 
theological consequences of the conclusions for which I was 
producing the evidence. The conclusions I there presented re
sulted from my study of the evidence, and did not precede it.



But the writing of that pamphlet, and also of the present book, 
was of course done after I had reached my conclusions, and 
while I was fully aware of their dogmatic and apologetical sig
nificance. In fact the latter was the very reason I decided to 
write the book at all at this time. If I had been led by my 
studies to different conclusions, I would have joined a sect with 
the official teachings of which my conclusions harmonized, and 
perhaps would have written a very different, but equally apolo
getical, book to show why I believed the facts of history to 
support those conclusions. It was not my desire to write a 
purely historical treatise on the whole subject. That would have 
required me to deal with a great many points and issues which 
have no theological bearing, and this would have required 
either a much larger pamphlet, or else a still more sketchy treat
ment of the portions of the historical field which do have a 
bearing on the great theological issues which seem to me far 
more important than any purely historical issue can ever pos- 
siblv be.

J

As to the implied suggestion that history has been allowed 
to suffer in the interest of apologetics, I can only say that as far 
as I am aware that has not been allowed to happen. It would 
defeat my purposes in writing this book if it had been allowed 
to happen. For one thing, it would show that the Cause I be
lieve to be God’s cannot really be His. For certainly no cause 
that requires the twisting of the facts of history in order to 
square what really happened with what must have happened 
if the cause in question is true can really be God’s cause.

Of course there is a sense in which practically every recon
struction of history on a seriously disputed point that has ever 
been presented by any scholar involves some “forcing” of the 
facts. Hardly ever is the evidence all as well as neutrally dis
posed toward any particular reconstruction. Usually some of 
it is favorable, much of it is neutral, and nearly always at least 
a little of it is unfavorable. The task of the historian is to decide 
in which direction to interpret the neutral evidence. And the 
decision, I maintain, should be that the side must be preferred 
which the greater weight of the non-neutral evidence is found 
to support. That involves, inevitably, a certain amount of “forc
ing” or “special pleading” or whatever one is inclined to call 
it when we come to deal with the minority portion of the non
neutral evidence. But this cannot be admitted to be a valid 
objection to the reconstruction made by first interpreting the 
neutral evidence in harmony with the majority of the non
neutral evidence, and then by squaring the minority of the non
neutral evidence with the total reconstruction by a certain meas
ure of “forcing” or of “special pleading.” For in order to hold



the opposite reconstruction one would have to be guilty of even 
more “forcing” or “special pleading,” since in that case the ma
jority of the non-neutral evidence rather than the minority of 
it would have to be subjected to this process.*

There is still another very practical reason why it would 
have defeated my purposes in writing this book had I willingly 
allowed history to suffer in the interest of apologetics. If one 
with my prejudices and presuppositions could be hypnotized by 
them into believing such a weighing of the evidence to be more 
probable than such a weighing as would have produced the op
posite conclusion, at least it is certain that no such weighing of 
the evidence could be expected to be found convincing by those 
who do not share the same prejudices and presuppositions. And 
my purpose has been not only to strengthen the faith in their 
religion of those who share the Catholic religion with me, but 
also to convince the more fair-minded and objective among 
Protestants and Protestant-minded Anglicans that the pure and 
cold science of history has at the very least far more to say in 
favor of Catholicism than against it.

These very practical considerations have combined with what 
must always be by far the weightiest of all considerations—the 
obligation to honesty and the sincere quest for truth—to compel 
me to do my utmost to be fair and objective in the study of all 
the multitude of historical issues, large and small, which have 
had to be faced in this book.

Of course I am not laboring under the delusion that such con
siderations give any guarantee that I have not been uncon
sciously influenced by my prejudices and presuppositions. All 
I care to claim on this point is that I have done my best to avoid 
or to try to minimize such improper influences by keeping ever 
present before my conscious mind what those prejudices and 
presuppositions are, and in what ways and directions they are 
likely to warp my historical conclusions. In this connection, I

* Of course I am aware that sometimes it is possible to handle the whole 
of the evidence without any conscious “forcing” or “special pleading” by 
the simple process of saying that what the majority of the non-neutral evi
dence attests is what happened most of the time, or in most places, while 
what the minority of the non-neutral evidence attests is what happened in 
a few places, or upon less frequent occasions. But there are other ques
tions where we cannot have it both ways. For example, there is the hot 
debate as to whether or not our Lord claimed to be the Messiah, or thought 
of Himself as such. W e cannot, in such a case, accept a solution that 
avoids having to “force” either the majority of the non-neutral evidence 
or else the minority. And in such cases, it seems to me too obvious to 
need argument that it is the minority of the evidence that must give way 
to tire majority, and not vice versa. Of course I hold no brief for a me
chanical or purely quantitative weighing of the evidence to determine 
which is the majority, and which the minority. A critical and qualitative 
weighing is not only legitimate but obligatory. Only I maintain that it is 
such a weighing that is provided in this book.



am encouraged to hope for the best by two major considerations.
One of these is that a scholar of the very highest reputation 

and of the most amazing objectivity and conscientiousness has 
been in close contact with me for the past seven or eight years, 
while I have been writing this book, and making the studies 
which led me to decide to write it, and that his present conclu
sions are very largely in agreement with mine, despite the fact 
that he at one time held the very different conclusions usually 
spoken of as Liberal Protestant, and that his prejudices and pre
suppositions at that time were the same which usually go along 
with that viewpoint.

The other major consideration referred to above is the fact 
that prejudices and presuppositions are a handicap only when 
they are different from those of the writers we have to interpret, 
or when they are out of harmony with the facts as the historian 
would discover them if he were perfectly objective, and free 
from such influences. If they are the same as those of the 
writers, they at least cannot hurt. And they may be a positive 
advantage in many cares. For example, no one can understand 
an Anglo-Catholic writer as easily and as accurately as another 
writer of exactly the same school and sub-school of thought.

As to historical facts, one whose prejudices and presupposi
tions incline him to be more than willing to admit them is less 
likely to miss them (if the evidence really tells in their favor) 
than if he had strong reasons to wish that they were otherwise, 
even though he is so honest and loyal to the quest for truth that 
he is sincerely willing and even anxious to discover them, 
“though the heavens fall.” Fortunately, no one who has thought 
these matters through can really fear that the heavens will ever 
fall as a result of the discovery of the truth. Only idols with 
feet of clay are likely to be injured by such discoveries. To give 
an example for the case of historical facts, one who believes 
that our Lord really knew Himself, and must have known Him
self, to be the Messiah is less likely to miss the facts as a result 
of historical studies conducted with those presuppositions etc. 
than if he had approached the facts with the opposite presup
positions etc., or even with none at all either way. I assume in 
choosing this example, of course, that there is no reasonable 
doubt that He did so claim and think, despite the fact that it is 
rather fashionable in certain “advanced” critical circles to dis
pute this fact right at present.

Now the bearing of this latter point on our investigations in 
the present book is that, while it is still a hotly disputed point as 
to whether the primitive Church was Catholic or Protestant, it 
is not disputed, nor do I see how it well could be disputed, that 
rather soon it was Catholic, even if it had once been otherwise.



The result is that we can be sure that those with Catholic pre
suppositions who write the history of the Church for the dis
puted period, before it is admitted on all hands that the Church 
was Catholic, write it with presuppositions, etc. which go back 
within a century or at the very utmost a century and a half of 
the beginnings of Christianity. On the other hand, those who 
try to write the history of the same disputed period with Prot
estant presuppositions etc. are working under the influence 
(however loyally they may try to control it) of presuppositions 
which many scholars of the highest note and repute deny can be 
found before the Reformation, except in a few scattered indi
viduals, and in a very partial measure in some few great theolo
gians like St. Paul and St. Augustine. There is, for this reason, 
far better ground to hope that a scholar approaching the prob
lem of the history of the disputed period with Catholic presup
positions will be helped by them, or at least not impeded by 
them, than for harboring the same hope in the case of a scholar 
with Protestant presuppositions.

Besides, it seems to me extremely naive, and harmfully naive, 
to suggest that a book which, to quote my distinguished reviewer 
once again, “flies the honest colors of an apologist” is necessarily 
any more truly gn “apologetical” handling of history—in the bad 
sense of the word “apologetical”—than was such a book as The 
Primitive Church by the late Canon B. H. Streeter, or even the 
celebrated Dissertation on the Christian Ministry by Bishop 
Lightfoot. Canon Streeter held that matters of organization are 
relatively indifferent; and he thought he found evidence in the 
first two centuries to support this presupposition. But he cer
tainly held it long before he wrote The Primitive Church, or even 
before he began the seminar which preceded and led to the 
writing of it. The book was clearly and certainly apologetical, 
only it was apologetical for a different theological position, and 
it did not “fly the honest colors of an apologist.” I have pointed 
out a few of its most vulnerable positions in the course of the 
present book.

Likewise, Bishop Lightfoot was a “Low Church” Anglican, 
who believed that Episcopacy was of the hene esse of the 
Church, though not of its esse, but that “sacerdotalism” is of the 
devil. He found that the evidence supported both of these views. 
But I believe that I have pointed out a great number of cases 
in the course of this book in which his handling of the evidence 
is open to just criticism without having raised any question, 
while we were discussing them, as to whether or not his reading 
of the evidence had been warped or influenced by his theologi
cal position. His Dissertation also does not “fly the honest colors 
of an apologist.” Is it therefore not really apologetical for  the



Preface to the Ordinal, on a minimizing reading of the same, 
and against “sacerdotalism?” And is it any more objective than 
it would have been had it been frankly apologetical for these 
two causes?

For myself, I doubt if any scholar or theologian fully escapes 
the influence of some collection of prejudices, presuppositions, 
etc. Quite often, no doubt, they are unconscious of these. But 
no good modern psychologist will hold that unconscious preju
dices, presuppositions, etc. are more easily controlled than con
scious ones, and especially if they have been “relentlessly put out 
of mind” in an effort to keep them from influencing their sub
ject. In the latter case they are to all intents and purposes re
pressed; and such factors are more and not less likely to impair 
objectivity than those that are fully conscious, and are closely 
watched in order to ward off, or at least to minimize, their influ
ence on their possessor.

How far the present writer, in this book, has succeeded in 
accomplishing this very difficult task is not, of course, for him 
alone to try to say. That he has accomplished it with perfec
tion he would of course hope, but hardly dare to believe. But 
two things seem clear to me.

One of these is that I would not have increased the extent to 
which I have accomplished it, whatever that extent may be, by 
going through the motions of presenting my study of the evi
dence as if I did not know what the conclusions were until I 
suddenlv “discovered” them at the end of the presentation. My 
presentation of the evidence is not so arranged as to make the 
evidence yield the results at which I have arrived. But it is ar
ranged for the purpose of helping any who may honor me by 
reading my book to see why in my opinion the evidence leads to 
the conclusions I  believe to be correct, rather than to the con
clusions of (say) Bishop Lightfoot, or Canon Streeter, or (on the 
smaller number of points on which I differ from them) from 
Bishop Gore, or Professor C. H. Turner, or Dr. Easton, or Pro
fessor Cyril Richardson. Since my conclusions, if true, consti
tute a decisive vindication of the Catholic doctrine on this point, 
and since it was this fact that prompted me to write it at this 
time, the book is frankly apologetical in that sense. But I was 
not always a believer in the Catholic position. And while my 
presentation of the evidence in this book followed upon the 
reaching of my conclusions, those conclusions did not precede 
my twenty years of intensified study on this subject. On the 
contrary, those with which I started have been modified at many 
a point by that study. No doubt further study will modify them 
still more, though not as far as I have any reason to contemplate 
in a way that would fundamentally alter the main conclusions on



which the theological position defended in this book essentially 
rests.

The other thing that seems clear to me is that we shall get 
nowhere if we try to settle the points on which we are still di
vided by accusing one another of having reached certain conclu
sions as a result of prejudices or presuppositions. No doubt 
this is always possible, and in many cases more than possible. 
But it is too easy to reply, “Tu quoque,” and to wind up in a 
deadlock. In other words, the person making the accusation also 
has prejudices and presuppositions, and is no less likely to have 
been led astray by them for the fortunate fact that he beat his 
opponents to the accusation. The only way to settle who has 
been influenced detrimentally by such causes, and who has been 
influenced not at all, or only helpfully, is by simply arguing the 
merits of the case as fully, as thoroughly, and as determinedly 
as we know how. If the result is to lead to a serious break in 
the ranks of scholars who have one set of presuppositions, and to 
no corresponding break in the ranks of the scholars who have 
the opposite set, then we can begin to be reasonably certain on 
which side these extraneous influences have been exerting a 
baneful effect.

But as long as both sides to the controversy remain substan
tially intact, with no clear evidence of a larger defection from 
one side than from the other, the issue remains, from the stand
point of pure scholarship, and of objective, scientific history, 
still sub judice. But in view of the fact that this is still the state 
of the case in regard to many matters of vital importance for 
Catholic apologetics, I would call the attention of my readers in 
this particular connection to what is said in Chapter III about 
the minimum requirements of apologetics in the field of history. 
The things there said need to be taken along with what has just 
been said here, and integrated with the latter, in order to avoid 
a misleading impression as to the sum total result.

It will, then, be entirely legitimate for anyone who can to find 
and point out flaws in the arguments used in this book, and to 
prove up to the hilt, if he can, that they are really flaws, and 
not just matters of reasonable difference of opinion. But it will 
not be legitimate to disregard or discount the conclusions here 
reached, without going to the trouble of criticising them care
fully, on the simple ground that the book, like Bishop Gore’s 
famous work, The Church and the Ministry, is frankly an apolo
getical work, or on the ground that the author is unable to deny 
that he, like most other mortals, has prejudices and presupposi
tions, and knows no way to be sure when he has avoided allow
ing them to influence his results detrimentally. If others are 
less frank, it does not follow that they are the more free from 
such defects.



I wish to foresee and answer in advance one other objection 
which I feel safe in predicting I shall encounter. It will be said 
of my book, no doubt, as it was said of Bishop Gore’s great work, 
that he did not study the evidence to see what result it would 
favor, but that he rather asked the very different question how 
far the evidence is compatible with a certain reading of the his
tory which he derived from his theology rather than from the 
evidence itself. I think such an objection was totally unfair to 
Bishop Gore’s book, and I think it would be equally unfair to my 
book. It is true that I have frequently asked how far the strictly 
contemporary evidence, or the more nearly contemporary evi
dence, is compatible with the story told by the evidence which 
is farther from the facts it attests, or claims to attest. But this 
has been done only in cases where the earlier evidence has no 
clear story to tell, while the later evidence has. It seems to me 
that the form in which I freely confess to having posed the ques
tion in such cases is exactly the right way to pose it. I have 
never, as far as I know, allowed myself to question on the au
thority of later evidence any reading of the earlier evidence that 
did not seem to me open to at least reasonable doubt. And I 
have done so, even in cases of reasonable doubt, only when the 
later evidence told a story which was, if not completely free 
from doubt, at least much more nearly free than was the earlier 
evidence. This seems to me entirely sound, for the reasons 
developed a bit more at length in Chapter III. I think that 
Bishop Gore’s book was, for the same basic reasons, not open to 
any just objection along these lines.

No doubt the older school of historians went much too far in 
forcing more or less recalcitrant early evidence into an unreal 
harmony with the clear and unambiguous yieldings of much later 
evidence, without sufficiently considering the possibility that 
there had been real changes during the long periods between 
the several dates. But I am convinced that the reaction in favor 
of trusting onjy evidence that is contemporary, or nearly contem
porary, has gone much too far. And with it there has gone along 
another reaction that I am persuaded has also gone much too 
far. It is the reaction from “reading back” which has gone to 
the opposite extreme of refusing to find in the early evidence 
anything except what the actual words inescapably prove or at
test. No doubt it is fully justified to insist that that is all the 
earlier evidence does prove in the strict sense of the word. But 
there is also the question as to whether the earlier evidence 
should not be read as attesting, with at least probability in vary
ing degrees, even when it admittedly does not attest the same 
with certainty, something that the later, but not much later, evi
dence does attest with certainty. To refuse to do this is almost



certain to result in such a minimizing reading of the earlier evi
dence as to lead, in field after field, to a point where we find 
what in the biological field would be called a “sport” whereas 
the process of a gradual evolution or development is, in histor
ical matters, far more probable a priori, and at least equally in 
accord with the sum total of the evidence, if a less severely mini
mizing reading of the earlier evidence is adopted.

I wish now to define briefly the relation of this book to the 
earlier literature on the same subject. First of all, I must ex
plain its relation to Bishop Gore’s monumental work. I fully 
agree with the very high estimate placed upon Bishop Gore’s 
book by no less justly famous a scholar than the late Professor N. 
P. Williams, whose most untimely death has robbed Anglo-Cath- 
olicism of one who was perhaps its brightest light in the firma
ment of scholarship. In the Appendix to his small work of some 
eighteen years ago, entitled Lausanne, Lam beth, and South India, 
he expressed the opinion that it was unnecessary to restate the 
case for the Catholic doctrine of the ministry, because that had 
already been quite adequately done by Bishop Gore in his cele
brated work, as then recently revised (1919) by the absolutely 
top-notch Church historian, the late Professor C. H. Turner.

For large parts of Bishop Gore’s work, this estimate still holds 
good. For instance, I have not felt it in any way necessary to 
cover the same ground which he covered in his masterful Chap
ter III on The Witness of Church History, where he marshals the 
evidence later than St. Irenaeus, St. Clement of Alexandria, St. 
Hippolytus, and Tertullian. And there are other important sec
tions to which I have simply referred my readers, after express
ing agreement with his treatment of the point, and my own in
ability to add to it anything worth saying. I have done this in 
order that I may have all of the space at my disposal to devote 
to the subjects on which Bishop Gore’s work is less detailed and 
thorough than I have tried to be, or on which later developments 
make it necessary to meet some later form of the attack, or a 
form based on a more radical criticism of the Bible than Bishop 
Gore felt it necessary to take into account. I want to pay tribute 
to his monumental book, and to express my own deep indebted
ness to it at almost every turn. I want also to say quite clearly 
that, as extensive as my own treatment is, I do not consider it an 
adequate treatment of the whole field without the supplementa
tion provided by Bishop Gore’s work on the points on which I 
have simply relied on it, and referred my readers to it. My book 
may rightly be considered a sort of companion volume to his.

In the much more restricted field of “sacerdotalism” I am 
forced to say very much the same thing of the great work by Dr. 
R. C. Moberly entitled Ministerial Priesthood. It too must be



used to supplement Part V of my book at many points where I 
have made no effort to cover the same ground for the simple rea
son that he had done it so well that I had no hopes of being able 
to improve upon his treatment, or to add anything worthwhile to 
it.

I wish also to name several other truly important works to 
which I am in varying degrees indebted, not so much for direct 
aid at the time I was writing this book, or making the studies 
that immediately preceded and accompanied its production, as 
for things I learned from them at earlier points in my study of 
these issues, when I first began working on them around 1926, 
and for the next ten or twelve years. As so often in such cases I 
no doubt owe to these books points that I could no longer name, 
since they have become a sort of assimilated part of my own 
mental furniture on this subject, without any tag in my memory 
telling me where I first got them. I refer to such works, all very 
valuable, and all agreeing in reaching Catholic conclusions, as 
the famous collection entitled The Early History of the Church 
and the Ministry, edited by the famous Dr. H. B. Swete. I have 
made special use of the two Essays by Dr. Armitage Robinson, 
and by Professor C. H. Turner. Other works of merit, and on 
the same side of the controversy, are Hamilton’s The People of 
God; Kenneth D. Mackenzie’s The Case for Episcopacy; Profes
sor Turner’s two books, Essays in Early Church History and 
Catholic and Apostolic; and Bishop Gore’s earlier Orders and 
Unity, and his later third volume of his celebrated trilogy, The 
Reconstruction o f Belief.

Two more recent books which are of great merit and value 
are Episcopacy, Ancient and Modern, edited by Dr. W. K. Low- 
ther-Clarke, and the very recent The Apostolic Ministry, edited 
by Bishop Kirk of Oxford. I want to say a few added words 
about the relation of my book to this last work. My own con
clusions were already reached by the time I saw this book, and 
the careful reading of it has not convinced me of any necessity 
for altering many of them. As a result, a careful reader will dis
cover a great many points on which I have reached different con
clusions from those reached by the distinguished scholars who 
have contributed Essays to that great book. It should not be 
thought by any hasty reader that these two books are in any 
sort of fundamental disagreement. On the contrary, they agree 
very closely on all the more important points, or on nearly all of 
these, and differ only on what may fairly be described as details.
I would urge my readers to own and study carefully this book. 
At many points it will supplement my own book very valuably, 
and reenforce its arguments very powerfully, even though I have 
not referred my readers to its discussions as substitutes for my



own, as I did in the case of Bishop Gore’s work. In particular I 
would urge my readers to supplement what I have said in Part 
I of my book in defense of the Christian Apostolate with what 
Fr. Dix says about the shaliacli and the Apostles in that fine 
volume.

And now I must submit this work to ecclesiastical statesmen, 
historians, theologians, and all others interested in the historical 
issues it studies, and in the grave theological and apologetical 
problems which depend on the answer to those historical prob
lems, praying God Almighty that He may use it as He deems 
best to His honor and glory. I hope that it may do something to 
help save the Churches of the Anglican Communion from the ex
tremely grave perils that beset them as a result of what appears 
to the present writer to be a zeal for the great cause of Christian 
unity, but not according to knowledge, on the part of those in 
highest authority in our Communion, and on whose shoulders the 
burden of making the decisions must chiefly fall. I have been 
praying earnestly and persistently for Christian unity ever since I 
came to understand and accept the Catholic idea of the Church, 
and to see as a consequence that disunity must be a violation of 
God’s will. The cause of Christian unity is a great and worthy 
cause; and it is certainly God’s cause. But the cause of loyalty to 
the Catholic Faith and to Catholic Order is also God’s cause, and 
cannot give way to the cause of Christian unity.

In so far as the attitude taken by the authorities in our Church 
is due in any measure whatsoever to the partial acceptance by 
them of the widespread belief that the assured results of modern 
scholarship have overthrown the Catholic doctrine of the Min
istry, I hope and pray that this book may help to correct this er
roneous opinion, before it is too late. I hope they will never 
make the tragic mistake of partially healing an old schism in 
South India at the cost of a new schism in all of the Anglican 
Churches as a result of riding roughshod over the consciences of 
those who believe unreservedly in the Catholic religion, and in 
the Catholicity of the Anglican Communion in a sense in which 
the new “church” in South India is clearly and certainly not Cath
olic.

There are millions of Anglicans who cannot conscientiously 
continue to belong to the Anglican Communion if she ceases to 
be Catholic in such a sense that censure does attach to the de
sertion of her Communion for that of a new and humanly de
vised sect, however good the intentions that have led to its foun
dation, and however extenuating the circumstances that have 
caused our leaders to give to it the measure of sanction they have 
so far given. Would our leaders tell us that no censure attaches 
to the desertion of the Communion of the See of Canterbury



in order to enter into communion with the Roman Catholic or 
Eastern Orthodox Churches? These are at least other Catholic 
Churches. If such desertion would be censured, it must of course 
be censured a fortiori when the Communion of the Catholic 
Church is forsaken entirely to enter into communion with a newly 
founded sect which cannot possibly be a part of the Catholic 
Church at all except on premises which differ diametrically from 
those to which all Anglo-Catholics are forever and irrevocably 
committed. New schisms take far longer to heal than old 
schisms.

If this book is right in its major contentions, I pray that God 
may use it to help keep the Catholic Church in English-speaking 
lands faithful to that heritage of which even the storms of the 
Reformation reaction were not strong enough to rob her. That 
there will continue to be an Anglo-Catholic Communion, com
posed of Anglo-Catholic Churches in all the present provinces of 
the Anglican Communion I have no manner of doubt. But that 
it will be much longer in communion with Anglo-Protestants 
seems increasingly doubtful. It is this decision that the coming 
Lambeth Conference must make. And it will make it by its de
cision on the question whether the Anglican Communion as at 
present constituted shall remain clearly and unambiguously loyal 
to the Catholic Faith, as it is officially at present. If it decides 
that question in the negative, others will decide the question as 
to continued communion between Anglo-Catholics and Anglo- 
Protestants in a way with which the Bishops who voted for the 
negative answer will have nothing to do.

This book has been written to uphold the divine authority of 
Catholic Bishops, just as my preceding book was written to up
hold the thesis that Anglican Bishops are Catholic Bishops. But 
the divine authority of Bishops is mediate and delegated, and 
therefore never unconditional or absolute. If those pledged to 
uphold the present doctrine and discipline of the Anglican Com
munion fail to keep that pledge, I have no doubt that others can 
be found who will uphold it, and that enough of our present 
Bishops can be found to ordain shepherds in all places where 
Anglicans are now organized who wish to continue faithful to 
what Anglicanism is officially at present. It seems to me axiom
atic that no good that could possibly come to the cause of the re
union of Christendom as a result of the foundation of the new 
“church” in South India can compare for one moment to the 
tragic and irreparable consequences for the future of Pan-Chris- 
tian reunion if Anglo-Catholics and Anglo-Protestants are rent 
asunder. That would purchase Pan-Protestant reunion (maybe, 
in part) at the cost of permanently renouncing forever and cer
tainly Pan-Christian reunion. I cannot conceive by what



stretch of the imagination this can be thought to be true eccle
siastical statesmanship.

Quite over and above the vital practical issue just discussed, 
there is the much broader and still more vital and fundamental 
question as to whether the Catholic doctrine of the Ministry, 
and especially concerning Episcopacy and Apostolic Succession, 
stands or falls when it is hailed, as our opponents have a full 
and perfect right to hail it, before the bar of modern scholar
ship and scientific history. I am completely convinced that it 
stands. I invite those who think otherwise to undertake the 
task of answering this book at such length that we may know 
not only their dissent but, in sufficient detail to make counter
criticism possible, their reasons for that dissent. That road to 
the establishment of the truth on this crucial issue is long and 
arduous. But it is the only road worthy of the unreserved seeker 
after truth. I look forward to the further traveling of that road 
with confidence, and with eagerness.

It remains only to fulfill the very pleasant task of expressing 
my indebtedness and thanks to the many who have in various 
ways helped me in the long-range or short-range preparation and 
publication of this book. My chiefest thanks are due to a group 
of most generous financial sponsors who, for love of the cause 
for which this book contends, have provided nearly all the costs 
of actual production down to the point where it leaves the 
printer’s hands. These sponsors wish to remain unnamed. But 
I assure any suspicious Protestant-minded readers I may chance 
to have that they are not the Roman Curia.

Next to these sponsors, my chief debt is to my former Pro
fessor and abiding mentor, Dr. Easton, who is now reaching the 
closing year of a long and fruitful and glorious ministry as Pro
fessor of the New Testament at the General Theological Semi
nary in New York. My debts to him center chiefly around my 
training in the historical method, to which training this book 
will largely owe any merits it may chance to have. Dr. Easton 
has trained me to be an independent thinker, and to follow the 
argument wherever it seems to me to lead. It so happens that 
on the particular subject with which this book deals, I have 
found myself unable to follow Dr. Easton’s findings at a number 
of points. Despite this fact, Dr. Easton, though then ill, was 
so kind as to read large portions of my manuscript for me sev
eral years ago, when it had already reached an advanced stage, 
and to transmit to me through his dear wife, now unhappily 
departed, a written estimate in which he said that the parts 
which he had read presented a good case, that they would be 
accepted for a Doctor’s Dissertation at the General Seminary 
if I were presenting them for that purpose, and that they ought



to be published. He has further given me his permission to 
quote as extensively as I wished from any of his writings that 
I desired to discuss or criticise. I hope that the extent to which 
I have been obliged by our different readings of the evidence 
in this particular field to take issue with him will not mislead 
anyone as to my extremely high esteem for him, both as a per
son and as a scholar, as well as my real and deep affection for 
him. I am really standing on his shoulders in this book in many 
cases where I am differing from him in part. And the very 
thoroughness of my investigation is in large part due to the fact 
that I have taken very seriously the issues in which his reading 
of the evidence is unfavorable to the Catholic doctrine, and have 
as a result been prompted to dig so deeply as to discover what 
I hope are some worthwhile contributions toward its vindica
tion, whereas I would probably not have dug so deeply had 
the most distinguished upholder of the same positions known 
to me been somebody less modern and less weighty.

I also owe deep thanks to Dr. Edward R. Hardy, for reading 
and criticising large parts of my manuscript some three or four 
years ago, and for very extensive and time consuming and oner
ous help during the early stages of seeing the book through the 
press. He has also checked several points of scholarship for me 
in fields in which he had the necessary equipment in Semitic 
languages and I had not. And he has saved me from several 
blunders I had left uncorrected in my manuscript during his 
final reading of it. They did not concern the substance of my 
main argument. But they would have been unfortunate blem
ishes, all the same.

The Reverend W. Norman Pittenger has also put me in his 
debt by finding time to read much of my manuscript for me 
several years ago, and to offer me an opinion and some con
structive criticisms which I was able to use to some extent. I 
am sorry that the scope of this book did not make it possible 
for me to fulfill his main advice, given by implication, when 
he said, “You have done the historical job conclusively. Now 
it remains to do the theological job.” I shall have to leave the 
theological job to such great specialists in the field of Dogmatics 
as Father Pittenger himself, or Dr. William H. Dunphy, or my 
colleague, Professor E. B. Bosshard who next to Dr. Marshall 
Bowyer Stewart are among our most outstanding American au
thorities in this field; unless, indeed, Dr. Stewart himself will 
do the job for us. My own opinion is that the traditional the
ology requires very little restatement and modernization before 
it will satisfy, if the historical results achieved in this book are 
sound.

I also owe thanks to Father Spencer, of the Order of Holy



Cross, for many patient hours he spent on my manuscript at an 
early stage, and for a multitude of very constructive suggestions 
that he made. I have used quite a number of these. I am sorry 
that the decision to rush this book through the press in a very 
short time after the money to insure its publication became 
available, coupled with a change in my own residence and work, 
made it impracticable to adopt many more of them, for simple 
lack of time to undertake the far more extensive revision they 
would have involved.

I owe special thanks to Professor Cyril C. Richardson of 
Union Seminary, in New York, for many long and fruitful and 
most enjoyable hours of study and discussion of a multitude of 
the issues and sub-issues in all parts of this book, and for permis
sion to use some of his earlier writings as a basis for stating the 
opposing case, even though he does not any longer adhere to all 
of the arguments I have undertaken to refute from his writings. 
He has graciously allowed this because there are many who still 
hold to these arguments, in substantially the same form, and con
sider them valid. I am greatly reassured by his agreement with 
my findings on many points in this book. Unfortunately, it would 
be impracticable to attempt to list them. But I would want the 
reader to understand that the fact that I have taken issue with 
some of his more recent writings or opinions at some length in 
the latter part of this book, opinions to which he still adheres in 
full, is of small significance when compared with the much larger 
number of far more important points on which his findings are 
substantially the same as mine. I am glad to be on the same side 
of so many of these issues with a Church historian of such high 
and justly deserved repute.

I am also indebted, as explained more fully in the main text 
of the book itself, and in Appended Note XI, to the famous Jew
ish scholar and theologian, the elder Dr. Louis Ginzberg. He 
has given me two long and most enlightening and fruitful con
ferences on the points that depend on the Jewish background 
problem. And he has been especially kind in arranging to have 
made for me a translation of the highly relevant and important 
passage from page 178 of Volume III of his widely known and 
justly esteemed Commentary on the Jerusalem Talmud. In this 
connection I am indebted also, though of course in lesser degree, 
to Dr. Gershon Winer, who made the aforesaid translation, and 
to Rabbi Salamon Faber, of Philadelphia, for his kindness in 
orally translating the passage for me in the first place (the text 
is in Hebrew and Aramaic, and my own Hebrew is very rusty, 
and my Aramaic is “pure potency”) and for a letter he kindly 
wrote me on the subject, and the time and study he spent on that 
letter.



Another to whom I am indebted is Professor R. P. Casey of 
Brown University, who also read considerable portions of my 
manuscript some years ago, and gave me kindly and constructive 
criticisms on it, while expressing agreement with the main points.

For help in correcting the manuscript of Parts I and II, and 
improving the style, I am deeply indebted to Sister Rachel,
O.S.H., the Sister-in-Charge of the Convent of St. Helena, in Ver
sailles, Kentucky. I was at one time privileged to be their Chap
lain, and the Chaplain also of the very high class school for girls 
which they there conduct, Margaret Hall School. No matter how 
bad my readers find my style, they should be sure that in Parts 
I and II it would be even worse but for the help given me by 
Sister Rachel.

For very extensive help given me with the correction of my 
best reserve copy of my manuscript, and also with the correc
tion of the galley proofs, I am very much indebted, and deeply 
thankful, to five splendid young seminarians of the General Theo
logical Seminary in New York. The hardest worker of these 
was Mr. Robert Walters, ably and patiently assisted by his room
mate, Don Garfield, and also by James Montgomery, Sheldon 
Foote, and Linford Eyrick. The appearance of this book would 
have been delayed for at least a month, and probably consider
ably more, had I had to do the work of which these fine young 
aspirants to the Priesthood have so generously relieved me.

At a much later stage I have to thank Professor Powell M. 
Dawley, of General, for reading Parts I, II, III, and the most of 
Part IV in galley proof form, in order to help preserve me from 
any blunders pure and simple that I might have made due to 
carelessness or ignorance. It was too late at that stage to make 
any changes in the type except such as would fall under that 
heading. But he also gave me his opinion of the portions of the 
book he read, and I am greatly reassured and encouraged by it. 
On his authority I make bold to call the attention of scholars to 
the last four chapters of Part I, and especially to Chapter V. He 
thinks this chapter of special interest and value to scholars.

After removing to Nashotah House to teach New Testa
ment in January, 1948, I received similar very valuable and 
greatly appreciated help with my proofs, and with the burden
some task of preparing my Indices, from a number of admirable 
young seminarians of Nashotah. A tremendous amount of help 
was given me by Mr. David C. Patrick. Much less, but still very 
considerable, help was given me by Mr. William Carpenter, fol
lowed next by Mr. Arnold Moulton and next by Mr. James Pear
son. I also received assistance, as far as their time allowed, 
from Mr. Patrick Hutton and his wife, and from Mr. Allen 
Hingston. Mr. Alan McDaniel very kindly relieved me of cer-



tain very time-consuming personal duties which gave me much 
more time for work on the proofs and indices. And a number of 
students of Nashotah gave me time-saving help with my moving 
and unpacking problems. To all of these, especially the Rev. E.
A. St. John, Mr. Charles Boswell, Mr. William Kreeger, and also 
to many others who have helped me by their prayers, or in other 
ways, I wish to extend sincere and deep thanks.

Last of all I owe sincere and warm thanks to the owner and 
staff of The Cloister Press in Louisville, Kentucky, for their in
terest, zeal, courtesy, efficiency, and long-suffering patience in 
helping me to print this unusually large book. Such a paragraph 
as this is penned, of course, before everything is finished. But if 
what is yet to come is as satisfactory as what has already been 
done, I shall be much more than satisfied.

There is one minor point to which I wish to call the readers 
attention. In the text of the book, I have tried to spell Bishop 
with a capital every time it refers to monarchical Bishops, and 
with a small “b” wherever the reference is to collegiate bishops, 
of the type attested in pre-Ignatian sources. This has been 
done to make it possible to avoid having to use the qualifying 
words every time. Of course no hint is intended by this usage 
that bishops are any the less divinely instituted than Bishops.

May God grant to this book fruitfulness and victory on those 
points on which its contentions are in accordance with His Truth, 
and speedy and clear defeat on any points on which its con
tentions are contrary to the same.

F elix L. Cirlot.

NOTICE TO PURCHASERS:

Anyone wishing to order a copy of this book should order it 
directly from my brother, Mr. R. A. Cirlot, at 3006 Wheeling 
Street, in El Paso, Texas. The price is $6.00. A discount of 
20% will be allowed on all orders direct from him, accompanied 
by cash for the entire order. Larger discounts will be allowed 
to dealers, or on cash orders for three or more copies.
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Chapter I

THE ATTACK SUMMARIZED

1. In a recent book the present writer has dealt with the 
question whether the Anglican Church teaches officially the 
Catholic doctrine of the Christian Ministry, and in particular 
the doctrine of Apostolic Succession. It was there shown that 
this question must be answered with an emphatic affirmative. 
But no sooner have we settled this hotly debated (though not 
really doubtful) issue than we are confronted with the objec
tion, “Well, if she does, that is just too bad. For that doctrine 
is subject to innumerable objections or difficulties which taken 
together (even if not singly) make it impossible for any truly 
liberal and learned scholar to believe it to-day. These objections 
are based partly on purely rational grounds, and partly on the 
fact that the doctrine is in irreconcilable conflict with the unde
niable facts of religious experience, but most of all on the fact 
that it has been decisively invalidated at the bar of modern his
torical research. The same loyal submission to the verdict of 
sound historical method which has forced us to admit reluctant
ly that the Catholic doctrine of Apostolic Succession is indubit
ably the official teaching of the Anglican Church forces us also to 
recognize that it is untenable when brought before the bar of 
ancient history.”

It is my intention to state these objections in somewhat more 
detail, in this chapter, and then to proceed at once to cross- 
examine them. My studies on this subject in times past, con
firmed still more strongly by the fresh studies made in the pro
cess of writing this book, have convinced me that not a single 
one of these objections can be made to stand up when carefully 
criticised.

Division I

I speak now throughout (until further notice, near the end 
of this chapter) as the objector, and not at all as expressing 
my own views. The objector speaks as follows:
2. The doctrine of Apostolic Succession is sacerdotal, and 
sacerdotalism is completely discredited in Protestant circles to
day. Moreover, it makes unspiritual men mediate spiritual gifts, 
which is contrary to all reason, and to common experience.



Further, it is opposed to liberty, for which men by the millions 
have given their lives in two World Wars between 1914 and 
the present day. Nor can it be actually true, as a genuine fact, 
for it depends on too many things having occurred with un
failing regularity, whereas an occasional exception to the rule 
is overwhelmingly probable. Again, it unchurches all non- 
episcopal bodies, which is an intolerable consequence to be 
asked to admit. Consequently, it is narrow, bigoted, uncharita
ble, and inexcusably provocative and offensive to those it un
churches. Finally (among the non-historical objections) it is 
hopelessly contrary to the facts of religious experience. For 
any frank inspection of the data of religious experience among 
those Christian bodies which the Catholic doctrine forces one to 
unchurch and to declare to have invalid “orders” and hence in
valid sacraments ( except Baptism) shows that in reality the same 
unmistakable signs of the grace of God are found among them 
which are found in those bodies which the Catholic doctrine 
allows us to acknowledge as Churches, with valid Orders and 
other valid sacraments. Nor is that grace found among them in 
noticeably smaller measure than where the Apostolic Succession 
has allegedly been preserved.

3. But, as grave as all these objections are, they pale into 
insignificance beside the historical objections by which the doc
trine is beset. The historical case against the doctrine, as gradu
ally built up by the researches of many modern historical ex
perts of the very highest rank, may be briefly summarized as 
follows:1

The threefold  ministry does not go back to Christ’s appoint
ment at all. Neither monarchical bishops, nor presbyters, nor 
deacons exist by his appointment. Still less can it be held that 
the powers of these different orders have been so irrevocably 
delimited by him as to make all ministries in transgression of 
those limits not only “irregular” but “invalid,” in the later West
ern phrase.

Moreover, there is adequate evidence that presbyters did or
dain during a considerable period in the early Church. Leaving 
aside more doubtful cases, this is shown to be the fact by the 
famous 13th Canon of the Council of Ancyra (early fourth
century). The fact is also clearly attested in the so-called
“Church Orders,” in the practice at Alexandria for about two
hundred years, and in the Pastoral Epistles. It is, besides,
rendered a priori probable, apart from all direct evidence, by 
the Jewish institution, from which the Christian presbyterate 
was probably derived. For Jewish elders, as a college, ordained



new elders to membership in their own ranks by the laying on 
of hands.

Further, it seems quite clear that in the early Church the 
Eucharist was sometimes celebrated by men who were not men- 
bers of the threefold  ministry at all (e.g. the prophets), and 
also by members of the presbyterate who had had no sacramental 
ordination, (e.g. the confessor-presbyters). Tertullian used 
the ability of isolated laymen to offer the Eucharist when no 
priest was available as a premise in his argument with his Catho
lic opponents. This shows clearly that both Catholics and 
Montanists agreed in recognizing the practice. Also, there 
must have been innumerable cases in the earliest davs of the

J

Church in which the only alternative to lay-celebration was to 
be cut off entirely from the Eucharist for long periods. For 
isolated individuals converted to Christianity on a trip to some 
Church center, eventually must have returned to a place where 
there was no organized Christian Church at all, and hence no 
presbyters. Can we give any possible explanation as to how, at 
such an early date, before the ministers of the Eucharist were 
even called  priests, the Church could have adopted such inflex
ibly sacerdotalist principles as to lead her to require such a tre
mendous deprivation on the part of isolated laymen?

Furthermore the very starting point for any possible “Apos
tolic Succession” has been overthrown. For Jesus did not found 
a “visible Church.” Still less did he set over it the Apostles as 
heads (stewards) with authority to “bind and loose.” The say
ings attributed to him in which this power is represented as 
being conferred are all unhistorical. The same holds true of 
the parable of the wicked husbandmen which represents our 
Lord as anticipating the replacing of the old unfaithful stewards 
with new ones (the Apostles). Unhistorical, once again, are 
the three parables which presuppose a “visible” Church, viz. the 
parables of the tares, the dragnet, and the man without a wed
ding garment. And though the saying about sitting on thrones 
judging the twelve tribes of Israel, as well as the parable about 
stewardship in Luke 12:41ff., are both to be reckoned as histori
cal, neither one refers to a stewardship over the Church to be 
conferred on the twelve Apostles.

Even if contrary to critical opinion the “binding-loosing” 
and the stewardship passages could be trusted as historical, 
these refer not to the Apostles but rather to “the Twelve.” 
Now these originally were two quite distinct groups. And the 
Catholic claim is not that the threefold ministry succeeds to 
“the Twelve,” but rather to the Apostles (we speak of Apos
tolic Succession). Hence even if the Twelve did receive a stew
ardship, with the power of binding and loosing, the threefold



ministry does not succeed to it. For the Apostles, to whose 
powers it is claimed the threefold ministry succeeds, were a 
much larger group which first came into existence on the occa
sion of our Lord’s final post-resurrection appearance. Their 
commission was twofold,—to be eye-witnesses of the Resur
rection, and to preach the Gospel. The former of these is ob
viously incapable of transmission; while the latter has never 
been supposed to be limited exclusively to the Apostles and their 
ordained successors. Consequently, the only function of the 
Apostles to which the threefold ministry could possibly have 
succeeded is one which can admittedly be performed also by 
those not having Apostolic Succession at all.

It is not that modern scholarship vindicates the “presby- 
terian” or “congregational” polity as opposed to the “episcopal”; 
though many would argue that the “presbyterian” polity can 
make out a much better claim to primitive authority than the 
“episcopal.” It is rather—in Canon Streeter’s application (in 
his book The Primitive Church) of an already classic phrase— 
that “we have all won, and all shall have prizes.” To speak less 
metaphorically, in the early Church, no one polity was deemed 
in any way essential or divinely authoritative. There was great 
variety, not only among different local Churches at the same 
time, but within the same Church at different times. There 
were Churches in which there seems to have been no local or
dained  ministry at all; others in which a “presbyterian” polity 
prevailed; others in which the congregation ordained its own 
ministers, thus giving us a true “congregational” polity. Finally 
there was the “charismatic” ministry which was sometimes 
considered definitely superior to the ordained ministry where 
both coexisted. Nor is there any evidence of any essential 
principle supposed to be involved in any one of these polities, 
or contravened by any of the others.

Under such circumstances, to claim any Divine or exclusive 
authority for the “episcopal” polity or Apostolic Succession, or 
to insist on either as essential, seems to be contrary to the over
whelming weight of our evidence.
4. Thus the verdict of modern historical criticism against 
Episcopacy and Apostolic Succession is decisive and indeed 
overwhelming. Those who believe these two doctrines to be 
erroneous can gratuitously assume the burden of proof, and 
refute them decisively. But even if their case against these two 
doctrines were much weaker and less decisive than is actually 
the case, it would still be necessary to reject them, for the burden 
of proof is really on those who affirm them. Hence it would 
suffice, in order to justify their rejection, if the evidence were 
approximately equally favorable to the views of those who ac



cept these doctrines and those who reject them—in other words, 
if the evidence in their favor were indecisive. The very fact 
that it was indecisive would itself be decisive against these 
doctrines, because the burden of proof rests so strongly on those 
who assert them.

In fact, it would seem fair to go even further. For, since 
these doctrines (or the phenomena with which they deal) are 
asserted to be absolutely essential, and indispensable to a true 
Church, and hence necessary in any proposals for Christian 
Reunion, it would seem obvious that nothing short of conclusive 
proof would suffice to justify so tremendous a claim. Hence 
even if the actual state of the evidence were better than 
neutrally disposed toward these doctrines (and we have proved 
just above that it is far worse than neutrally disposed toward 
them)—that is, even if they could be shown to have historical 
probability in their favor—it would still be illegitimate to make 
such sweeping claims for them. For nothing that remains 
doubtful, even if it could be granted to be probable, could 
fairly be classed among the absolute essentials of Christianity.

Division II

5. So far speaks the objector. Speaking now again for my
self, I believe the above to be a fair and adequate, if brief and 
summary, statement of the best (or shall I say the worst?) that 
can be said against the Catholic teaching concerning Episcopacy 
and Apostolic Succession. It is incumbent upon us to answer 
this sweeping and confident indictment of our position in detail, 
and with all due patience. But, precisely in order that this may 
be done without going to inordinate length, I shall not repeat 
such portions of our counter-case as have in my opinion been so 
strongly stated in Gore-Turner’s The Church and the Ministry 
(1919 and later editions) that I have nothing to add to 
strengthen them still further. Such is the case with the ob
jections that our doctrine is sacerdotal, that it makes unspiritual 
men mediate spiritual gifts, that it is opposed to liberty, and 
that it cannot be true in actual fact. For the answer to these 
four objections, I must content myself with referring the reader 
to that monumental work, Chapter II, pages 70-95. For the 
objection that our doctrine unchurches many admirable de
nominations, see the same book, pages 91-93 and also Chapter 
VII, pages 304ff. But our discussion below of the objection 
that the doctrine is contrary to the facts of religious experience 
deals also quite definitely and vitally, even if indirectly and not 
formally, with this same objection.

I do wish, however, to deal at some length in the next



chapter (Chapter II)  with the two objections that the doctrine 
is narrow, bigoted, and uncharitable, etc. and also the one men
tioned just above—its alleged conflict with the facts of religious 
experience. Then, after that is finished, I shall devote the entire 
remainder of this book to a cross-examination of the attack 
from the historical angle, beginning in Chapter III where I shall 
deal with the attempt to place the burden of proof on our 
shoulders, and also with the contention that in case of doubt 
it is proper to act on the assumption that the point in question 
is not essential. Both of these contentions will be shown to be 
without merit.



Chapter II

TWO NON-HISTORICAL OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED

6. In this chapter we shall deal with two non-historical ob
jections with which Gore has not dealt, at least not formally 
and explicitly. It is true, of course, that the answer to these 
objections is included, at least by implication, in what Gore has 
written. But, because he has not dealt with them directly and 
in detail, it seems desirable to do so here and now.
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7. The first of these objections is the accusation that the 
Catholic doctrine of Apostolic Succession, and the claims made 
by the Catholic Church for Episcopacy, are narrow, bigoted, un
charitable, provocative, and unjustly and needlessly offensive 
to those whose whole position would be undermined if the 
Catholic position on these points were to be accepted. We reply 
that surely this objection is completely untenable, unless one 
has first successfully undertaken to prove that the Catholic posi
tion on these subjects is false, or at least that it is no authentic 
part of the Catholic Church’s “deposit of faith”. Surely if it is 
a part, then she is not only permitted but solemnly and sacredly 
obliged to maintain it at all cost, short of course of its successful 
refutation. In fact, we may go even further, as far as our 
present objection is concerned, and hold that even if the 
Church’s position is false, or if it is not really an authentic part 
of her “deposit of faith”, still as long as she sincerely holds that 
it is true, and that it is such a part, she cannot justly be accused 
of narrowness, bigotry, or uncharitableness in insisting on it 
with all its genuine implications. Nor can the fact that it is 
provocative be fairly urged as an objection against it, nor fairly 
blamed on the Church. It would seem to be the duty of anyone, 
and especially of any consistent Protestant, to concede to the 
Church the right (correlative to the duty) to live up to her own 
conscientious convictions; and not to become provoked at her 
for doing so, but rather to admire her for it, even if he cannot 
agree with her. To do otherwise is to violate and betray one 
of the most fundamental principles of Protestantism—a principle 
on which she is, of course, at one with Catholicism.



In fact, a little thought will suffice to show us that the ob
jection really amounts to a denial to the Church of that same 
freedom of opinion which Protestants so vigorously assert for 
themselves. And it could as justly be raised against any Protes
tant tenet in faith or morals to which any of them still adhere 
as firm and sure truth and as essential. For by doing so, they 
implicitly tell those whose convictions are opposite that they 
are wrong; since logic tells us that opposites cannot both be 
right, though if “contrary” (as distinguished from “contradic
tory”) opposites, they can both be wrong. Nor can the Church 
reasonably be allowed to hold to her conscientious convictions 
but forbidden to recognize their inescapable logical implica
tions. Nor can she be condemned for applying these last in 
practice. And the fact that they invalidate the position of 
others cannot be made the basis of a fair complaint. It is only 
in Wonderland that we can “all win and all have prizes.” It is, 
then, perfectly legitimate to attack the truth of the Church’s 
claim. But it is not legitimate to call it narrow, bigoted, and 
uncharitable, nor to become provoked at her for not surrender
ing it or reducing it to the purely theoretical sphere by betray
ing it in practice. After all, the way of all truth is essentially 
narrow. There are nearly always innumerable ways to be 
wrong, but only one to be right. And it is not blameworthy for 
the Church to submit to this inexorable law of reason and logic, 
which is the most basic as well as the most certain of all 
sciences. Nor is it blameworthy for the Church to think that 
she is the one that is right, any more than it is blameworthy for 
a Protestant or his sect to think so.

8. Lest it be thought that “this rule works only one way”, I 
wish to concede at once that the same thing applies to the ex
clusive claims of the Roman Catholic Church against the Angli
can Church. We have the right (and the strictest obligation) 
to show that those claims, and their denial of the validity of our 
Orders, are mistaken. But we have no right to brand them as 
narrow, bigoted, uncharitable, etc.; or to be provoked and 
offended at them. The attitude taken by the 1920 Lambeth 
Conference in offering to satisfy Rome’s conscience about our 
Orders in case other obstacles to reunion with them can ever 
be removed was eminently Christian, charitable, and admirable.

9. What I have been saying is not intended to deny that much 
that is narrow, bigoted, uncharitable, provocative, and justly 
offensive can be found both in the attitude of individual Roman 
Catholics toward us, and also of individual Anglo-Catholics to
ward Protestantism. Any attempt to deny Protestants the same 
right to complete adhesion to their convictions which we claim



for ourselves would undoubtedly be an instance. Any attempt 
to question their sincerity (apart from special good reasons in 
individual cases) would be equally so. So would any attempt 
to class them as in general less earnest, less moral, less scholar
ly, less (subjectively) loyal to Christ or His Father, less intelli
gent, less trustworthy, etc. than Catholics. So again would any 
such action as refusing to give a man employment on account 
of his religion; or refusing to vote for him on that account, unless 
a direct bearing existed between his religion and some issue the 
voter deemed paramount. For example, a man who wanted uni
form, lax Federal laws on divorce would be justified in voting 
against all Catholics as sure to oppose them. But to hold 
loyally and tenaciously to what one (or a Church) holds to be 
a sacred Divine trust, including all its implications, and to insist 
on putting it logically into practice is not narrow or bigoted or 
uncharitable. And to become provoked or offended at her for 
doing so is rather to prove the same charge against the one so 
reacting.
10. These considerations would suffice to defend the Catholic 
position against the charges of narrowness, bigotry, etc. ( though 
not necessarily of error) even if the Catholic teaching were 
what it is often mistakenly supposed to be. But I am convinced 
that a great deal of the resentment revealing itself in the objec
tion we are now considering rests on a naive and inaccurate 
understanding of what the Catholic Churches really teach and 
claim on the points we are considering. I wish, therefore, to 
undermine this resentment, and at the same time answer this 
objection still more completely, by attempting to explain briefly 
just what the Catholic claims really are, and to show just wherein 
they are very often caricatured rather than correctly repre
sented.
11. The Catholic Church has traditionally claimed that both 
the visible society which is the Church, and the three highest 
orders of its hierarchy, are of direct and “positive” Divine insti
tution and authority. Therefore, there exists an absolute moral 
obligation of loyal and obedient membership in it. Outside the 
Church there is consequently no salvation.
12. This very brief summary contains several technical terms 
or phrases which are frequently misunderstood. We must, to 
obviate this danger, expand it somewhat and define accurately 
the meaning of this technical language, and also of other lan
guage to be used later. No effort will be made, however, to 
give, even in summary, a complete statement of the whole con
tent of Catholic theology concerning the Church and the Min
istry. I shall confine myself here to stating the portions of it



which are under attack and the correct and accurate statement 
of which is at least a large part of the answer to those criticisms.

As we saw above, it is claimed that there exists by positive 
Divine authority a visible society which has been called, at least 
from early New Testament times, “the Church,” and from not 
much later times, “the Catholic (or catholic) Church,” and “the 
holy Church.” This Church has also been equipped with an 
authoritative ministry of Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, which 
has succeeded to all the official powers and authority conferred 
by Christ Himself on the twelve Apostles. The Apostles had 
received from Him a stewardship with the power of binding and 
loosing in the Church. As a result of its succession to these 
powers the Threefold Ministry of Bishops, Priests, and Deacons 
—and it alone—now holds a valid ministry in the Church. 
Moreover, of these only Bishops can validly ordain, and only 
Bishops and Priests can validly celebrate the Eucharist. As an 
obvious consequence of all this, no part of the Church which 
has lost this ministry can remain a real and true part of the 
Church at all. And that ministry, unless later regained, has 
been lost in reality (even if the names have been retained) 
wherever, in modern times, anyone not himself a valid Bishop 
has been the sole ordainer and source of a sectarian ministry. 
But wherever it has been lost, no valid Eucharist can be offered 
as soon as any surviving Priests or Bishops have died without 
valid successors.

While a valid ministry is thus essential not only to the bene 
esse but to the very esse of a Church, we must not conclude from 
this that it alone is essential. A sect may have valid orders 
without being a true and genuine part of the Church, at least 
according to Western theology. And Eastern theology differs 
from this, not in making all who have valid orders judged by 
Western criteria a part of the Church, but in denying that 
there can be any valid orders outside the Church. We totally 
misunderstand this proposition if we take it as in any way com
ing back in reality to the same thing as the first. In addition 
to valid orders and orthodoxy, original identity and continuity 
with the Catholic Church, or with some true part of it, and 
freedom from subsequent schism are all necessary in order to 
made good a claim to be a Catholic Church. Hence, even if a 
humanly-founded sect were to secure an indisputably valid 
ministry, profess officially a completely orthodox theology, and 
in all other essential respects perfectly imitate Catholicism, it 
would still not be  a Catholic Church. It would only resemble 
one.

It is, as a result, a sufficient refutation of the claim of any 
modern religious body to be a true Church, if it can be shown



that it truly originated in or since the sixteenth century, or in
deed anywhere in history after the time of Christ. Of course 
this does not refer to the date of the geographical extension of 
a religious body existing earlier elsewhere. A church existing 
only in Judaea in 27-31 a .d. might be extended to Rome c. 
40-50 a.d., to England in the second century, to America in the 
seventeenth century, and to some newly discovered island in the 
Pacific in the twentieth century without detriment to its Catho
licity and so to its true ecclesiastical status. But if it really 
began  in America in the seventeenth century, or in England in 
the sixteenth (or second) century, or in Rome in the forties 
of the first century, or even in Judaea in the middle thirties of 
that century then, however admirable a religious society it 
might be in all other respects, it simply would not be  the Church 
of God, either in whole or in part. It would be some other 
religious society, that is all; a church in the purely human sense.

A few of the terms I have used in this brief summary call for 
explanation.
13. By a “visible society” we mean an organized society with 
limits determinable by some objective external criterion (such 
as circumcision among the Jews, baptism among the Christians, 
initiation in a fraternity, the oath of office in a public official). 
Such would be the method of admission. There would be some 
similar way of determining when membership had been lost, 
and all who had acquired it in the first way and who had not 
subsequently lost it in the second way could be easily and 
definitely determined to be members. A visible society also, at 
least normally, has determinable officers, appointed by some 
determinable external act, sign, or ceremony, and also holding 
office, either for a definite term, or else until deposed by some 
externally determinable criterion. Yet again, a visible society 
usually has certain externally identifiable notes or characteristics, 
such as corporate meetings, meals, activities, parades, property, 
etc.

A visible society is to be contrasted of course with an “in
visible society.” Such the Church would be if, instead of de
fining it as all who have been admitted by baptism and have 
afterward continued in Communion with lawful Bishops, we 
defined it rather as all whom God has by some secret choice ( not 
externally verifiable) “elected” for eternal salvation. Such the 
Democratic party would be if we defined it as all who in their 
private opinions agree with the bulk of the most recently 
adopted platform, but without reference to membership in any 
party organization, or to voting the ticket.

There is no idea, of course, of suggesting that the “visible 
side” of the Church is the only one that matters, nor even that



it is more important than the “invisible side.” The latter in 
Catholic theology would include such vital points (not in them
selves externally recognizable) as possessing the promises of 
God, as being the sphere (and the exclusive sphere) of God’s 
New Covenant with mankind, as being the Mystical Body of 
Christ, as being the visible earthly embodiment of the Kingdom 
of God. But the visible side is nevertheless of vital importance 
because God’s promises have been given to, and His New 
Covenant has been made with, a Visible Society (the Church), 
not with an amorphous number of individuals.

14. Another term requiring explanation is that the Church and 
its Ministry are of “positive” Divine institution or authority. 
By this use of the word “positive” we mean that it gets its 
Divine authority not solely from the nature of things, enabling 
us to deduce that such an institution must be the will of God. 
Such is the case with the State; and, unless one treats Genesis 
2:18-25 as strictly historical, with the family. But the Church 
and her Ministry rest on definite assignable Divine acts, either 
of institution, of ratification, or of change, by God Himself, 
whether or not Incarnate.

The result of this truth is that men have no right to supplant 
the Catholic Church and her Apostolic Ministry by a new reli
gious society or societies of their own choice and creation. This 
right they would have if the Church were of only “natural 
Divine institution,” as is the State. In the latter case, some or
ganized Government is demanded by the will of God, as known 
through “the Natural Law.” But that it need be this particular 
Government, or even form of Government, is not required; and 
consequently revolution in the State is, sometimes and under 
certain conditions, morally defensible. But if God had instituted 
by “positive” act a particular Government or form of Govern
ment in the State, then revolution could never be justified; 
though even then disobedience might sometimes be necessary 
unless He conferred on such a Government a much more 
sweeping infallibility (along with impeccability) than any one 
claims for the Church.

15. Still a third term requiring explanation is the word “valid” 
as applied to a Ministry and the Sacraments it administers. Let 
it be said at once that to deny validity to a modern sectarian 
ministry and sacraments is not in any way to assert that they 
are devoid of Divine grace, of worth, of fruitfulness, etc. It is 
only to assert that whatever grace, worth, and fruitfulness they 
have is uncovenanted; and the latter term is used here in the 
same sense in which it is used and explained below in connec
tion with “uncovenanted salvation.” Hence there is no need to



repeat here what must be said there, but only to insist that, here 
as there, the uncovenanted operations of God are all, from our 
human standpoint, subject to the same disadvantages. Those 
are, in brief (see below), indefiniteness and insecurity even for 
the invincibly ignorant, and the gravest possible doubt about 
their efficacy if relied on by those whose ignorance is in any 
serious manner or measure their own fault.
16. A fourth expression requiring explanation is the maxim 
that “outside the Church there is no salvation”. This is quite 
misunderstood if it is taken at all to say that no one outside the 
Church can go to Heaven. What is meant is that there is no 
“covenanted” salvation outside the Church. And by “coven
anted” salvation we mean salvation attached (by a Divine 
pledge, promise, or covenant) to the fulfilling of certain Divine
ly revealed conditions. Granted only that the individual has 
failed in his obligation of Church membership through invincible 
ignorance, and at once his chances of being saved are, ceteris 
paribus, revived. But they do not depend in such a case on a 
Divine promise, on a definite Divine pledge, on a Divine cove
nant of which the terms are knowable and rather closely defin
able. They depend in such a case entirely on conjecture and hope 
as to what God will do in His infinite love and mercy for those 
who are fulfilling His will to the best of their knowledge, and 
who fail in a major obligation through no fault of their own. It 
does not seem doubtful to the present writer that we may justly 
have the most optimistic hopes in such a case, and with the 
greatest confidence. For the basis of our hope is the revealed 
infinite mercy and love of God. And God is in no way bound to 
keep within the limits of His covenant, though we men are.

But it is of the very essence of such uncovenanted grace that 
it is lacking in the certitude and definiteness of covenanted grace. 
Moreover, a still more vital attribute of it is that we may con
fidently expect people to receive it only as long as their need 
of it is not in any way their own fault. Thus, if what begins by 
being invincible ignorance becomes at any point vincible, the 
situation is altered entirely in its very heart and essence. We 
cannot help having grave and manifold doubts about the indi
vidual’s status in God’s sight in such a case. And we must re
member that ignorance or error is vincible—culpable, blame
worthy—not only where it is in bad faith, but also even where 
it is completely in good faith, provided only it could reasonably 
have been overcome. That is the reason why it is so extremely 
difficult to defend—or even to view with equanimity—the par
ticipation by Catholics in schismatic worship, and especially in 
schismatic sacraments, even where the sacraments in question 
are valid. The matter becomes immeasurably more serious where



the sacraments are not only schismatic but invalid as well. Such 
Churchmen may be in perfectly good faith. But can their ignor
ance be invincible?

Schismatic corporate worship, whether sacramental or not, 
must be held to be, objectively  speaking, a violation of God’s 
gracious covenant with mankind, and indeed an act of rebellion 
against His will. This is not to say that it is, granted its complete 
good faith, either devoid of Divine grace to the sincere wor
shippers, or displeasing (under the circumstances) to God. 
Undoubtedly Divine grace is most bountifully dispensed outside 
God’s covenant with mankind. And equally undoubtedly the 
objectively rebellious schismatic meetings are often motivated 
by such glorious subjective loyalty to God that they cannot but 
be supremely pleasing to Him. But all the same, it is the good 
faith and splendid loyalty which is so pleasing to God; not its 
objective miscarriage in producing acts truly disobedient in 
their nature. Hence for Catholics to participate in them is very 
wrong, not only in itself, but also and especially because it 
gives those who are in error encouragement to persevere in 
their error, secure in the conviction that Catholics themselves 
are already beginning to admit that it is not really error at all.

The obligation to loyal and obedient membership in the 
Church, like all other obligations, even though absolute (i.e., 
unconditional), cannot be the cause or the occasion of what 
theologians call “formal” sin to those who are “invincibly ignor
ant”2 of its very existence. If such fail to fulfill an obligation 
there is involved what is called a “material” sin; i.e. a real wrong 
has been committed, even though it be a wrong of omission 
rather than commission. But it is not a “formal” sin; that is, it 
is not true sin at all. For sin, in the true and strict sense, is 
possible only when one knows one is doing wrong, and freely  
goes ahead despite such knowledge. Hence such people can 
beyond doubt be saved by God’s uncovenanted grace and 
mercies, as expounded just above.
17. I hope that this careful and rather detailed exposition of 
the most commonly misunderstood and sharply criticised por
tions of the Catholic doctrine will make it clear that it is not 
narrow, bigoted, or uncharitable, and that no offense may legiti
mately be taken at it. Exclusive of course it is. But we saw 
above that exclusiveness is no sufficient basis for the charges 
usually made against the Catholic doctrine.

Division II

18. We pass on now to consider the objection that the Catho
lic view is hopelessly contrary to the facts of religious exper-
2 See Appended Note II, page 590.



ience. By this seems to be meant the obvious and unmistak
able presence of God’s grace and blessing, in most glorious and 
bountiful profusion, among those the Catholic view would oblige 
us to unchurch and declare to have invalid ministries and 
Eucharists.

I would be afraid of committing blasphemy against the Holy 
Ghost if I tried, or even desired to try (as I do not), to deny 
the reality and the true Divine origin of the data of religious 
experience to which reference is made in this objection. But 
the question is not whether their presence must be admitted, 
but whether it justifies the inference that those enjoying these 
Divine gifts are in the Church, or have valid ministries. And on 
this point, if “a cat may look at a king”, or rather at another cat 
in controversy with a king, the present writer cannot but be
lieve that Dr. William H. Dunphy was justified in holding that 
great man, the late William Temple, then Archbishop of York, 
later of Canterbury, guilty of bad logic and confusion of 
thought in their correspondence in The Living Church some ten 
or twelve years ago.

If the late Archbishop had contended merely that his inter
pretation of these phenomena was one possible view to take of 
them, prescinding from any theological commitments in ad
vance, which ought to have predisposed him to take an opposite 
view, it would almost certainly be necessary to concede him 
his point. But his argument seems to call for more. It seems 
to demand that those phenomena should not admit of a satis
factory reconciliation with the Catholic view. For otherwise 
how can he justify setting the latter aside on account of them? 
He did not argue or imply (whatever he may have thought 
privately) that the Catholic view had been already invalidated 
on other grounds. He did not deny that Dr. Dunphy’s state
ment of the Catholic view was essentially accurate. He did not 
even seem to challenge the position that the Catholic view is 
the official Anglican view. If he did, as his attitude and pro
cedure might be taken to imply, I must refer to what I said in 
my latest prior book, Apostolic Succession and Anglicanism, in 
support of that contention. But if he did not so argue, or if to 
do so is untenable, as I think is demonstrable, then how could he 
justify his admitted departure from the traditional Catholic 
view? It would have been justifiable only if he held these phe
nomena of Protestant religious experience to admit of no satis
factory reconciliation with the Catholic position. For the latter 
does not rest originally on these phenomena, but on entirely 
other arguments. And only if it rested on them, and on them 
alone, or at least essentially, would the admission of the possi
bility of an alternative explanation of them be in any way or 
measure an invalidation of the Catholic view. Thus the charge



of confusion of thought seems to be justified unless it really be 
the case that the recognition of these phenomena is incompatible 
with continued adhesion to the Catholic position.

Now this is most surely and most emphatically not the case. 
On the contrary, as far as the present writer can see, it has no 
trouble in taking adequate account of them. Since Dr. Temple 
did not explain where he supposed the difficulty to lie, I cannot 
of course meet whatever he may have had in mind, as I do not 
myself see any difficulty plausible enough to justify me in at
tributing it to him hypothetically. The only probable explana
tion of his attitude that I can see is that he had either forgotten 
or disapproved of the distinction between covenanted and un
covenanted graces and blessings. But his mere disapproval, 
without giving us his reasons, cannot help us any in arriving 
at the truth. We must, then, examine this celebrated distinction 
on our own resources to see whether it does not adequately ex
plain the conceded spiritual phenomena without requiring aban
donment or drastic recasting of the traditional Catholic position.
19. There are only two ways in which its adequacy as an ex
planation can be impugned. One is by rejecting the whole dis
tinction, root and branch. The other is by admitting it, but at
tempting to prove that the graces and blessings found among 
Protestants are as “covenanted” as those found within the Catho
lic Church. Let us see why neither of these avenues of escape 
seems acceptable.

To deny the distinction in toto is possible only if one denies 
the existence either of covenanted grace or else of uncovenanted 
grace. Now neither of these denials is thinkable—certainly not 
at least from Dr. Temple. To deny covenanted grace is to deny 
either that there is a New Covenant or that grace is given under 
it. To deny uncovenanted grace is possible only if one either 
holds that all grace wherever we find it is covenanted, because 
the New Covenant has no limits whatsoever; or else is prepared 
to deny the existence of grace outside the limits of the New 
Covenant, however one conceives those limits.

Now certainly Dr. Temple would not have denied either that 
there is a New Covenant or that grace is given under it. Nor, 
again, is it at all conceivable that he would have denied that the 
New Covenant has some visible external limits, whether or not 
he conceives these limits to be the same as does the traditional 
Catholic viewpoint. He would almost certainly have admitted 
at least Baptism to be requisite to membership in the New 
Covenant. But if not, surely he would have acknowledged 
some limit, such as an avowed faith in our Lord’s redeeming 
Passion, or at least in His true Lordship. But once admit that 
there are any limits, however broad, and one is forced either to



close one’s eyes to all grace outside of those limits, or else to 
admit that there we have uncovenanted grace and blessings. 
And who can deny that there is Divine grace and blessings 
among Quakers, Jews, Mohammedans, the great ethnic religions, 
all “positive” religions of history, and even among the professed
ly irreligious? Or who can plausibly extend the visible limits 
of the New Covenant widely enough to cover all of these? The 
distinction, then, between “covenanted” and “uncovenanted” 
graces and blessings seems perfectly sound, and indeed ines
capable.
20. We turn then to the second avenue of attack on the ade
quacy of this distinction to explain the graces and blessings 
found in Protestantism. It is, as we saw above, to contend that 
they are as “covenanted” among Protestants as when found in 
the Catholic Church. But this at once raises the question of how 
the decision is to be determined. If it is to be determined by a 
major premise in which we study the limits and conditions of 
the New Covenant by historical and theological means, and then 
by a minor premise in which we show that the graces and bless
ings in question do or do not keep within those limits and ob
serve those conditions, that is the Catholic way. An effort is 
made in this book to show that the traditional Catholic view 
of those limits and conditions is the correct one. If it is, then it 
will appear clearly that Protestantism (of a sectarian sort of 
course) does not keep within those limits and observe those con
ditions. Therefore it is necessary and correct to conclude that 
the graces and blessings found among them are uncovenanted, 
with all the serious contingency in them which that involves. 
For one who admits this to be the correct way of determining 
the matter, the only way to avoid the conclusion is to attack the 
truth of the Catholic view as to those limits and conditions on 
the sort of grounds summarized in Chapter I of this book. For 
to claim that Protestantism meets this test seems entirely im
possible.
21. But Dr. Temple did not make this attack, whatever opinion 
he may have held as to the possibility of making it successfully. 
His argument seems then to depend upon holding that the ques
tion whether those graces etc. are covenanted or uncovenanted 
is to be settled in a second and very different way. That way, I 
think, can be only that a direct examination of those graces etc. 
themselves, and not rather of the objective limits and conditions 
under which they are received, can reveal within them certain 
traits or characteristics which show that they are covenanted. 
Now such a contention seems to me without any slightest shadow 
of a foundation. I do not see any criterion whatsoever by which 
one could support such a contention. There is no remotely pos



sible way to tell whether a grace or blessing is covenanted or 
uncovenanted simply by looking at the grace itself, or its effects.

It cannot be argued that their very existence shows this, for 
there is no reason why God may not go outside His Own Cov
enant to help and bless those who are not to blame for being 
outside, and who are not even aware of being outside at all. 
Their richness and bountifulness cannot be made a sufficient 
argument either, for we have no valid reason for holding that 
God must be parsimonious when He bestows gifts outside His 
Covenant. Their long continuance and wide extent will not 
justify the inference that they are covenanted, either. For in
vincible ignorance and good faith, coupled with earnestness and 
zeal, are the only conditions necessary to account for uncov
enanted gifts, and these are equally long continued and wide
spread. Nor does any plausible alternative criterion seem to 
suggest itself. Thus it seems clear that no valid grounds can 
be provided by this line of approach for concluding that the 
Divine gifts observed among Protestants are covenanted.

Incidentally, it is only fair to point out that this line of reason
ing invalidates that quick and easy but shallow and unsound 
way of vindicating the validity of Anglican Orders which is so 
common among Anglicans who do not wish to go to the trouble 
of studying the question thoroughly and finding out whether 
there is a valid defense along truly Catholic lines. The appeal 
to the indubitableness of our own sacramental experiences 
proves only (even if tenable at all) that we have grace from 
God. It does not and cannot prove whether it is “covenanted”, 
which is what is meant by “valid” when applied to sacramental 
grace.

It appears then that no valid objection can be raised against 
the ability of the Catholic distinction between covenanted and 
uncovenanted gifts to reconcile the facts of Protestant religious 
experience with the truth of the Catholic doctrine of the Church 
and the Ministry. But if not, then no valid attack can be made 
on these Catholic doctrines on the basis of Protestant religious 
experience. Dr. Dunphy, then, would seem to have been justi
fied in finding confusion of thought in the late Archbishop’s 
argument.
22. For there are very compelling reasons why an explanation 
of them which is compatible with the truth of the Catholic 
position should have been accepted by Dr. Temple, even if other 
explanations which are incompatible with it are possible. As 
pointed out above, the Catholic view is not inferred from these 
phenomena, but based on entirely independent grounds, and 
then adhered to despite the phenomena in question. This is 
legitimate unless they are truly incompatible. It is not sufficient



under such circumstances that they should admit of an anti- 
Catholic interpretation. Even in the strictest logic, they must 
require such before they may legitimately receive it, even at the 
hands of an opponent of the Catholic Church.

Still more then should Dr. Temple have interpreted them in 
harmony with the Catholic position, having been not an oppon
ent but a pledged upholder and preserver of the Catholic faith; 
both in virtue of being a Catholic Archbishop; and also (for 
anyone who questions that premise) because he was an Angli
can and our Church is officially committed to the Catholic posi
tion on this subject as I showed in my recent book mentioned 
already.
23. I would further point out, that the Catholic interpretation l 
of the grace etc. found among Protestants in terms of uncov- 
enanted gifts is not only the one most consistent with the Catho
lic Faith, and with the official Anglican position more particu
larly, but that it is also far more in line with New Testament 
categories and convictions than the explanation Dr. Temple 
would seem to have preferred. This is true because, though the 
twin conceptions of invincible ignorance and uncovenanted 
grace are little if at all developed in the New Testament, they 
are the best and simplest way to reconcile the phenomena of the 
illimitably diffused grace and blessings of God with the un
questionably authentic New Testament conception of a New 
Covenant made with a 'Visible” Church and having definite and j 
determinable “visible” limits.

Thus it appears that neither of the objections we have been 
considering in this chapter has any validity.



Chapter III

APOSTOLIC SUCCESSION AND HISTORY

24. We must now be'gin the consideration of the strictly his
torical attack as outlined in Chapter I. This attack usually takes 
the form of alleging that on point after point it can be estab
lished, with historical probability if not with historical certainty, 
that something inconsistent with the traditional Catholic doc
trines of Episcopacy and Apostolic Succession really happened. 
This form of the attack, which may in a sense be called the 
more radical form, will have to be considered at great length 
in order to show how far it is from being well founded. I intend 
to give it such consideration in the entire remainder of this book, 
after the present chapter is concluded. But recently an attack 
of a less radical sort has been made by Professor Cyril Richard
son of Union Seminary, by Bishop Parsons acting as leader of 
those supporting the current effort to unite organically with the 
Northern Presbyterians on un-Catholic terms, and others active 
in the same movement. Dr. Richardson’s argument can be seen 
in his important book, The Sacrament of Reunion. It is not 
easy to give references for the arguments of Bishop Parsons, 
Dean Zabriskie, and others of their viewpoint; for they have 
used these arguments in brief articles, letters to Church periodi
cals, private letters, and even in oral discussions. But that does 
not seem to me to make it any the less obligatory to face their 
contentions and show why they should not be accepted. For 
there can be no doubt that many of our clergy have been in
fluenced by such arguments.
25. These arguments which it is my intention to answer in 
this present chapter, take the milder and less radical form of 
not contending that the Catholic doctrine can be disproved, but 
of resting content with the argument that it cannot be proved, 
and that this is decisive against it because the burden of proof 
is on those who assert so extreme and exclusive a position. 
Sometimes this argument is presented in the still less radical 
form that at least it cannot be admitted to be essential, because 
it cannot be proved with certainty, and that nothing can be 
essential that is doubtful. These two arguments are so closely 
related that they might almost be considered simply two differ
ent forms of the same argument. For this reason, and also be-



cause they raise substantially the same issues, it will be con
venient to treat them together.

They seem to me to raise three main issues, which I shall dis
cuss in turn:

1. Does the burden of proof really rest on Catholics in the 
present case?

2. Is it correct to insist that all doubtful points must be 
treated as non-essentials?

3. Just how much does Catholic apologetics need to ask 
from history?

Division I

26. In my opinion, the last of these issues is by far the greatest 
and most important, and the answer to it supplies in considerable 
part the answer to the two other objections. Hence, I shall deal 
with it first. I shall follow, for convenience, the argument as 
presented by Dr. Cyril Richardson in his book named above. 
Our reply is as follows:
27. Catholicism has always claimed to rest solidly upon the 
bed-rock of historical facts, and has never, at least in its Angli
can form, been known to refuse the appeal to history. But 
there are several important distinctions which must be made at 
the beginning, to avoid confusion of thought. For it is the 
failure to make these very distinctions which vitiates Dr. Rich
ardson’s basic argument.

First of all, we must distinguish between certain facts of 
history which are quite essential to the Catholic position, and 
the survival of decisive historical evidence of these facts, which 
is not at all essential.4 It is largely a matter of historical accident 
as to which documents were produced in the early Church; as 
to which of these survived; as to what subjects were dealt with 
in these documents that have survived; and as to how far we 
can determine ( with certainty, as Dr. Richardson would de
mand) the meaning of what they say, and the historical implica
tions thereof. Certainly, tire question whether the facts which 
the Catholic position requires for its validity are facts, and the 
question whether they can at this late day be proved  to be 
facts, by the strict historical method, are two very different 
questions. And while the affirmative answer to the first question 
is essential to the validity of Catholicism on this particular point, 
an affirmative answer to the second is most emphatically not 
essential.

1 1 qualify by saying “decisive” evidence. For as will be seen below, 
there is evidence of the facts he challenges, though not apparently such as 
to satisfy Prof. Richardson, and the radical school of historians to which 
he belonged when he wrote that book.



28. The Catholic Church claims a divine commission and 
divine teaching authority, and the promise of divine assistance 
in preserving, transmitting, and defining the Divine Revelation 
committed to her. The burden of proof is admittedly on her to 
justify this fundamental claim; for to try to prove it “by author
ity” would be to argue in a circle. I have presented the case 
for this claim in an article on The Anglican View of Catholic 
Teaching Authority published in The American Church Month
ly for November and December, 1936, and since made available, 
with revisions, in pamphlet form. But once this cardinal issue 
is left behind, the Catholic is not obliged to be able to justify 
independently every separate article of the Deposit of Faith of 
the Catholic Church by direct historical evidence, especially 
“with certainty” as Prof. Richardson seems to ask. It suffices if 
he can show that the article in question was a part of the Faith 
of the Church at the earliest time for which determinative his
torical evidence is available, and that there is no conclusive rea
son to doubt the claim of the Church at that time that it had 
always been so.

In this sense, we are not only willing to concede, but glad 
to emphasize, that the Catholic Religion is a “religion of author
ity,” which stands or falls as a whole with the basic claim re
ferred to above to be a Divine Revelation committed by God 
to a divinely founded, divinely commissioned, and divinely as
sisted Church. On their intrinsic merits, from the apologetical 
standpoint, the doctrines of the Catholic Faith are of very vary
ing degrees of theological importance and also of intellectual 
cogency. But to the well-instructed Catholic they do not rest 
entirely on their intrinsic merits. They rest also on the super
natural, divine teaching authority of the Catholic Church. And 
in this respect they are all on the same level, provided only they 
be authentic parts of the Deposit of Faith. Nor can the claim 
that they are such parts be refuted merely by showing that there 
was a time for which the contemporary evidence is so scanty 
and indeterminate that it cannot be proved for certain, entirely 
apart from later evidence, whether a particular article was ex
plicitly held at that time or not.

I am thus prepared to maintain that all that is strictly neces
sary, in the case of a tenet which depends on the authority of 
the Catholic Church (and is not a part of the argument neces
sary to establish or vindicate that very authority itself), is that 
there should be no historical evidence showing, or tending 
strongly to show, that there was a time when it definitely was 
not a part of the Deposit of Faith, or (in the case of what might 
be called a dogmatically important fact) that the alleged fact 
is not really fact.



29. But in the present case, we are in a position to claim 
much more than this. For at the time the Catholic Church can 
first be shown with reasonable security to hold the Catholic 
doctrine of Apostolic Succession, she was in a far better position 
than we are today to tell for sure whether the dogmatic facts 
involved were really facts or not. She was much nearer to the 
events in question. She had documents that have since per
ished. She probably had the exegetical key to many passages 
in the documents still extant which are dark and dubious to us. 
She is likely to have had, at least in some cases, personal links 
in the chain of reliable information which would be very 
weighty. Finally, she had a luxuriant and abundant oral tradi
tion, which could be the source of reliable knowledge about 
many historical facts that may never have been mentioned in 
any written document at all, let alone in one of the few which 
have survived. Someone might attempt to reply that the early 
Church weighed the relative value of the documents then extant, 
and has preserved the most worthwhile and important. I would 
answer that, even if this be granted to the full, her criterion for 
judging them as to their value and importance was spiritual or 
doctrinal, and not at all that of the modern historical critic. Nor 
did she foreknow what questions we in the twentieth century 
would like to have cleared up by the documents she was saving 
for us. Hence she discarded Q and L or Proto-Luke and pre
served the Fourth Gospel.

Thus, without claiming that the Church could not ever be 
wrong on historical points vouched for by her tradition, that 
tradition would be of very considerable weight as pure and 
simple historical evidence, altogether apart from any idea of 
supernatural divine guidance. I believe it is accurate to say 
that the number of points on which modern historical criticism 
has vindicated the tradition of the Church is far and away 
greater than the number on which her tradition is still ques
tioned. And I am prepared to defend with great confidence, 
and purely as a historian, without any dogmatic presuppositions 
of the sort defended above for “questions of faith and morals,” 
a great many of the small minority of points on which her tradi
tion is still challenged, including the most important ones. Thus 
while it is always legitimate to question any point that can be 
traversed by earlier or clearer or stronger evidence to the con
trary effect, the early tradition of the Church is too weighty as 
historical evidence to be set aside simply because it cannot be 
independently substantiated by evidence more nearly contem
porary. In other words, at least it places a very heavy burden 
of proof on the one who would challenge it.



30. But if what has been said in the two immediately preceding 
paragraphs is true, then, even if one rejects entirely what was 
maintained above about the supernatural guidance of the 
Church, the truly “objective historian” is left in a position where 
the concessions made by Dr. Richardson3 assume an importance 
which he appears not to have recognized. He there admits 
that “there is no crucial evidence to refute (the belief that this 
or that polity is divine) when it is read back into the mind of 
the primitive Church”; and again that he is “helpless to dispose 
of it completely” or to “deduce a clear chapter and verse to 
silence his opponents”. But in making these concessions, he has 
implicitly admitted that there is nothing in the earlier evidence 
to contradict the tradition of the Church a few decades later 
when it asserts the very things needed to vindicate the Catholic 
doctrine of Apostolic Succession. Thus at once his case col
lapses, without the necessity for further argument.

Let me emphasize that contemporary evidence is not the 
only kind that the truly objective historian can and must trust. 
It is only the best kind. And it is the best only in the sense that 
where it is clear and decisive, it is entitled (other things being 
equal) to take precedence of later evidence with which it 
clashes. But in the case of the historical evidence that con
cerns the truth of Apostolic Succession, no such clash can be 
securely shown, by Dr. Richardson’s own admission. The fol
lowing chapters of this book will show that he ought to have 
conceded a great deal more. I think we shall there see that 
not only did the Catholic Church clearly and beyond reason
able doubt hold the same doctrines concerning Episcopacy and 
Apostolic Succession which she holds to-day, from no later than 
the middle of the second century, but that she already at that 
time believed them to come to her from the Apostles and their 
immediate successors; and that the earlier evidence (1) is at 
least benevolently neutral toward this conviction, (2) raises 
no serious difficulties for it, and (3) at some points gives it very 
strong support. Thus the Catholic interpretation of the evidence 
as a whole is more harmonious and consistent with it than any 
of the main anti-Catholic reconstructions I have seen. If this 
conclusion should emerge from our investigation, it would give 
us, for the reasons explained just above, a good deal more than 
we strictly need to justify continued adherence to the Catholic 
doctrine concerning Episcopacy and Apostolic Succession.

Division II
31. For it is impossible to grant the contention that the burden 
of proof is on the Catholic Church except in the sense already

5 O p. cit., pp. 34-5.



expounded. The practical application of the issue concerns the 
validity of ministries originated in the sixteenth and later cen
turies by mere presbyters or else by men of still lower rank. It 
had been generally understood for centuries by all, including 
these men themselves at the time they were ordained to the 
Priesthood in the Catholic Church (for such as were so or
dained), that ordination was just precisely the one thing they 
were not being given the power to do. It is not necessary, for 
the purposes of our present argument, to maintain that that 
understanding was necessarily correct—though of course the 
present writer does believe it was correct. Nor is it necessary 
to argue that the presumption in favor of its correctness is or 
was so strong as to make the refutation of that presumption 
impossible or hopeless. But I do not see how anyone can serious
ly claim that the presumption is in favor of those initiating so 
drastic and so important an innovation. Surely the presumption 
is against them unless and until they are able to give sound 
reasons for believing that they too have, or should have, a right 
so long and so unanimously conceded not to be theirs. But this 
is just another way of saying that the burden of proof would be 
on those who presumed to assume powers hitherto not even 
claimed by them or for them, at least for many centuries. Even 
that school of Fathers and Schoolmen who thought, or are al
leged to have thought, that mere presbyters had at one time the 
power to ordain did not maintain that they still had that power 
in the sixteenth century, or for many centuries before that time. 
Once again, the question is not whether the innovators could 
make out a sufficient case for claiming a power not even claimed 
before for many centuries. It is that their ordinations cannot 
rationally be accepted as having any validity unless and until 
they do make out such a case. But that, once again, is just 
another way of saying that the burden of proof is on them, and 
not on those who dare not trust their ordinations as being the 
equivalent of Catholic ordinations by a Bishop with Apostolic 
Succession. The question of the validity of Orders is too ser
ious—too vitally important and essential—a. matter to allow of 
accepting as valid alleged Orders about which there can be any 
serious doubt.
32. It might be replied that this argument would be decisive 
against men who admit the soundness of the whole concept of 
valid or invalid Orders but that it has no weight against those 
who deny the validity of that whole concept, and who are in
clined to say, in words I have heard attributed to Stanley Jones, 
“Discussions about the validity of Orders makes me yawn.” Our 
reply would be that here again we do not deny the right of any 
such persons to “show cause” for believing that the Catholic



Church was wrong for fifteen centuries in believing Holy Orders 
to convey a supernatural gift which would not be shared by 
those who had never been ordained; or for believing that the 
gift could be given by any layman or deacon or presbyter as well 
as by a Bishop. All we are arguing at this point is that before 
it would be legitimate to count as of no vital consequence what 
had hitherto been generally conceded for many centuries to be 
of vital consequence, it would be necessary at least to give good 
reasons for so revolutionary a change. In other words, the bur
den of proof would be on those initiating the revolution, not on 
those failing to join in it.
33. Of course the question whether either of these viewpoints 
can shoulder the burden of proof which has just been shown to 
rest upon them is vitally important, and the remainder of this 
book will be concerned with those issues. But those issues are 
irrelevant in determining the prior question of where the burden 
of proof really rests. And I believe we have now seen clear and 
decisive reasons for holding that it rests not on the Catholic 
Church and those who uphold her age-long teaching and prac
tice, but on those who revolted against it and set it aside.
34. Not even the plea of necessity is sufficient to shift the 
burden of proof to the shoulders of those who defend the an
cient and venerable tradition of the Church. It is not necessary 
to argue here—what I would emphatically deny, if it had to be 
argued—whether the plea of necessity is valid. For in these 
matters there was no necessity. Bishops with Apostolic Succes
sion were converted to the Protestant cause, and could have 
given them a valid succession had they wanted it. If the plea of 
necessity had any momentary validity until the first such con
vert was available, it would certainly have none thereafter. 
Hence this plea is irrelevant at this point in our discussion. At 
a later stage, when we study the question of a tactual succession, 
and of the principles involved in its necessity, I intend to give 
reasons for rejecting that plea, even if necessity could truthfully 
be alleged. But in this matter it cannot. The Catholic doctrine 
was hated and scornfully rejected, and there was no faintest de
sire to retain a valid Catholic succession. Hence the plea of 
necessity has no possible validity in the present case.

Division III

35. What, finally, shall we say of the plea that nothing doubt
ful can be treated as essential to a true Church, or to Christian 
unity? Such a plea, superficially reasonable and attractive, is 
about as unreasonable as anything well could be when carefully 
examined. Suppose, just for the sake of the argument, and to



illustrate the fallaciousness of this contention, that we assume 
that points A and B are 50-50 doubtful, either as to truth, or as 
to necessity, or as to both; but that they are held to be essential 
by those who believe them to be true, or at least by some of 
these. We find ourselves then in this situation. If these dis
puted and ( ex hypothesi) doubtful points A and B are not 
preserved and completely safeguarded in any claimant to true 
ecclesiastical status, or in any Proposed United Church, a risk 
is run that something essential may be lost. And, by the very 
definition of the term, if anything essential has been lost, then 
the religious body losing it has ceased to be a true Church, 
even if it had been one previously. On the other hand, if 
something non-essential has been retained either under the im
pression that it is essential, or in view of reasonable doubt about 
the question, no fatal harm would be done. Hence, all such 
points must be carefully retained and scrupulously preserved 
and safeguarded in any body claiming to be a true Church, or 
in any Proposed United Church. Nor would it suffice for this 
to be done in a way which could be argued to be sufficient and 
secure, if the opposite contention were also reasonable. For in 
that case the matter would have become doubtful. And we 
have already seen that it is supremely irrational to risk, even, the 
loss of what may be vital.

36. Still another reason why the demand for certainty in all 
matters deemed essential must be rejected is the fact that in 
most such matters historical issues are at the very least one 
important element; e.g., are certain alleged facts really facts, or 
are such and such beliefs really authentic parts of common prim
itive Christianity. To accede to such a demand amounts to 
the absurd concession that no such matters can be essential, be
cause they are matters of ancient history, and matters of an
cient history can seldom if ever be settled with certainty. Yet 
if they are authentic they must necessarily be matters of ancient 
history. Thus the only possible condition of their being neces
sary is treated, by this objection, as being a decisive proof that 
they are not necessary. Quod est absurdum!
37. The logical consequences of such a concession are a 
further and decisive reason why it must be disallowed. For the 
impossibility of proving disputed points with certainty is not 
confined to Episcopacy and Apostolic Succession. As pointed 
out in the immediately preceding paragraph, the very fact that 
all of the historical issues relating to the crucial debated points 
in primitive Christianity are by the very nature of the case 
matters of ancient history leads to the result that very few if 
any of them—even the most central and admittedly vital—can



be proved with certainty. In my days in seminary there was 
serious historical debate, and therefore at least some measure of 
uncertainty, about all of the following matters, and many others:

Did Christ institute any sacraments at all? Did He ascribe 
an atoning value to His own approaching death? Did He claim 
to be God? Did He even claim to be the Messiah? Even if it 
be admitted that He made such claims, how would one go about 
proving ivith certainty that they were true? Still more, if He 
claimed to be the Messiah but did not claim to be God, how 
would one go about proving with certainty that He was even 
more than He claimed to be—that He was not only the Messiah 
but God in the full Catholic sense?

I do not intend to suggest that a sufficient apologetic on all 
these points is lacking. I am quite confident that one can be 
produced, or I would not be a Catholic priest. But the apolo
getic produced will fall considerably short of “certainty” not 
only on the points on which Protestantism disagrees with Cathol
icism, but even on the very points on which they both agree. 
And especially would I not relish the task of trying to prove 
with certainty, and without appeal to the supernatural authority 
of the Spirit-guided Church, the tremendous claims made for 
the Bible, without which Protestantism in anything resembling 
its “orthodox” form would collapse completely. The demand for 
certain proof, before admitting any point to be an essential ele
ment of Christianity, must be admitted by everyone at all con
versant with the present state of modern scholarship to be 
completely suicidal for any form of Christianity unless one can 
consent to apply the name to Unitarianism, or to some essentially 
Unitarian form of “Modernism.”
38. Finally, I would reemphasize how restricted is the measure 
of uncertainty that we must admit in regard to Episcopacy and 
Apostolic Succession. There is, if not absolute certainty, at 
least no good reason to doubt that both of these were believed 
to be both true and essential from the earliest time for which 
really determinative evidence is available. Nor is there an evi
dential reason to doubt that the Bishops of that date really 
succeeded, as the Church of that date confidently claimed they 
did, by an unbroken series of ordinations, to the Apostles or 
deutero-Apostles,0 or that the deutero-Apostles succeeded by a 
similar ordination or chain of ordinations to the primitive Apos
tles, or that the original Apostles received from Christ Him
self the same tremendous authority and powers which the 
Bishops of the middle of the second century (and ever since)

0 On the meaning of this convenient term, and for a substantiation of the 
historical phenomenon for which it stands, see Chapter XVIII.



were believed to have inherited or received by that succession 
from the original Apostles and so ultimately from God Himself 
or His Son. And just that, and neither more nor less, is what 
is meant by the Catholic doctrine of Apostolic Succession 
through the Historic Episcopate. There was never a time until 
the birth of Protestantism when we have any good evidential 
reason for asserting that these doctrines were not held in the 
Catholic Church, or that they were the beliefs of one school 
only, and not of all orthodox schools of Fathers and Bishops.
39. We conclude, then, that the demand for “certain proofs” 
is entirely illegitimate, that the burden of proof does not rest on 
the defenders of historical Christianity but on those who would 
challenge its age-old determinations, and that the historical 
requirements of Catholic apologetics do not exceed what has 
been explained above. I shall now go on in the rest of this 
book to show that the actual historical evidence available does 
fully satisfy this minimum requirement; and I think we shall 
find that in actual fact it supplies us with considerably more 
than this.



Chapter IV

WAS THE CHRISTIAN APOSTOLATE INSTITUTED 
BY CHRIST?

40. The Catholic Church itself has unhesitatingly answered 
this important question in the affirmative. And as long as the 
belief in the infallibility of the Sacred Scriptures on all points 
was commonly received, the question was hardly open. But 
since the study of the Higher Criticism of the New Testament 
has gained acceptance in all quarters in the Anglican Church, 
and has shown that inspiration does not involve infallibility on 
all points, it is possible to challenge the evidence on which 
the affirmative answer rests. And many leading critics have 
gone much further, and claimed that the case for the affirmative 
answer is completely overthrown. If this were true, it would be 
a result of the most extreme importance. But I am very confi
dent that it is not true. I am undertaking, therefore, to state 
the case for the affirmative answer.

Division I

41. Jesus Christ gave His approval as God’s Messiah to the 
already existing belief in the Divine authority of the Old Testa
ment (Jewish) Church. This follows, even without positive 
evidence, from the fact that the early Church knew nothing of 
His having rejected, questioned, or revised it. But positive 
evidence also is not lacking. Such is the clear implication of 
the parable7 of the “wicked husbandmen,” in which the vine
yard (obviously the Jewish Church) is recognized as having 
been planted by God.

Moreover, as God’s Messiah, Jesus looked upon Himself as 
the Lord of that Church, and so considered Himself to have 
the right and power to reorder and reconstitute it as He deemed 
necessary or wise. In Mt. 16:17-19 He actually refers to it as 
“My Church.” All the evidence as to His supplanting the old 
stewards with new ones implies the same. So does also the 
fact, implied in the parables of the tares, the dragnet, and “the 
man without a wedding garment,” that the Apostles’ steward
ship is to be in a “visible society” with its inevitable admixture 
of good and evil. For Jesus founded no new society to which

7 Mt. 2 1 :43  and parallels.



this could refer. Likewise His completion, if not revision, of 
the “received teaching” of the existing Church, and His institu
tion of the sacraments8 attest the truth of this claim.

42. Acting on these convictions, He trained the Twelve for 
that new stewardship over the Church which was going to be 
necessary because as He foresaw, the old stewards were set 
upon rejecting Him, and so would forfeit their office by their 
unfaithfulness. The “parable of the wicked husbandmen” is 
the central passage in support of this conception. There the 
vineyard is Israel; the beloved Son is Jesus Himself; the old 
rejected stewards are the chief priests and Pharisees (M ark) or 
the scribes and chief priests (L u ke), i.e. the stewards under 
the Old Covenant; and the new stewards (Who can doubt it, 
or suggest any plausible alternative?) are the Twelve Apostles 
He has been training for the task. Only the First Gospel varies 
from this, and not only is it a secondary source at this point, 
being dependent on Mark, but its own form of the parable im
plies that it is the stewards of the vineyard that are being dis
placed for unfaithfulness; so that M atthews alternative version 
“a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof” has no claim at all 
to be original.

Matthew  19:28 clearly involves the same conception as the 
parable just considered. In it our Lord tells the Twelve that 
they shall sit on twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of 
Israel. No doubt the direct reference and application of this 
passage is to the future when the Kingdom has fully come. 
But it surely presupposes the earthly position of the Apostles 
in the proleptically present Kingdom as the only explicable basis 
for the position here promised to them in the consummated 
Kingdom. Here then, as also in the preceding parable, we have 
the idea of the Kingdom as the new, true, “fulfilled” Israel, with 
new stewards, and the Twelve as those stewards. This saying 
also reveals why Jesus chose just twelve Apostles—because they 
were to sit on twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of 
Israel. Israel as the ideal entity—God’s chosen people—ap
pears all the more clearly here when we recall that ten of the 
tribes were no longer in actual existence.

Still another passage in which the same conception is con
tained or implied is the parable about good and bad stewards 
in Luke 12:41-48, which has a parallel in Matthew9, except for 
v. 41. Here there can, I think, be no doubt that a distinction 
between clergy and laity is implied, and it is clearly the pro
leptically present Kingdom that is in question. Who can these

8 Or at the very least one sacrament.
0 Mt. 24 :43-51.



clergy be but the Twelve? And the office they have is repre
sented as being a stewardship,10 just as in the other passages.

Also in this passage just considered, as well as in many others 
of a more general nature, we find Jesus giving the Twelve in
struction and solemn warning on the use and abuse of steward
ship, and grave admonition on the spirit and manner in which 
“among you” authority was to be exercised (which of course 
implies that a stewardship with authority was to be given and 
possessed). The three parables of the tares, the dragnet, and 
the man without the wedding garment, which as we saw above 
imply a visible Church, imply also stewards empowered with 
the authority to excommunicate, since these parables warn 
against doing so too hastily.

Finally, there is a very famous and striking passage in which 
all these same ideas are most clearly expressed or implied. It 
is Mt. 16:17-19, the famous “promise to St. Peter.” In return, 
so to speak, for Peter’s prompt and noble confession of Him as 
the Messiah, Jesus assures Peter that this conclusion of his is no 
delusion due to his fallible human nature, but a true conviction 
reached under God’s guidance and inspiration. Then He goes 
on to add (in substance and effect), “As thou hast said to me, 
‘Thou art the Messiah,’ so I also say unto thee, ‘Thou art Peter 
(a rock), and on this rock11 I will build My Church12 and the 
gates of hell shall not prevail against it.13 And I will give unto 
thee the keys14 of the Kingdom of Heaven15 and whatsoever 
thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound in Heaven, and what
soever thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed in Heaven.’ ”
43. This last grant of power and authority was one which 
would be well understood in contemporary Judaism. It was the 
power already believed to belong to the as-yet-undisplaced 
stewards of the Old Testament Church, perhaps their most 
characteristic power as stewards. Also the promise of the keys 
is an already understood metaphor for the head stewardship.16 
In fact, that must be the sense in which the Church is to have 
Peter as its foundation. He is fitted to be such because of his 
rocklike character and temperament. He is not of course above

10 It may not be a waste of time to emphasize at this point that stewardship 
is (for our Lord’s time) a metaphor which implies authority and not only 
sacred responsibility, as when we speak in these days of “the stewardship 
of wealth.”
11 i.e. on thee
12 i.e. My new Israel, My new Chosen People, My renewed, rejuvenated 
People of God.
13 i.e. the New Israel shall enjoy the same indefectibility which the Old 
Israel enjoyed under the Old Covenant.
34 Note the plural.
15 Here the Church is very closely connected with the Kingdom.
16 Compare Isaiah 22.



falling temporarily. But he is a strong man and a natural lead
er. Consequently he is fitted to be the rallying point for the 
Twelve after he has “turned again” from his lapse, which our 
Lord finds foretold in the Scriptures, along with the lapse of all 
the sheep after the shepherd has been smitten. Thus the sum 
total of the promise (as far as it concerns Peter personally) 
amounts to this, “You shall be the head steward, and shall have 
the characteristic power of the stewardship.”
44. That Peter was not to possess the stewardship alone is 
proved by a variety of considerations. First of all, there is no
thing in this passage to exclude its possession also by all the 
Apostles; and the fact that Peter had answered for them all and 
had only given expression to their common conviction would of 
itself tend to make such an inference plausible. Then there is 
the clear implication of the “twelve thrones” passage, and of the 
plural (“others” to whom the vineyard is to be transferred) in 
the parable of the wicked husbandmen. There is also the train
ing, instruction, exhortation, and solemn warning of all the 
Apostles referred to a little above. There is the added fact that 
after the Resurrection the stewardship is represented as being 
conferred upon all the surviving Apostles, and not upon Peter 
alone. There is apparently a rebuke for Peter when he seems 
to have put some sort of an exclusive interpretation on the three
fold command17 to “feed My sheep (or lambs).” Even if one 
doubts the historicity of this episode, it at least shows what the 
author of this appendix held on the subject. There is the fact 
that in the early Church not Peter alone but all the surviving 
Apostles (and even some successors within Peter’s lifetime) 
were acknowledged to share in the stewardship. Finally, there 
is the fact that the “power of binding and loosing” seems else
where18 to have been promised to a plurality before the Resur
rection, to have been conferred upon the Apostles as a group 
after the Resurrection19 and to have been recognized as the pos
session of them all in the early Church. And this power we 
saw above to have been characteristic20 of the stewardship. All 
this seems to be conclusive. But of course it does not militate 
against the well attested, if quite undefined, leadership of Peter 
not only among the Christians as a group, but also among thu 
other stewards.
45. Finally, after the old stewards had definitely forfeited 
their stewardship by procuring His crucifixion, our Lord ap

17 John 21 :15-23.
18 Mt. 18:15-20.
18 Jn. 20 :22-23.
20 In the strict technical sense of the word.



peared to the Twelve Apostles-1 after the resurrection, and con
ferred on them the stewardship which He had told them was to 
be theirs, and for which He had trained them. The only one 
of our accounts in which this is clearly brought out is the ac
count by St. John in the Fourth Gospel. But this is apparently 
because in the other accounts, in the First Gospel, in St. Luke’s 
Gospel, and in Acts, we have at least two great post-resurrection 
appearances to groups telescoped into one episode, in which the 
great commission to extend the Gospel to all the world, includ
ing the gentiles, has been brought into the foreground of the 
more or less conventionalized and summary reports of our 
Lord’s actual words on that momentous occasion. But even 
these accounts, with of course varying degrees of clarity 
and definiteness, say or imply that Jesus conferred upon the 
Apostles Divine authority and a Divine commission to repre
sent Him, and act in His name, and promised them supernatural 
Divine assistance in their vitally important work. Moreover, 
in the early Church the Apostles were clearly believed to hold 
a sacred stewardship over the Church and the Gospel, with the 
power of binding and of loosing; and they were believed to owe 
this stewardship to the direct and explicit appointment of Christ 
Himself.

46. Of course this whole reconstruction has been and still is 
challenged, almost in its entirety by some critics, and in varying 
degrees by many others. Hence I shall not, of necessity, rest 
content with the above simple and largely unargumentative 
statement of the position. I shall consider at length, in the next 
four chapters, the critical attacks on the historicity and exegesis 
of the passages I have used above. In my opinion, these attacks 
can all be shown to be completely indecisive; and therefore to 
leave standing a presumption in favor of their historicity, since 
they occur in sources which are found, after careful and scienti
fic testing, to be generally reliable on the whole. In the case of 
the only one of these passages occurring in a source which has 
not been able to secure a good historical rating—the passage 
from John  20:22-23—it will be seen in the latter part of Chapter 
VII that there are several strong reasons for believing it to be his
torical. But to make the reconstruction even more impregnable, 
I shall now proceed, in the remainder of this chapter, to show 
that the beliefs of the early Church, referred to in the closing 
sentence of the preceding paragraph, are so clear, so early, and 
so strongly and widely attested that they would require us to 
postulate that Jesus had spoken some such words as those on 
which I have based the reconstruction given above in this chap-

al Minus Judas, of course.



ter, even if these words had not been preserved for us in gen
erally trustworthy documents, or if it were truly possible (as 
some critics claim) to show sufficient reasons for holding that 
they cannot be historical in the precise form in which they have 
come down to us.

Division II

47. To begin this indirect but very weighty proof of the cor
rectness of our reconstruction, let us emphasize a fact which is 
obvious as soon as attention is called to it: every one of the pas
sages on which I have relied above is at least conclusive evidence 
for the belief of the author of the book that contains it, or of the 
source from which he derived it, and in all probability of both, 
even if its value for the historical mind of Jesus Himself be dis
puted. For certainly no writer would attribute to our Lord, 
either orally or in a written document or source, anything which 
he did not believe our Lord really to have spoken. Nor would 
he feel at liberty, as some “Modernists” frankly do, to admit that 
Jesus had spoken something while reserving to himself the right 
to think otherwise—in other words, to believe Jesus mistaken. 
The belief in the inspiration of Q or Mark or L or M (if there 
really was any such source as L or M) or in the infallibility of 
these or any other sources was not sufficiently advanced during 
the first century to force any writer into such an attitude. Cases 
are not wanting in which some “dogmatic alteration” has been 
made by one of the Evangelists in his source; and the general 
editorial freedom with which dependent writers treat their 
sources, even in points which raised no dogmatic difficulty, 
makes this point luminously clear.
48. Not only so, but such passages are very probably—though 
not quite so certainly—evidence for the beliefs of the communi
ties in which the oral traditions containing them were handed 
down, and in which the sources preserving them were produced, 
and in the other communities that accepted and used the sources 
or the Gospels into which they were later united.
49. Still further, it appears that the Apostles and others to 
whom they first taught the tradition of our Lord’s words were 
careful and even avid for the correct preservation of those words, 
because of their intrinsic importance for men who expected soon 
to be judged by the returning Messiah on the basis of the way 
they had kept or failed to keep His words. Hence it would 
have been hard for any saying to effect a lodgment in the oral 
tradition, or in any of the approved written documents like Q or 
L or M or Proto-Luke, or the completed SyAoptic Gospels unless



it was substantially authentic. And it would have been quite 
impossible to effect such a lodgment unless it were in general 
harmony, at least, with what the guardians of the tradition of 
the words of Jesus understood Him to have taught. I may call 
attention especially to the great distinction St. Paul makes, in 
I Cor. 7, between his own teachings, inspired though he consid
ered himself to be, and the points on which he had some “word 
of the Lord.” The great practical importance of the tradition, 
as something strictly enforced by the community on all its mem
bers, would increase the difficulty of any saying being accepted 
unless it represented at least what they believed Jesus had said.

50. In support of the actual historical reliability of the tradi
tion, as long as most of its original guardians were still alive 
and exercising a careful control over it, I must take the liberty 
of referring the reader to the splendid, important, and very 
weighty little book by Dr. B. S. Easton, entitled The Gospel Be
fore the Gospels. The whole argument of that book, and espe
cially of the fourth chapter, headed The Synoptic Perspective, 
seems to me to make out a very strong case for the conviction 
that the tradition was preserved with a very high degree of care 
and accuracy. I may add that this argument and conclusion 
will be still more strongly reinforced—and that by not a little— 
if the arguments given in Chapters V-VII of this book are even 
predominantly valid. For they will reduce considerably the 
comparatively small number of sayings which Dr. Easton thought 
he found reason to distrust or reject in the Synoptic tradition. 
But if his arguments are strong to show that the tradition has 
reliably preserved the actual words of Christ, at least in their 
substance, they will be still more irresistible to prove that such 
sayings as the Synoptic tradition contains must at least represent 
the belief of the early Church generally, and of the guardians of 
the tradition, including the Apostles, as to what Jesus had taught.

51. Now the passages used in our reconstruction come from 
all three of our completed Synoptic Gospels, and from all three 
of the main sources usually supposed to underlie them. The 
parable of the wicked husbandmen comes from Mark, and is re
produced in Luke and the First Gospel. The saying about sit
ting on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel comes from 
Q, and is reproduced in the First Gospel, and also, apart from 
the disputed word “twelve” before “thrones,” in Luke. The same 
is true, apart from verbal discrepancies, of the other parable 
about the use and abuse of stewardship found in L/c. 12:35-48 
and Mt. 24:43-51. The three parables implying that the Church 
is a visible society come, it is true, from the material peculiar 
to the First Gospel. But in every case there is reason, as shown



in Chapter V, to hold that they come from a pre-existing source, 
oral or written. And they are backed up for our present purpose 
by all the evidence which proves so conclusively that from the 
very beginning the Church was a “visible” society. This evi
dence is marshalled decisively in Dr. Hort’s book, The Christian 
Ecclesia. It is made even stronger by the recognition that “the 
Church” was to our Lord, and to the earliest Christians, not a 
new society founded by Jesus Himself but the old society, al
ready existing before the birth of Jesus; namely, the Church of 
the Old Covenant, which was certainly a visible society. More
over, the evidence produced in Chapter V will prove, I think, 
that there is no good reason to suspect the author of the First 
Gospel of any alleged “ecclesiastical tendenz” and consequently 
none to doubt that his special material has the same evidential 
value for the beliefs of others besides himself that we have seen 
above must be attributed to other sources of the Synoptics.

52. As to the promise to St. Peter, its historicity is defended 
at length in Chapter VI. But even if its historicity be rejected 
as it stands, it is confirmed as to its substance by a great body 
of evidence showing that St. Peter held an undisputed leader
ship or primacy in the early Church, at least until he compro
mised it somewhat with the dominant conservative party by 
adopting too liberal an attitude to suit them on the issue of 
gentile freedom from the Law, and until the (possibly connec
ted) rise of St. James. Not only does he have this leadership, 
which survives even this setback, but he is believed to hold it 
by the act of Jesus Himself. The way St. Peter is singled out in 
Luke 22:31-32 implies this, and so does John  21:15-21. But 
most cogent of all is the evidence of St. Paul, particularly in 
I Corinthians and above all in Galatians, especially Gal. 2:8, 
but almost as weightily throughout the two first chapters.

53. As to the power of binding and loosing, it is true that two 
of our three passages in which it is explicitly attested come in 
the special material of the First Gospel,22 and the third comes in 
the Fourth Gospel.28 But we have evidence in St. Paul, espe
cially in his correspondence with the Corinthians and in his 
dealings with serious sinners there, that he believed himself to 
have the power of binding and loosing. It was as a result of 
being an Apostle that he claimed this power. Acts also shows 
the Apostles acknowledged to possess this power, and actually 
exercising it. They could even “deliver someone to Satan” with 
resulting miraculous physical consequences, as we see from

22 Mt. 16:17-19 and 18:17-20.
23 John 20 :22-23.



Acts,2* from St. Paul,25 and from the Pastorals,26 if these last are 
not by St. Paul. Moreover, we must remember that the idea of 
the stewardship and the power of binding and loosing are as 
inseparably connected as are in our minds the Presidency and 
the power of vetoing Acts of Congress, or the power of appoint
ing Supreme Court Justices. In other words, the stewards who 
were to be displaced in favor of the Apostles were already gen
erally acknowledged to possess the “power of binding and loos
ing” and it would thus inevitably be understood, unless the con
trary were explicitly said, that those who were being trained to 
displace them would have the same power. Consequently, any 
evidence in favor of the Apostles possessing a stewardship would 
be indirect and implicit but none the less weighty evidence of 
their possession of the power of binding and loosing.
54. As to their possession of the stewardship, the parable of 
the wicked husbandmen,27 the passage about sitting on twelve 
thrones,28 and the parable about unfaithful stewards29 show us 
the three Synoptics and Q all in agreement in attesting this. 
Moreover, as pointed out in the first part of this chapter, any 
evidence that the Apostles were believed to have been warned 
against the abuse of their authority would be proof, by implica
tion, that they were believed to have such authority. And since 
Jesus is represented as giving them these warnings, it is clear 
that He was believed to intend to give them this authority. But 
all the Synoptics and all their chief sources attest such warnings. 
All these authorities also attest their careful training, and that 
is evidence of at least some important task, most probably in
volving in office, for which He was training them.

St. Paul claims, as an Apostle, to be a minister of Christ, and 
a steivard of the mysteries of God. We know he meant that he 
got his stewardship by direct appointment from Christ. He 
claims to be an Apostle “not of men, neither through men.” It 
is for this reason that he insists that he had seen Christ—because 
without seeing Him he could not have been an Apostle of Christ, 
except through men. It was not that every man who had been 
a witness of the resurrection was ipso facto  an Apostle; nor that 
one could not be an Apostle “through men” unless he had seen 
the Lord; but no one could be an Apostle by the direct appoint
ment of Christ unless he had seen Christ so that He could ap
point him. This, incidentally, throws much light on what he

24 Acts 5 :1-11.
25 1 Cor. 5 :5 .
28 1 Tim. 1 :20 .
27 Mk. 12 :1-12 and parallels.
28 Mt. 19:28 and Lk. 22.30.
28 Lk. 12 :35-48 and Mt. 24:43-51.



means .when he twice lists Apostles among the gifts of God to 
the Church. They were not “pure charismatics” like the proph
ets. The fact that they are named first both times by St. Paul, 
and that they are also said to be (with the prophets) the foun
dation of the Church, and that the author of the Apocalypse 
makes the Twelve Apostles the foundation of the Church, even 
without the prophets, all goes to make it still clearer that it was 
as heads of the Church ( i.e. as stewards) that they enjoyed their 
preeminence. St. Paul speaks80 of the authority which the Lord  
gave him, and it is certain, I think, that this authority came with 
his Apostolate. In short, it is perfectly clear that St. Paul 
claimed an office, including great authority, and the power of 
binding and loosing, as his stewardship, as his Apostleship, and 
that he claimed all this from God or Christ, not from or through 
men. But all our evidence points toward the conclusion that he 
did not base this claim on detailed sayings of Christ on the 
Damascus road or later telling him what was involved in his 
Apostleship, but on the simple premise that he was exactly the 
same thing that all the other Apostles were.

It follows, then, that his conception  of the nature and char
acter of the Apostolate was derived from those who gave him 
his first instruction, and from the tradition of our Lord’s words 
as current at the time of his conversion, if indeed he had not 
already learned the Christian claims for their Apostles while 
attempting to controvert the Christians before his own conver
sion. In this way, we see that it is overwhelmingly probable 
that his conception of the Apostleship goes back to his conver
sion, or beyond. That can hardly be later than 37 A.D. and was 
more probably about 33 or 34 A. D. It may possibly be as early 
as 30 A.D. Moreover, he had many opportunities to correct any 
misinformation he might have received from his first instructors 
from the mouths of other original Christians, including the 
Apostles themselves. If his conception underwent any material 
change later, it is very likely to have been as a result of such 
correction from even more authoritative and reliable sources. 
It is important to realize that his reason for going up to Jeru
salem “to visit Cephas” about three years after his conversion 
was in all probability because he already at that date held the 
view expressed in Gal. 2:8—that Christ had “wrought for Feter” 
as in some sense the leader o f the Apostles.

This conception of the authoritative stewardship of the 
Apostles is confirmed in deeds, as well as to some extent in 
words, by the whole narrative of the Book of Acts, including 
the part of the book that probably rests on earlier written

11 Cor. 10:8 and 13:10.



sources. To continue steadfast in the Apostles’ teaching and 
fellowship is given as a sort of summary of two of four essential 
points named for being a good Christian. Here, again, they 
have the power of binding and loosing, and a leadership in
volving not only prestige but authority. By the laying on of 
their hands (and apparently of theirs only) can the Holy Spirit 
be given, except, of course, by God Himself directly. They are 
in a class by themselves, as the only ministers of the Church, 
until the Seven are appointed. And at the Council of Jerusalem 
they are clearly a higher order or rank of ministers than the 
“presbyters.”

55. Finally, there is much dispute over whether certain indi
viduals are or are not entitled to be considered Apostles, but 
not one word of dispute about the nature and character of what 
the Apostolic office is for those who are admitted to hold it. The 
dispute is evidence that some office, and one of great importance, 
is in question. For if it were no more than an honorary title, 
such dispute would be impossible; or, if it could occur at all, 
the issue would have to be argued along very different lines.

56. We must conclude, then, that there is very strong evidence 
to show that the conception of the Apostolic office which we de
rived above in the first part of this chapter from sayings attrib
uted to our Lord Himself in the Gospels was beyond dispute 
the conception held by the Church, and by all within her, as far 
back as our evidence takes us. There are some documents or 
sources which do not contain sufficient indications to justify any 
conclusions either way as to their conception on this point. 
There is, however, not one single document or securely estab
lished source which contains a view that differs from the one 
commonly held, or even that falls short of it. In other words, 
there is not a particle of evidence to set against the great body 
of evidence here presented, some of it direct and some of it in
direct. Moreover, at least in some cases, there is strong reason 
to date our evidence, in its original oral if not in its later written 
form, as early as the conversion of St. Paul. In other words, as 
far back as his conversion, the conception for which I am con
tending was apparently already not only in existence but gen
erally established. No adequate explanation of such a phenom
enon can be given, at such an early date, and when the original 
and carefully trained guardians of the tradition were still alive, 
except that the tradition contained sayings of the Lord to the 
same general effect as those relied on in the first part of this 
chapter. If so, then why reject those that have been preserved 
for us in the strong and carefully controlled Synoptic tradition?



Only decisive reasons can justify such rejection, and we shall see 
in Chapters V-VIII that no truly decisive reasons exist. Yet we 
must remember, in closing, that even if we could find conclusive 
reasons to doubt or reject these sayings in the precise form in 
which they have reached us, that would not get rid of the reasons 
for concluding that some such sayings in some form must be 
historical, even if these precise sayings in their present form are 
not.



Chapter V

HAS THE FIRST GOSPEL AN ECCLESIASTICIZING 
TENDENZP

57. This chapter, and the three following chapters, will be de
voted to a critical defense of the evidence used in the first part 
of Chapter IV to prove, by direct quotations from genuinely 
historical sayings of Christ Himself, that the Christian Apostolate 
is of His own direct and immediate institution. Hence these 
four chapters may be skipped by the reader who does not be
lieve himself equipped to follow the intricacies of such an in
vestigation. They may also safely be skipped, for all practical 
purposes, by such as admit the historicity, as genuine sayings 
of Jesus, of the sayings used in that reconstruction, or of enough 
of them to make the reconstruction stand without the help of 
those they are inclined to doubt. The same would apply to 
such as are prepared to accept the contention of the latter part 
of Chapter IV that, even if the sayings could not be historical 
in the precise form in which they have come down to us, yet 
some sayings similar in substance, and enough to justify the main 
contention of Chapter IV, must have been spoken by Jesus in 
order to account for the beliefs of the early Church on this sub
ject.

Division I

58. We begin our defense of the historicity of the sayings 
used in our reconstruction by studying carefully the weapon 
used by many anti-Catholic critics as a means of undermining 
or minimizing the historical weight of all of these sayings which 
occur in the First Gospel. They say that the First Evangelist has 
a strong tendenz in favor of ecclesiasticism and hierarchicalism, 
and that for this reason all the sayings he produces in support 
of these two favorite doctrines or tenets of his are open to such 
grave suspicion as to make it unsafe to build any historical recon
struction upon them. I shall investigate this important allega
tion with great care. I shall try to discover whether the First 
Evangelist has such a tendenz; and if so, how it has affected the 
reliability of his material. I shall also endeavour to see if ec
clesiasticism is so largely limited to the First Evangelist as our 
opponents seem to think.



Let us remember that whether the Evangelist has such a 
tendenz and whether (if he has) it has seriously affected the 
historical trustworthiness of the material he offers us, are two 
questions, not one. It might well do so, of course. An unscru
pulous writer might simply take the liberty of inventing the 
material he wanted and could not find, either in large quantities 
or in small. Short of this, he might systematically and repeated
ly overlay or recast a genuine and historical nucleus, which did 
not really suit his purposes, in such a way as to make it do so; 
and incidentally in the process wholly or in considerable part 
obliterate its original import. Or he might combine both of 
these processes.

But it is equally possible that such a writer might really have 
such a tendenz (in the sense of a deep interest in and a strong 
support of—say—ecclesiasticism) and yet be scrupulously objec
tive in the use of his material. It might guide him solely in the 
selection of material from what he had received and in perfectly 
good faith believed to be genuine and historical. He might 
allow himself now and then to make the point he wished to score 
a little clearer by a (correct) interpretative gloss. Again he 
might heighten slightly the allegory in what was already an alle
gory, but without changing the meaning. But if he confined 
himself to these tactics his tendenz would not have any adverse 
effect whatever on the substantial historicity of the material he 
presents to us. For his tendenz could not possibly have any 
bearing, favourable or unfavourable, upon the historicity of 
the material he derived from his sources, as long as he trans
mitted it to us without substantial alteration or impairment.

Now, to which of these types of writer does the First Evange
list belong, or is he a mixture of the two? The only way to 
answer the question is by a careful and detailed examination of 
all the material his Gospel contains on which an ecclesiasticizing 
tendenz (if he had one) could have had any effect, to see what 
the nature of that effect is. Only so can we hope to attain an 
answer that will have any objective, scientific value. The pas
sages would seem to be the following:
59. 1. The Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen, dependent
on a Markan parallel in Mk. 12:1-12—Mt. 21:33-46.

2. The Parable of the Stewards, with a Lukan parallel (in 
Luke 12:35-48=Mt. 24:43-51) and hence presumably from Q.

3. The passage about the twelve thrones, which also has a 
Lukan parallel (except for the first “twelve”), and hence also 
is probably from Q. (Mt. 19:28=Lk. 22:30).

4. The Parable of the Tares, in Mt. 13:24-30.
5. The Parable of the Dragnet in Mt. 13:47-50.



6. The Man without a Wedding Garment, in Mt. 22:1-13.
7. Thou art Peter, etc. ( Mt. 16:17-19).
8. If he will not hear thee, tell it to the Church, etc. (Mt. 

18:15-20).
9. The “polemic against teachers,” as some scholars consider 

it, in Mt. 23:8-12.
10. The final Commission to the Apostles (in Mt. 28:16-20).
It is perhaps not necessary to observe that the question we

are studying here is not whether all or any of these sayings can 
be defended as historical sayings of Jesus. That is, of course, a 
very vital question in considering the main contention of this 
book. Accordingly, it will be investigated carefully in the 
chapters immediately following this. But here it is (except in
directly) irrelevant. Here we are considering only the last stage 
in the history of the “Matthean” material, i.e. the use “Matthew” 
has made of it and how it has been affected by his (alleged) 
ecclesiastical tendenz. Hence its prior history before it came 
into his hands will have no bearing on the question we are try
ing to decide. Let us, with so much by way of preface, now 
survey the passages one by one.

Division II

60. 1. The first three may be grouped together because they
all are clearly derived from earlier written sources. The first 
is derived from Mark, the other two from (). Here right at the 
start, then, it is obvious that “Matthew” has in these cases at 
least not invented his material out of thin air. Not only so, but 
an investigation of how he has employed his source material 
leads to very illuminating results. In the parable of the Wicked 
Husbandmen, not only is there no slightest heightening of the 
ecclesiastical or hierarchical implications of the parable, but it is 
actually “de-ecclesiasticized” and “de-hierarchicalized.” In Mark 
surely the Vineyard is the Old Testament Ecclesia and the hus
bandmen are the stewards of the Ecclesia. Hence the parable 
is both ecclesiastical and hierarchal.31 The vineyard is the 
Church and the stewards are the hierarchy. But in “Matthew” 
both these points are changed. For after having reproduced 
his Markan parallel with substantial accuracy in Mt. 21:41 
( = M k. 12:9) where we read “and will let out the vineyard unto 
other husbandmen” he then changes the ecclesiastical and hier
archical meaning just about completely by interpreting (in Mt. 
21:43) “the kingdom of God shall be taken away from you (the 
stewards are not being addressed) and shall be given to a nation 
bringing forth the fruits thereof.” Having in mind this change,

31 For argument in support of this interpretation, see Chapter VII.



I need not pause to attempt to settle just what “Matthew” does 
mean by the Vineyard and the Husbandmen. Suffice it for our 
purposes that whatever it does mean, the one thing it surely 
does not mean is what it means in Mark. And that meaning, of 
which it has been denuded by “Matthew,” is the very one which 
would best agree with his supposed tenclenz.

2. The Q parable about the Stewards, even after being de
nuded of everything in either Matthew  or Luke which may be 
due to the heightening or intensifying of the allegory, or to in
terpretative glosses, leaves an irreducible minimum for Q which 
is both allegorical and “ecclesiastical,” or better “hierarchical.”32 
Suppose we reconstruct the Q version by assigning to it the less 
allegorical and the less hierarchical form every time there is a 
difference between the two accounts in Matthew  and Luke. 
We can even then, at the worst, convict “Matthew” only of 
slightly heightening the allegory in what was already truly alle
gorical; and of introducing slight and unimportant (because 
correct!) interpretative glosses.

The hierarchical signification of the parable does not seem 
to be in the least changed by these alterations; only perhaps 
made a little clearer, a little more inescapable. But in reality 
it is by no means certain that the less allegorical and the less 
hierarchical form is invariably the original Q form. And if not, 
then the slight concession already made will need to be still 
further reduced. It may be added that Luke has made precisely 
similar alterations on that assumption, and that they are at least 
equal in degree to those Matthew  has introduced. In fact, with 
Luke 12:41 taken into consideration, they must surely be ac
counted greater. There is then in “Matthew’s” treatment of this 
parable less evidence of an ecclesiasticizing tendenz than in 
Luke’s. And if Luke 12:41 was in Q, as seems not unlikely, 
then “Matthew’s” total treatment of his source may be said 
actually to contribute more towards de-ecclesiasticizing the pas
sage than towards the opposite result.

3. It will be argued in Chapter VII that the Matthean form 
of the passage about sitting on thrones judging the twelve tribes 
of Israel, is much more likely to be the original Q form of the 
saying than the Lukan form which omits the first “twelve.” If 
so, “Matthew” has simply reproduced Q without any change 
whatsoever. But even if the Lukan form is the original Q yet 
he interprets the saying in exactly the same way as “Matthew,” 
and we have no sufficient reason to prefer any other interpre
tation over their combined testimony.32 So even if “Matthew” 
has added the first “twelve,” we have no right to question that it 
is simply an interpretative gloss, and a correct one. In no slight-

32 See Chapter VII.



est way does it alter the meaning of the passage, but only makes 
its meaning more unmistakable.
61. 4 and 5. The next 3 passages (4, 5, and 6) may also be
grouped together because, although we lack such objectively 
certain ways as we found in the case of the first 3 passages of 
being sure that they are taken over from a pre-Matthean source, 
yet we can, I believe, on grounds of a different sort, be reason
ably sure of this. And the first two (4 and 5) may be conven
iently discussed together.

It is almost universally agreed among critical scholars (and I 
believe with good reason) that the explanations of the parables 
of the tares and the dragnet are in each case not from the same 
hand as the parables themselves. The reasons for this opinion 
can be found in any good modern commentary and, as it is gen
erally admitted, need not detain us here. Now, one of two con
clusions must follow from this datum. Either the explanation is 
from “Matthew’s” hand, and in that case the parable itself is not, 
but is pre-Matthean; or else the explanation itself is pre-Matthe
an, and in that case a fortiori the parable itself is also pre- 
Matthean. Here again, then, it seems we can be certain 
“Matthew” is using a source (whether oral or written does not 
matter), and not simply inventing material to suit what he wants 
to teach. We may strengthen this conclusion still further in the 
case of “the tares” by citing the opinion of some critics that the 
collection of parables here, and the separation of the explana
tion of the parable from the parable itself, are due to a written 
source which “Matthew” did not want to break up by any inser
tion. If so, it confirms our conclusion already reached imme
diately above. But that conclusion would stand entirely alone 
without this added support. Another supporting argument is 
that it is much more likely that the Markan parable should have 
been the cue to “Matthew” to insert a somewhat similar parable 
from his source material than to invent another entirely new 
parable, using only the two words “seed” and “sleep” from the 
Markan parable it supplants, and making it so utterly different 
from the latter.

As to the use “Matthew” has made of these two parables, 
there does not seem to be the slightest evidence that he has made 
any alterations in them as they stood when they came to him. 
Certainly there is no indication of any change of importance. 
Of course this lack of any such indication is not in itself a con
clusive proof, being more of the nature of an “argument from 
silence.” But at least, it removes any justification for finding 
here the working of an ecclesiastical tendenz. This conclusion 
is given further and positive support by certain added argu
ments.



Thus not only is there no indication that any modification to 
suit “Matthew’s” tendenz has taken place; but it seems impossible 
to the present writer, by the closest examination of the parable, 
to see any point at which such modification is in the slightest 
degree likely, or even possible; or to discover any earlier form 
which the parable can have had, and which “Matthew” can have 
altered into its present shape. Again it should be noted carefully 
that the precise point not made in the explanations of the para
bles of the tares and of the dragnet is the toleration of evil along 
with the good. And the explanation of “the tares” makes the 
world be the field; while in the parable itself, the Church, not 
the world, seems to be the field. In both these ways the ecclesi
astical significance of the two parables is minimized and in part 
abolished. Thus if “Matthew” is the author of the explanations, he 
has, at least in part, de-ecclesiasticized these parables also (and 
“the tares” just about totally). And even if not, he has ( at least 
as far as our evidence shows) in no smallest way heightened 
their ecclesiasticism, either in meaning, or even in clearness. 
Rather he may be said to have sanctioned the “de-ecclesiasticiz- 
ing” of these parables by preserving and reproducing the ex
planations when there was no need at all to do so had he disap
proved them. So these parables either show no effect at all of 
any supposed ecclesiastical tendenz, or else, as seems much more 
likely, a most surprising negative effect, if I may so express it.

6. As to the Man Without the Wedding Garment, see Chapter 
VII. There it is argued that what we have here is the conflation 
of two parables with somewhat similar imagery in an effort to 
save space and at the same time teach both the lessons of the 
separate parables in the one composite parable. If so, this para
ble also is taken over from a pre-Matthean source. Nor is there 
any reason to suspect any change in its meaning; at least not in 
the interests of ecclesiasticism. Nor do we find here any trace 
of the opposite treatment either. So here again, unless in the 
very selection of the material itself, we fail to find any evidence 
of an ecclesiastical tendenz.
62. 7. As to Mt. 16:17-19, see the lengthy discussion in Chap
ter VII. In this passage we lack any direct proofs that it is taken 
over from a pre-Matthean source. And the same will be true 
for the remaining passages we have to consider. On the other 
hand there is nothing at all to indicate that the Matthean addi
tions to the Markan narrative here are the free creation of 
“Matthew,” even if we give up the historicity of the saying. I 
argue in Chapter VI, however, that this should not be done. 
And if I am right, then here again “Matthew” is free from any 
indications of an ecclesiasticizing tendenz except the mere selec
tion of the passage. In any case there is no proof here against



him. The passage is either neutral or (if historical) in his 
favour.

8. Here ( Mt. 18:15-20—see Chapter V II) we are once more 
without any really safe criterion to justify us in asserting a pre- 
Matthean source. But that does not mean that we may assert 
the opposite and ascribe it to “Matthew’s” free creation. We 
simply do not know—our evidence is insufficient to enable us to 
decide with confidence. Yet while confidence is impossible, 
what indications there are seem to favour the view that it is 
composed of pre-existent material. It has probably been com
bined from originally separate occasions (if historical) or (if 
not historical) from different contexts.33 Thus what little evi
dence there is is adverse to free creation of the material in this 
passage by “Matthew.” And as to the use of his source material, 
unless it is a free creation, it is hard to think that “Matthew” 
can have in any way “ecclesiasticized” its meaning, for it does 
not appear to gain in ecclesiasticism by the combination of these 
verses into the whole passage, but rather to lose in hierarchical- 
ism.34 Here again, then, while the question is much more diffi
cult and the answer proportionately doubtful, there seem no 
good reasons to suppose an ecclesiastical tendenz has warped 
“Matthew’s” use of his material. What indications there are 
seem to point in the opposite (i.e. the anti-hierarchical) direc
tion.

63. 9. Once again, in this passage, considered by some scholars
to be a polemic against teachers, we have no way of determining 
whether or not there was a source. But if there really is here a 
polemic against Christian teachers in the sense intended by 
these scholars, then it is too obvious to need saying that the pas
sage cannot be attributed to any ecclesiastical tendenz on the 
part of “Matthew,” since it cuts across such a tendenz. It be
speaks, if anything, an anti-hierarchical tendenz. But I doubt 
the interpretation, and therefore do not wish to lay any stress 
on this. Suffice it to say it surely gives no support at all to any 
ecclesiastical tendenz.

10. Here in Mt. 28:16-20 we are again at a complete loss as 
to the question of sources. But there seems to me to be abun
dant evidence to show that “Matthew’s” report agreed in sub
stance with the other accounts of the same “event,” and at most 
imparts a greater clearness and incisiveness to the hierarchical 
aspect of the Apostolic Commission. And even this may be 
granting more than the facts require. Furthermore, there seems

38 See for the arguments the discussion in the latter part of Chapter VII. 
34 By extending the power of binding and loosing from the stewards to the 
local church.



abundant evidence not merely to show that belief in such a 
Commission existed throughout the Church before “Matthew” 
wrote (and hence it need not be his creation) but even, I think, 
to justify that belief as historical. Here again there must, of 
course, be much uncertainty in our results. But I see no real 
indications of any effect produced by any ecclesiastical tendenz 
except, as before, in the selection of his material.

Division III

We have now completed the survey of all the relevant pas
sages as far as I know. What have we found? Let us tabulate 
our results.
64. 1. In no case is there the slightest reason to think that
“Matthew” has either created material freely to back up such a 
tendenz as he is supposed to have, or has altered pre-Matthean 
material to give it a meaning it did not originally have. In 
some cases we have been able positively to exclude this. In 
some cases we could not exclude it, due to lack of evidence. 
But in no case have we found the slightest reason even to sus
pect it, much less to conclude that it has happened.

2. There is some evidence of slight heightening of the alle
gory in one case where the allegory gives the parable an ecclesi
astical meaning. But in this case the original we found to be 
already allegorical and thus to have the ecclesiastical significa
tion before “Matthew” touched it. ( Luke 12:41-46, with Mt. 
parallel.)

3. In the same parable, also in Mt. 28:16-20, and possibly (but 
improbably) in the Twelve Thrones passage, there is some evi
dence of possible slight interpretative glosses. These, however, 
if actual, leave the meaning quite unchanged, and only make it 
more unmistakable.

4. In the very number of passages we have had to examine 
there is evidence of an interest in the subject which seems to 
exceed that of the other Evangelists. But it has only influenced 
selection and produced the very slight fruits noted just above 
under 2 and 3 of this present summary.

5. In the parable of the Wicked Husbandmen (certainly); in 
the parable of the Tares (very probably); and in the parallel to 
Lk. 12:41-46 and the parable of the Dragnet (quite possibly), 
we have seen a complete or partial de-ecclesiasticizing of “Mat
thew’s” source material. This is indicative of an anti-ecclesiastic
al tendenz, if of anything at all in this line.

6. He has also at least admitted into his Gospel some material 
such as the “polemic against teachers” and Mt. 18:15-20, which



seems to many scholars anti-hierarchical. At least the latter 
passage, as it stands, probably is really so. And “Matthew” 
probably is responsible for its present form.

There seems then more actual* evidence of an anti-ecclesias- 
tical tendenz in the First Gospel than of an ecclesiastical ten- 
denz. The former may in some cases (e.g. the explanation of 
the Tares and Dragnet and Mt. 18:15-20) be due to his sources 
rather than to the Evangelist himself. But in the other cases 
noted under 5 and 6 in our summary it must be due to the 
Evangelist. And even in the cases where it is not due to him, 
he has at least admitted it to his Gospel without correction and 
without antidote.
65. It seems to me, then, that we must come to this conclu
sion: The First Evangelist possibly (but not certainly) has an 
ecclesiastical tendenz in the sense indicated under 2, 3, and 4 of 
our just completed summary. But he has no such tendenz at all 
in the sense indicated under 1, which is the kind of tendenz 
usually attributed to him, and which alone could throw any 
a priori doubt on the historical reliability of what he reports. 
The apparent evidence of an opposite tendenz may well, I think, 
be illusory. But even if so, it at least strongly confirms the con
clusion just reached by showing his complete indifference to the 
subject. At least he has been able carelessly, and without in
tending it, to denude some of his material of the very meaning 
he is supposed to be seeking to impart to it, and when it already 
possessed that meaning and was ready to serve his purpose. It 
is the fact just recorded in the last sentence which seems to make 
it doubtful whether we should even attribute to him an ecclesi
astical tendenz in the very limited and “harmless” sense con
ceded as possible at the beginning of this paragraph. And if the 
apparent evidence of an anti-ecclesiastical tendenz be not acci
dental and illusory, but intentional and real, then even the slight 
concession made would be rendered still more doubtful.
66. Of course it must not be supposed that I am denying that 
“Matthew” makes some changes in his material. It is well 
known that he does so everywhere, and sometimes takes con
siderable liberties with his sources. But this is not due (as a 
rule) to any tendenz, but is simply one of the inalienable pre
rogatives of an editor. Luke, of course, does the same. As a 
matter of fact “Matthew’s” alterations in the “ecclesiastical” 
passages we have just examined are, as far as we can judge, less 
than his normal average editorial redaction where there is no 
suspicion of any tendenz at work at all.
67. Furthermore, a study of “Matthew’s” tendency to find ful
fillments of prophecy surely does not support the view that he



composed freely or even that he revised drastically. Sometimes 
he alone adduces the Old Testament quotation, but in such cases 
his source, where we can check it, or the tradition he has re
ceived, contains the narrative in which he sees the fulfillment. 
Occasionally he does “doctor” the narrative; but never (or al
most never) more than slightly. Again he always has his source 
and no bouleversement of its meaning occurs. But his “prophet
ic tendenz” is very much more pronounced than the (at most 
faint) ecclesiastical tendenz we have been able to discover. If 
then even so powerful a tendenz as the former has produced 
such meagre results, we should expect a priori that a faint one 
would produce almost negligible results. And so our investiga
tion has shown.
68. Finally it is important to note that we have found ecclesi- 
asticism in Q, in Mark, in Luke, and in “Matthew’s” special 
sources, besides in the completed Matthew. And it is important 
to observe that these all agree, not only in holding the “ecclesi- 
asticism” for themselves, but in attributing it to our Lord. The 
First Evangelist was neither the Apostle Matthew, nor any other 
authoritative eye-witness, and consequently had to rely on tradi
tion, i.e. on sources, oral or written. We seem, then, to be in a 
position to conclude that whatever ecclesiasticism he manifests 
is not at all unique or peculiar to him. He shares it on the con
trary with the whole tradition on which he depends. Only a 
most powerful anti-ecclesiastical and anti-hierarchical tendenz 
could have prompted him to go to the trouble necessary to 
avoid it by eradicating it from his sources.
69. To question any passage, then, on the sole ground that it 
is ecclesiastical or hierarchical, and is in the First Gospel, would 
seem to be without any justification. With this very important 
result achieved, we are now ready to go on to consider the other 
grounds on which the so-called critical case disputes either the 
historicity of the passages on which I have relied in Chapter IV, 
or else the interpretation there adopted. But it is of the greatest 
value to have securely established that no added suspicion at
taches to any particular passage because it occurs in the First 
Gospel, or even in the First Gospel alone.



Chapter VI

THE HISTORICITY OF THE FAMOUS PROMISE TO 
ST. PETER

70. I now go on, having disposed of the difficulty studied in 
Chapter V, and which would have told, if valid, against many 
of the passages on which I have relied in my main reconstruc
tion in Chapter IV, to defend these passages against the rest of 
the objections raised against them, either as to their historicity 
or as to the interpretation I have adopted. Because of its cen
tral importance, and of the necessary length of the discussion, 
due to the multiplicity and complicated character of the objec
tions raised against it, I shall devote this entire chapter to the 
famous promise to St. Peter in Mt. 16:17-19. Then, in Chapter 
VII, I shall consider all the rest of the passages I have used. 
In defending the historicity of Mt. 16:17-19 I shall follow the dis
cussion mapped out in two articles in The Anglican Theological 
Review,*5 by Dr. Burton Scott Easton of the General Theological 
Seminary, because nowhere else have I found the objections to 
it so strongly and comprehensively set forth. I shall first give a 
brief summary of the usual arguments against the passage, and 
then I shall follow Dr. Easton’s discussion in detail, presenting 
at the end some positive reasons in favor of the passage in addi
tion to the possibility of answering all the objections satisfac
torily.

Division I

71. The usual arguments against the historicity of the passage 
may be summarized as follows:

(1) The passage assigns to St. Peter a position not only un
supported by anything else in the New Testament, but contrary 
to all the rest of the evidence as to St. Peter’s position in the 
early Church. (2) It is incompatible with the request of the 
Sons of Zebedee for the first places and also with the disputes 
among the disciples as to who was first. These disputes and 
that request could not have taken place if so definite an assign
ment of the primacy had already been made. (3) It is lacking 
in the primary Markan account and turns up only in the First 
Gospel, where it is to be suspected because of the latter’s ec
clesiastical tendenz. (4 ) It contains, like “the tares,” a practical 
identification of the Church with the Kingdom. (5) It makes the

35 Vol. IV, pp. 156-166 and Vol. V, pp. 116-126.



Matthean narrative entirely different from the Markan. For 
all these reasons it must be rejected.
72. Let us now follow Dr. Easton’s argument in detail. The 
heading references to (a),  (b) ,  (c),  etc. refer to subdivisions 
in Dr. Easton’s article as he himself has listed and numbered 
them.

Under his (a),  Dr. Easton’s exegesis36 seems correct except 
where he calls Peter “the majordomo to whom (presumably) 
the other servants are responsible.” I do not see that they need 
be responsible to him unless the word “responsible” be taken in 
a very loose sense as the Christ-appointed leader of a group of 
twelve all entrusted with a substantially similar stewardship in 
the Church. This Peter shares with them, though he is also the 
Rock and the majordomo, i.e., the head  steward. But I cannot 
agree that this is as Dr. Easton claims, “not merely out of touch 
with the main current of tradition” in the New Testament but 
“in conflict with it.”
73. This he attempts to prove under his ( b ) 37 arguing that 
it is inconsistent (1) *  with the evidence of 1 Corinthians about 
the existence of different parties at Corinth, and the way St. 
Paul answers his opponents; (2) *  with his claim in Galatians 
to a leadership among Gentile Christians comparable to St. 
Peter’s leadership among Jewish; (3) *  with the authority (sic) 
of St. James in Galatians and Acts; and (4) *  with other passages

* These numberings are my own, not Dr. Easton’s, but they do faith
fully summarize the four main arguments under his (b ).
38 (a ) The section, however it may be interpreted in detail, gives to St. 
Peter a rank higher than the other apostles and makes him definitely 
“greater” than they. This greatness is to be exercised primarily on earth, 
where he has the power of “binding and loosing,” i.e., the legislative 
authority to declare forbidden or permitted. But this earthly rank does not 
exhaust the apostle’s privileges, which belong to the Kingdom as well as to 
the Church. And while there is a partial identification of the two, the 
Church is only a preliminary stage of the Kingdom; i.e., the present blends 
into the future. The keys (plural) of the Kingdom are more than the 
single key of the entrance door. St. Peter is the master steward, to whom 
his Lord entrusts the treasures of the entire house; the majordomo, to whom 
(presumably) the other servants are responsible. Just as the authority of all 
the Twelve is to continue into the world to come, where they will sit on 
thrones, judge Israel and eat at the King’s table (M t. 19 :28  —• Lk. 2 2 :2 9 -3 0 ), 
so the present passage asserts that their leader here is to be their leader 
there. And the appointment to this eternal office is based on eternal quali
ties in the apostle’s character, on the faith which enabled him to see in 
Christ the appointed Messiah and to proclaim Him as such in solemn con
fession, an act that evidenced penetration which proved special revelation 
from the Father. So in some way he is to be identified with the rock on 
which the Church is built.

This general sense of the passage is clear enough and is rarely combated 
nowadays, apart from purely theological presuppositions. But it stands in 
the New Testament as an almost isolated fragment, not merely out of touch 
with the main current of tradition but in conflict with it.
37 ( h ) The Epistles and the Book of Acts have no such conception of St. 
Peter’s authority.

The most noteworthy passage is I Cor. 1-4. In Corinth the question of



in Acts in which St. Peter seems to be treated as subordinate 
to the Apostles as a group. These arguments I should answer 
as follows:

(b ) We do not know for just what the “Christ party” stood. 
But that “I am of Cephas” is a claim to be of the Jerusalem 
Church and the Twelve, would seem to me the most natural 
interpretation; and would support rather than oppose a definite 
primacy of Peter among the Twelve. Unless we beg the ques
tion by assuming Matt. 16:17-19 not to be genuine, that passage

Petrine prerogative had been raised explicitly, and the apostle had a group 
of followers who took as their watchword “I am of Cephas” (1 :1 2 ) .  These 
men would have had an irrefragable support for their position if the 
apostolic tradition had contained anything like Mt. 16:17-19 as a saying 
of Christ but, on the contrary, a counter watchword was “I am of Christ,” 
while others urged with equal unconsciousness of any special Petrine 
authority “I am of Paul” or “I am of Apollos.” And St. Paul’s discussion 
of the situation displays the same unconsciousness of any such authority. 
The unity of the church was threatened, and the Cephas party were en
deavoring to restore it by urging their leader’s preeminence. But St. Paul 
does not deem this solution worthy even of discussion, and he treats the 
Cephas party as on exactly the same plane as the Apollos party: no one, 
apostle or otherwise, has exclusive authority over the church, “for all 
things are yours; whether Paul or Apollos or Cephas or the world or life 
or death, or things present or things to come; all are yours” (I  Cor. 
3 :2 1 -2 2 ). As a matter of courtesy St. Paul keeps his brother apostle’s 
name out of most of the discussion, but toward its close he points out that 
he has cited only himself and Apollos as examples, a gentle way of re
minding his readers that everything he has said applies equally well to St. 
Peter also ( 4 :6 ) .  “Let no one glory in men” (3 :2 1 ) .

This is equally the outlook in Galatians. St. Paul acknowledges that St. 
Peter has a real leadership among Jewish Christians, and that this leader
ship is the work of Christ ( 2 :7 ) .  But he prefaces this by pointing to his 
own Gentile leadership, which he equates to St. Peter’s in every regard 
and calls equally the work of Christ. Now the nature of the facts on 
which St. Paul based his own claims to preeminence is abundantly de
tailed in the Epistles; he had founded more churches than anyone else and 
had received more abundant revelations than others. But this difference
was one of degree, not of kind, for the others had founded churches and
had received revelations as well as he. Pie did not for a moment think
that his leadership gave him personal authority over those who were not
his converts or his disciples. He kept carefully out of territory that had 
been appropriated by others, and wrote to the non-Pauline church of 
Rome, Gentile though it was, only with apologies for his boldness. And 
just such leadership among Jewish Christians St. Paul was willing to con
cede to St. Peter; so much but no more. The latter claimed no authority 
over Gentile congregations (Gal. 2 :8 ) ,  and even among the “pillars” of 
Jewish Christianity St. James is named first ( 2 :9 ) .  Indeed, the latter’s 
authority made St. Peter give way in the wholly doctrinal question re
garding the purity of Gentile Christians (2 :1 2 ) ,  leaving St. Paul as the 
sole champion of the full validity of non-Jewish Christianity.

In Acts the tradition is the same. St. Peter is the most active and promi
nent of the Jerusalem band, and he was evidently the most successful mis
sionary. But he had no authority to dictate to the other apostles. On the 
contrary, he is said to have been sent by them (with St. John) as their 
representative (Acts 8 :1 4 ) . After the Cornelius episode they summoned 
him to give an account of his actions (1 1 :1 -3 ) , which he defended, not 
by urging any special authority of his own, but by appealing to God’s spe
cial vision. And at the “apostolic council,” although St. Peter opened the 
debate St. James gave the formal summing up, while the decision was 
reached by a vote of all.



need have no bearing on St. Peter’s position relative to St. Paul, 
due to the latter’s later unique appointment. That St. Paul consid
ered himself the equal of any and all of the Apostles is ( I think, 
with Dr. Easton) almost certain. But that he could have been, 
as Dr. Easton says,38 unconscious of any special Petrine authority, 
seems to me very difficult to maintain. Let us remember Gala
tians 1:18,39 2:2 and 2:6,40 2:7-8,41 2:942 and 2:11, 14.43 It seems 
to me that these passages all go to prove that St. Paul clearly 
recognized distinctions in rank and importance among the Apos
tles, with Cephas decisively at the head of them. There is even 
a sense in which St. Paul can speak of the Gospel of the Cir
cumcision as committed by Christ Himself to Peter (alone, or 
at least pre-eminently, for no others are mentioned). Dr. Easton 
seems to recognize this when he says44 “St. Paul acknowledges 
that St. Peter has a real leadership among Jewish Christians and 
that this leadership is the work of Christ” and he refers to 
Gal. 2:7-8. But I do not see that Matt. 16:17-19 requires more 
than this.

For elsewhere in the New Testament the “power of binding 
and loosing” is claimed on our Lord’s authority for all the 
Twelve;45 and elsewhere a stewardship (which is what the phrase 
implies) is also attributed to all. Now since there is nothing in 
Matt. 16:17-19 to exclude such broader action on our Lord’s part, 
we are left with the words “Thou art a rock and on this rock 
will I build my Church,” and the figure of the majordomo, as 
the only two expressions which transcend what is claimed else
where for the other Apostles. But both these are metaphors and 
must not be pressed too strictly; and while they might mean 
very much, even up to the full Papal interpretation (in which 
case it would indeed be hard to defend the authenticity of 
the saying) yet they need not mean so much, but may mean 
much less. Especially is this true in view of the fact that they 
are merely a promise, or perhaps better a declaration of inten
tion, and not any solemn pledge, still less any present bestowal 
of power and authority. I think the words do not require more 
than that our Lord intended to confer a stewardship, with the 
power of binding and loosing, upon all the twelve Apostles;

38 Op. cit., Vol. IV, p. 157, near the bottom.
30 I went to visit Cephas.
40 Them who were of repute—those who were reputed to be somewhat.
41 When they saw that I had been entrusted with the Gospel of the Un
circumcision even as Peter with that of the Circumcision; for He that 
wrought for Peter to the apostleship of the Circumcision wrought for me 
also unto the Gentiles.
42 James, Cephas and John, they who were reputed to be pillars.
43 I resisted (Cephas) to the face—I said unto Cephas before them all.
44 Op. cit., Vol. IV, p. 158 near the middle.
45 John 20 :21-23  and probably Mt. 18:15-20.



but to make Peter the leader among the stewards, and to build 
His Church on him in some such sense as is suggested by Luke 
22:31-32 and all the evidence as to the part St. Peter played 
in the early Church, and which our Lord foresaw he would play.

That St. Peter had a very distinct primacy among the Twelve 
is proved, in addition to what I have already pointed out above 
in Galatians and I Corinthians, by the narratives in the early 
chapters of Acts; by the way he is named first (and in Matthew  
distinctly called “the first”) every time a list of the Apostles is 
named; by John  21, however we estimate its historical worth; and 
by the saying40 referred to just above “Simon, Simon, Satan hath 
desired to have you (plural—the Twelve) that he might sift 
you as wheat, but I have prayed for thee (singular) that thy 
faith fail not; and do thou when thou hast turned again 
strengthen thy brethren.” In short I think the evidence is 
abundant to justify Gal. 2:7-8, and I think Matt. 16:17-19 does 
not require more. If not, it is surely illicit to “papalize” the 
meaning as highly as possible, and then use this unnecessary 
interpretation to help reject a text which I shall show later 
has every mark of genuineness stamped all over it.

Let us after this digression continue to follow Dr. Easton’s 
article. I cannot agree that St. Paul based his claim to be en
trusted with the Gospel of the Gentiles, on the work he had 
achieved in founding more churches, on receiving more abun
dant revelations, etc. He bases St. Peter’s preeminence, not 
merely his Apostleship as a co-equal with the Twelve, on Christ’s 
appointment. Consequently it seems to me that the rest of 
Dr. Easton’s argument in the latter part of his ( b ) 47 does not 
carry conviction. St. Paul’s call on the Damascus road gave 
him no preeminence or authority over anybody; though it did, 
he thought, free him from subordination to anyone. It is evi
dent how different this is from the position we have set forth 
above as the prima facie  view of St. Peter’s position as Rock 
and Majordomo among Twelve, all holding a real and essentially 
equal stewardship. Nor does it seem to me that the limitation 
idea implied in Gal. 2:7-8 need be more than empirical. Though 
Peter and the Twelve had been put at the head of the whole 
propaganda without any limitation being named or implied, 
yet cle facto  they had done little or nothing outside Jewish 
circles. So St. Paul no doubt saw his vocation as a call from 
Christ primarily to supply their deficiency, neglect, or simple 
inability to handle the whole job all at once, whatever way 
he would have expressed it. Gal. 2:9-10 is no doubt somewhat

40 Lk. 22 :31-32 .
47 Op cit. pp. 158-9 ( and see note 37 where it is quoted).



more definite. But it is a “gentlemen’s agreement” for purely 
practical purposes, and carries no surrender of the Gentile field 
on principle.

Nor do I see that either the mention of James before Peter48 49, 
or his prestige* as shown in Gal. 2:12 and Acts 15, can be used 
against such a position of St. Peter as I have argued this text 
and the rest of the evidence taken together show him to have 
had. His authority was not autocratic; the power to bind and 
loose is not independent, but presupposes a Torah as guide. 
And with others having a similar power differences of opinion 
were perfectly possible. St. Peter had compromised himself 
in the eyes of many of the conservative party at Jerusalem, 
and St. James was the one around whom the dominant con
servative party was now rallying. This to be sure does not 
fit a modern Papal view of St. Peter’s position very well. But 
we have argued above that Matt. 16:17-19 admits without 
difficulty of a much less extreme interpretation. And if it is 
so interpreted the facts about St. James do not tell against it. 
St. Peter may well have taken to heart our Lord’s exhortation 
about the spirit in which authority should be borne. We now 
go on to Dr. Easton’s next point under his (c).
74.(c) “In the Synoptic tradition nothing is more assured 
than Christ’s refusal to settle which of His disciples was 
‘greater,’ either in the present world or in the world to come,” 
says Dr. Easton.40 His proofs of this are, to put them briefly, 
that in Mark 10:35-45 and parallels, Mark 9:33-37 and parallels, 
and Luke 22:24-27, there occur a series of disputes among the 
disciples as to who is the greatest, and the disputes refer to the 
present, not to the future Kingdom. Besides, Christ explicitly 
states that the positions of honor are not His to give. And He 
solemnly and repeatedly warns His disciples against jealousy 
and striving after the first positions. All this makes it per
fectly clear that no primacy such as Matt. 16:17-19 assigns to 
St. Peter had as yet been assigned to anybody. Therefore that 
passage cannot be authentic.

The passage seems to be indicted here on three additional 
counts. Let us see how valid they are.

( l ) f  Disputes about who is greatest would be explicable 
as well because someone seemed to be getting the “inside of 
the track” as because no one as yet had any preeminence. 
Matt. 16:17-19 does not bestow but only promises, or expresses 
an intention of bestowing, the first place. Moreover, there was

48 Gal. 2 :9 .
# Surely this is a better word than Dr. Easton’s word “authority.”
49 Op. cit. p. 159.
t Here again my numbering, not Dr. Easton’s.



no idea in the mind of the disciples (as there was of 16th 
century commentators) that our Lord could not possibly change 
His mind. What is more, Peter had already suffered one sting
ing rebuke since this, from which the others might easily draw 
the conclusion that he had lost some ground in the race. Finally 
we must remember the rather vague ideas they must have had 
about what He would have meant by “my Ecclesia” and by 
the Kingdom of Heaven, and of the relation between the two, 
and as to just far either or both were already present. If we 
keep all these things in mind, we shall have to conclude that Dr. 
Easton’s dilemma is perfectly logical only at the expense of 
psychology and history.

( 2 ) f  The saying “to sit on my right hand and on my left 
is not mine to give but (it is for them) for whom it has been 
prepared (of my Father?)” surely admits of and must receive 
an entirely different interpretation from the one Dr. Easton 
has given it. Otherwise we shall be forced either to deny its 
genuineness; or else to deny that in any sense Peter had been 
given first place, or that the Twelve had been given or could 
be given any sort of superiority. Now Gal. 2:8 proves, as Dr. 
Easton himself says,50 that Peter had a “real leadership” over 
the Jewish Christian Church (including the Twelve) and that 
he had it by Christ’s appointment. And, as we saw above, there 
is abundant confirmatory evidence of this. Also I do not under
stand Dr. Easton to call in question, nor do I see how he could 
call in question, that the Twelve51 as a group had some sort of 
preeminence, and had it by our Lord’s appointment. But if 
this be right, what becomes of the contention that Christ meant 
He could not at all give the positions of honor? Nor can it be 
answered, if my difficulty is sound, that it is merely a personal 
slip on the part of the author. It inheres in the very argument 
itself, which cannot be urged without this contradiction.

But all such contradictions can be avoided if we only put 
on the saying now under consideration the interpretation, “Posi
tions of honor in my Kingdom are not mine to give away freely, 
as a matter of mere personal favoritism or upon request. They 
must be given to those whom God by His gifts has fitted best 
to fill them.” Such an interpretation seems to me to do perfect 
justice to the words, and has the decisive advantage of agree
ing with the rest of the evidence. St. Peter, as our Lord had 
seen, had the qualifications given him by God which fitted 
him to be the Rock on which the Church should be built. Our

50 Op. cit. p. 158.
51 If the Apostles are, as Dr. Easton holds, a larger group than the Twelve, 
but not all the disciples, my main point would be just as valid.
t Here again my numbering, not Dr. Easton’s.



Lord saw this and changed his name from Simon to Peter ( Rock) 
in anticipation of the work He was later to assign him. Thus 
God prepared Peter for the primacy and our Lord could not 
give it to someone else as a matter of mere personal favoritism 
or upon a mere friendly request.

( 3 ) f  Our Lord’s exhortations in these passages about the 
greatest being the servant of all, etc., do not at all militate 
against the existence of offices in the Church, or even of offices 
which carry with them a superiority of rank (though I think 
the two things need not have been at all one and the same in 
our Lord’s mind). But rather it is an exhortation on the manner 
in which officers in the Christian community ought to bear the 
office and authority they have. They presuppose rather than 
exclude such offices. What our Lord would say, I believe, is 
“Do not strive in jealous rivalry for the offices and positions of 
authority in the Church. They have their burdensome responsi
bilities as well as their honors. Besides, the true greatness for 
which all ought to strive is not a matter of rank or authority, 
but of service; even as I (who surely have the Supreme Office 
of the ages) came not to be ministered unto but to minister 
and to give my life a ransom for many.”

For all these reasons I think that the objection quoted and 
examined immediately above breaks down completely. I can
not leave this subject without calling attention to what seems 
to me a remarkable piece of criticism.52 I give the passage in 
a footnote.53 The entire argument seems to me to depend on 
Matthew's departure from Mark giving us the correct historical 
sequence of events, a view for which, as far as I can see, we 
have no sort of valid grounds. If not, then it “proves” only that 
“Matthew” has produced a story which is “incompatible” with 
something else in his own Gospel. It ought to prove, then, if 
the line of argument is valid at all, not that “the disciples have 
no knowledge of such a saying”54 but that the Evangelist who 
has “doctored” the narrative “has no knowledge of such a say-
t  Here again my numbering, not Dr. Easton’s.
62 Op. cit. pp. 161-2 in the main text.
53 Matt, 18:1-20 has introduced various modifications into Mark’s version, 
of which only those in v. 1 are important for present purposes. The dis
pute of the apostles disappears, and its place is taken by the story of the 
coin in the fish’s mouth (1 7 :2 4 -2 7 ). The stater produced in this miracle 
was sufficient to pay the tax for two, and St. Peter was honored by being 
permitted to share in the payment, ‘this take and give them for me and 
thee.’ The other disciples when they hear, come immediately and ask, 
‘Who then is greatest?’ That is, ‘Does this exclusive privilege just con
ferred on Peter imply that he has special rank?’ The question ignores 
Matt. 16:17-19, for if Christ had uttered this saying St. Peter’s right there
after to special dignity would have raised no difficulty; that he alone 
would share in the benefits of a miracle would have surprised no one. 
But the disciples have no knowledge of any such saying.
04 As Matt. 16:17-19.



mg.” Yet there it is in his Gospel. I cannot help but suggest 
that he may have seen as little contradiction in the two pass
ages as I see. But in the actual historical situation as pointed 
out above53—there would be still less.

The same as said about Matthew  would apply mutatis mutan
dis to Luke, where, in 22:24-27 Dr. Easton finds a similar diffi
culty. But it seems to me that St. Luke shows by the im
mediately following verses that he knows of St. Peter’s primacy, 
as also by the whole of Acts.
75. Let us now consider the next objection—the contrast be
tween Matt. 16:17-19; and the same episode as treated by the 
other evangelists, especially St. Mark.

(d) I frankly do not know what to do about dealing with 
this objection because I do not know whether Dr. Easton would 
still argue it in the form56 there given. I have what I believe 
to be good reason for thinking that he would not. It will prob
ably be best to deal with the special turn he gives it here, and 
then to deal with its more general form afterwards.

I can only say that I see no ground in the text for creating 
the gulf between the “Matthean” account of the episode as a 
whole and the other accounts which Dr. Easton sets flatly over 
against it. The common German interpretation of “flesh and 
blood have not revealed it unto thee but my Father which is

55 See (1 )  under ( c ) .
60 ( d ) The conclusions reached thus far are corroborated by the contents 
of the section Mt. 16 :17-19 itself, when compared with Mk. and the gen
eral Synoptic tradition of the knowledge of Christ’s Messiahship. Mk. 8: 
27-33 is perfectly straightforward. Christ’s question was addressed to all 
the disciples. And St. Peter’s reply was on behalf of all; as all are charged 
to keep silent their agreement with what St. Peter has said is simply taken 
for granted. That is, in confessing Christ as Messiah, St. Peter had no 
special faith that was not equally shared by the others, so that any special 
reward for him alone would have been most out of place.

As a matter of fact, Mk. saw nothing epochal in tire confession; he gives 
St. Peter’s words in the briefest possible form and the real point in vv. 
27-33 is the beginning of the predictions of the Passion. And Mk.’s em
phasis here is certainly correct. Christ’s Messiahship first came to explicit 
discussion in this scene near Caesarea Philippi, but the apostles’ faith dated 
from a much earlier period. Entire faith on the part of the hearers is 
assumed in the thanksgiving of Mt. 11 :25-27 ( =  Lk. 10 :21-22) and 
Christ’s reply to the Baptist’s messengers (Mt. 11 :5-6  =  Lk. 7 :2 2 -2 3 ) is 
scarcely less unambiguous.

That is Mk. 8 :27-30  is only a summary of what everyone knew in prep
aration for the novel and vital teaching on the necessity of suffering (vv. 
3 1 -3 3 ); Christ’s question, “Who do ye say that I am,” assumed its own 
answer. Lk. contents himself with reproducing Mk.’s narrative almost un
changed, and evidently knew no other saying of Christ that he thought 
worth adding. And the Fourth Gospel agrees with Mk. and Lk. St. Peter’s 
confession has undergone characteristic modification (Jn. 6 :6 6 -7 1 ) but, 
just as in the odier versions, St. Peter assures Christ of the fidelity of all 
the Twelve. And their conclusion had long been reached.

Mt. is the only dissentient or, to be more precise, Mt. 16:17-19 is the 
only dissenting section, for Mt. has put an explicit Messianic confession



in Heaven,'’57 is not at all necessary. The words are adequately 
interpreted if we take them to mean “This conviction at which 
you have arrived is no delusion or aberration of your frail 
human powers but it is God working by His grace and inspira
tion in your soul who has led you to understand it.” In other 
words it is simply the most emphatic possible way of recogniz
ing the truth of St. Peter’s conviction as God-wrought. Nor does 
the blessing spoken to St. Peter or the subsequent verses added 
require any change of view, if we interpret them as I have 
done above. Peter’s promptness and conviction in voicing the 
opinion of all shows58 that he is best fitted to be appointed 
their leader. It is not simply a matter of reward, but Jesus sees 
that God has given him in Peter one fitted to be the Rock on 
which the Church can be built. I see no great difference be
tween the “Matthean” and Markan accounts, except that the 
former sounds much more historical. Is it possible that the 
first formal recognition of the Messiahship should be passed 
over as lightly as Mark represents?

I think Dr. Easton, agreeing with other critics, has given 
us a better explanation in his discussion of this passage and 
its parallels in his oral lectures on the Synoptic Gospels which 
I have heard. According to those lectures, if I understood them 
correctly, there is found in Mark for a good many verses pre
ceding and following the confession of Peter, a polemic directed 
against the Apostles, and especially against Peter. Mark would 
say in effect, “Yes, it is true Peter first confessed the Messiahship, 
but he meant it in an entirely inadequate and unsatisfactory 
sense, and Jesus was little pleased with it.” The evidence for 
this polemic seemed to me (and still seems) quite strong, 
though perhaps not compulsory. Now if Dr. Easton is correct, 
and I have rightly understood him, then the peculiarities of 
Mark’s account are easily explained. Surely they ought not to

earlier than St. Peter’s declaration (Mt. 1 4 :3 3 ). But 16:17-19 pays no at
tention to this earlier knowledge, just as 18:1 and 20 :20 -28  pay no atten
tion to 16:17-19. In 16:17-19 St. Peter’s faith comes as a glad surprise; it 
was something that hardly could have been foreseen, something that rested 
exclusively on a special revelation from God. With this conception it is im
possible to discuss the growth of the apostles’ faith in Christ, which is 
removed into the domain of the purely miraculous.

Wrede saw this with entire accuracy. The key to his famous argument 
is found in the sentence which maintains that Mk.’s conception is really the 
same as Mt.’s; if this is so, then the Jesus of history never really claimed 
to be Messiah at all. And Schweitzer, who alone among moderns agrees 
with Wrede in assuming the substantial priority of Mt.’s account, is driven 
to the desperate device of transposing the Transfiguration to stand before 
St. Peter’s confession, in order to make the latter explicable.
;)T i. e. as “removing” the “Apostles’ faith in Christ ” over “into the domain 
of the purely miraculous.”
58 As had also much in his earlier association with Jesus and the other 
Apostles!



mislead us in our judgment of the relative historical worth of 
his account and that of the First Gospel in so far as they do 
really differ. Dr. Easton in those lectures (1927) explicitly 
recognized that Matthew  was the more correct in his repre
sentation of our Lord’s attitude about Peter’s confession. He 
was and certainly must have been delighted, and the fact that 
St. Peter’s understanding of the Messiahship was inadequate 
does not alter this. For our Lord was surely not unreasonable 
enough to expect everything at once. The added parts in 
Matthew  do not seem to be out of harmony with the Markan 
text, which for the most part is simply taken over into Matthew. 
But even were it so, it would be because of Mark’s polemical 
arrangement of his material, and not due to the real history 
of the events.
76. Now with this in mind we must go on to consider the 
more general form of this argument, which is also the last of 
the main arguments against this text; namely, its absence from 
Mark.50 Much stress is laid on this argument. And it is ordi
narily asked, “Why doesn’t Mark contain these words if they 
are genuine?” There seem to me to be several possible answers: 
(1) He had heard the story most often in the form in which 
St. Peter told it. But the latter, having grown in humility since 
the Last Supper, was in the habit, when he told of the scene, 
of passing over the part that was most to his own glorification. 
There was no reason why he needed to stress it, since all knew 
the facts and none questioned his leadership. (2) Perhaps the 
Markan polemic in these sections may explain why a saying 
that would have played havoc with the point he was trying 
to make should have been passed over in his Gospel.

But I must make a much more fundamental answer to the 
objection. I deny utterly the right to question a passage that 
occurs in one source because it does not occur in another and 
probably earlier one. Sometimes we can explain why a passage 
is omitted. And in such a case of course few would question 
it. But often, as in the present case, we cannot be sure that our 
own explanation is right. This cannot justify rejecting or even 
suspecting the addition. Mark contains such a very small per
centage of the sayings attributed to Christ, even in the most 
primitive and certainly authentic strata of the Synoptic tradi
tion, that to base any argument on his omissions is in my judg
ment quite impossible. Even Q omits much genuine material 
found only in L, and vice versa; and both omit much found in 
Streeter’s M (if there ever was any M, or at any rate the extra 
sources “Matthew” used). Most critics could agree that Mark

59 Of course the absence from Luke adds nothing to the argument.



knew and probably used Q, yet how much of it he omitted! 
And not only does he omit whole episodes or sayings, but he 
even omits part of a saying he is actually reporting. As we 
can be reasonably certain that he used Q in only a very few 
cases, we should not expect to be able to produce many in
stances. But we do find one even in the scanty material we 
have, viz., in his account of the teaching of the Baptist. And 
we find plenty of similar cases in the use of their sources by 
the First and Third Evangelists, where we are better off be
cause we have one source preserved and can tolerably well 
reconstruct another. And in how many of these cases can we 
give an explanation of the things omitted that we can honestly 
say is certain? I am convinced we must refuse to concede this 
objection any validity.
77.(e) Dr. Easton says that in verse 13 of chapter 16 “Son 
of Man” is used in a “technical non-Messianic sense” which “is 
unique in the New Testament and belongs to a very late stage 
of development, to a time when the proper force of ‘the Son 
of Man’ had been forgotten and the term was used in proof of 
the reality of Christ’s human nature.” No doubt this passage 
can be read that way, and probably (though by no means cer
tainly) should be so read if the differences from Mark are first, 
on other grounds, shown to be non-authentic. But it could 
equally well simply be a periphrasis for “I” and could mean 
“What do men understand me to mean (or “be claiming”) when 
I call myself the Son of Man?” In such a case the use need 
not be and would not be non-Messianic, except in the sense that 
it need not mean as much as Messiah. Ezekiel, one of the 
great prophets, on whom they would then have passed no such 
pessimistic estimate as many moderns do, had called himself 
Son of Man. And it seems to me very credible, and, I think, in 
view of the evidence, likely, that our Lord, who had a two-fold 
problem,—to get His claims before the people and at the same 
time to avoid being misunderstood as claiming to be an earthly 
King,—should have chosen this term. His reason would have 
been that those who did understand the apocalyptic tradition 
could get from it at least an ambiguous claim to the Messiah- 
ship without misunderstanding; and those who did not would 
see that there was here at least a claim to be a great prophet, 
and so would be left with a sense of challenge and mystery. 
“Son of God,” if genuine, would simply be a synonym, as often 
elsewhere, for “the Christ.”

On other grounds it is possible that the Markan account ought 
to receive the preference, and in that case these changes might 
have the meaning Dr. Easton sees in them. At any rate, whether 
they are genuine or not, they cannot cast suspicion on the



strikingly authentic words that follow. For in the latter case, 
Mark does not supply an alternative and differing version to 
prefer.

78. Dr. Easton makes a second point under (e ) .60 In Matt. 
16:17-19 the “identification assumed . . . between the first stages 
of the Kingdom and the visible Church . . .  is peculiar to the 
first Gospel.” In view of what I shall say elsewhere in this 
book about the parable of the vineyard and the husbandmen, 
about Luke 12:41-46 (Matt. 24:45-51), and about the saying 
“Ye shall sit on (twelve) thrones, etc.,” I do not see how this 
statement can be sustained. No doubt the admixture of good 
and evil in the Church is not made explicit in these passages, 
as it is in the three “Matthean” parables. But neither does 
Matt. 16:17-19 make it explicit. That it is a visible society all 
these passages would seem to support. And that would almost 
inevitably imply the admission of some bad men by mistake, 
even if the Church were not simply the visible, already-existent, 
Jewish Ecclesia, put under new stewards. This latter is almost 
surely what our Lord would mean. And the Church so under
stood would surely continue the already existing admixture of 
good and evil. These passages are all from Mark or Q, so that 
the First Gospel does not differ essentially in its teaching from 
the others, at least in so far as such teaching is put on our 
Lord’s lips. But in any case, it is those three parables, which 
are unparalleled, and not Matt. 16:17-19.

79. It may be well to deal with one other objection which 
Dr. Easton does not raise but which the Polity Professor61 at 
the General Theological Seminary used to raise. He found a 
difficulty in the use of the word Ecclesia, and said that Jesus 
was not concerned about or interested in any plan at all about 
“founding” a Church. Whether He was interested in such 
things is just the question being investigated when the authen
ticity of Matt. 16:17-19 is under discussion, so it ought not to 
be assumed as settled in a negative sense unless proof from 
other texts can be adduced. Far from this being the case, as 
I am trying to show in Chapters V—VIII, there is very strong 
evidence, other than this text, that He was so interested. As 
to the word Ecclesia, it is used of God’s chosen people (a visible 
entity) in the Septuagint, and so fits naturally into the usage 
given it in this passage. The later Christian usage is most 
easily explained if derived from a striking and notable saying 
of our Lord such as Matt. 16:17-19.

60 Op. cit. p. 166.
01 At the time this passage was first written, Father John Richardson.



Division II
80. The second section of Dr. Easton’s article, * will require 
much less attention. It is primarily an attempt to interpret and 
explain Matt. 16:17-19, once its genuineness is disproved. If, 
as I believe we have seen, the genuineness is not disproved, 
then we need not delay long over this explanation. I shall, 
however, say a few words about it at once.62

As to the origin of this “spurious” saying, Dr. Easton thinks 
it is the battle-cry of a party in the Palestinian Church, cor
responding somewhat to those at Corinth who said “I am of 
Cephas.” This conservative party wanted to say that Peter is 
the norm which must be followed if one is to attain the highest 
level of salvation, though an inferior level can be had even by 
the Paulinists. Peter had lived as a Jew, had kept the Law.63 
All others should do likewise. Luke 17:3-4 is the original of 
Matt. 18:15-20, which is not an authentic logion of Jesus. Matt. 
16:17-19, is a further gathering up into the hands of Peter of 
all the authority claimed in the early Church for the Com
munity as a whole or for the Apostles. The historical nucleus 
of the episode is the fact that our Lord did call Simon “Peter” 
just as He called James and John “Boanerges.” The saying is 
put at this place because it is the best, almost the only, place 
at which in the First Gospel it could be put.

I shall not say much regarding this explanation because my 
main objection has already been stated at length above—it is 
unnecessary. If the prinia facie  explanation—that the passage is 
what it professes to be—will stand against objections, then it is to 
he accepted. But at least it is strange that an Evangelist who 
has, according to Dr. Easton, a polemic against teachers should 
be suspected of inventing64 such a text. Nor is it easy to see, in 
view of the decrees in Acts 15, how Peter could be used as 
authority for “whosoever shall keep the least of these com
mandments, etc.” Nor ought a text like Matt. 16:17-19 in which 
the “power of binding and loosing” has the Rabbinic sense, be 
treated as later than Matt. 18:18 where it seems probably, at 
least in its present context, to mean excommunication with di
vine sanction. At any rate it can hardly in that context bear 
the simple Rabbinic sense. And it seems to me rather bold to

* Vol. 5, p. 116ff.
02 I am glad to see his (all too mild) rejection of a textual corruption 
(p. 118 bottom and 119 top). Surely “while leaving the possibility of 
textual interpolation open” is conceding much more than the facts war
rant unless some such term as “bare” be inserted before “possibility.”
03 Had he obeyed whatsoever was said by the scribes and Pharisees who sat 
in Moses’ seat?
01 Or even of welcoming such a text into his Gospel if it is unauthentic— 
a point he ought to have been able to check.



68 A postolic Succession : Is It T r u e ?

treat Matt. 16:17-19 as anti-Pauline polemic with Gal. 2:7-8 
staring us in the face. As to Simon’s new name, it must on Dr. 
Easton’s view be a mere accident which happens to pave the 
way for such a text.65 All this seems to me too much.
81. I now wish to set down briefly certain positive reasons 
which seem to me to tell very strongly in favor of the historicity 
of this promise to St. Peter; although really no positive reasons 
are needed, since the objections have all broken down.

The text shows every sign of being thoroughly Jewish, and 
even of having been originally Aramaic. Especially the play 
on words in K epha—K epha  goes much better in Aramaic than it 
does in Greek. Simon bar-Jonah is Aramaic. The “bind and 
loose” language is Aramaic. And the “gates of Hell” are surely 
Aramaic, even if Bernard ( Studia Sacra) is wrong in seeing in 
“gates” a misunderstanding of the Aramaic word for “river” or 
“flood.” Bernard has an Old Testament example where both 
these misunderstandings have taken place. On the other hand 
the metaphor is the same in general as our Lord’s parable with 
which the Sermon on the Mount ends in the First Gospel. In 
fact all the metaphors are thoroughly Jewish, and elsewhere 
are used by our Lord (unless the binding and loosing is an 
exception). And they go much better at a 28-29 a .d. date than 
at 60-70 a .d., when a wider breach with Judaism had occurred.

The passage fits the historical situation perfectly. It had now 
become evident to our Lord that He could not hope to win the 
whole nation, leaders and all. So He had chosen twelve in a 
small circle of followers and had been teaching them and train
ing them for some important work in His Kingdom. What that 
part was would be known to Him but not to them. Now as He 
draws forth from Peter the confession, “Thou art the Christ” 
He replies jubilantly “Blessed art thou Simon bar-Jonah for this 
is no human whim or error of yours but God’s truth shed forth 
into your heart. And I also say unto you you are a Rock’ (the 
rock, the “Stonewall” Jackson) ‘and I will make you, with your 
steadfast character, the strong man, the rallying center, the 
foundation stone of my church which, as I reorder it, shall be 
my new00 Israel, my new chosen people, my67 new people of 
God. It shall be indefectible, as the Church has been all dur-

05 And the text also seems to contain much that would have been quite 
needless and otiose in a creation with the purpose Dr. Easton would see 
here. “For flesh and blood . . . Father which is in Heaven” and “and 
the gates of Hell shall not prevail against it” have no relation to the pur
pose of asserting Peter’s authority.
60 i.e., renewed, renovated, transformed; not new in the sense of now for 
the first time coming into existence at ail.
07 It was His because He was God’s Messiah sent to usher in and be the 
Head of the New Covenant promised long ago to God’s Church.



ing the Old Covenant. Yea, not all the fortresses of Satan shall 
prevail against my fortress. And I will appoint you head stew
ard in my renovated Church, my new and true Israel, and you 
shall have the same power of binding and loosing under the 
New Covenant that the present unfaithful stewards have had 
under the Old.’ ” Could anything fit the historical situation and 
the rest of the evidence better?

Finally, the indubitable change of Simon’s name to Peter 
calls aloud for just such a text as this to explain why our Lord 
changed it. So does the whole body of evidence for the “pri
macy” of St. Peter by our Lord’s appointment in the pre- 
Pauline Church, capped most decisively by St. Paul’s own testi
mony in Gal. 2:7-8. If we did not have this text we should 
have to postulate some unpreserved saying very like it to explain 
his position, which was so preeminent that St. Paul can simply 
speak of the Gospel of the Circumcision,68 as committed by 
Christ to Peter. Having this text, all falls into line and is easily 
explained. 82

82. We have come to the end of a long examination of this 
very important text. But it has been well worth our time and 
effort. I think we must certainly accept this celebrated “promise” 
as a genuine saying of Jesus Christ Himself.

08 As I have said above I think this must mean simply the original Gospel, 
i.e., not a part but the whole. The limitation is empirical and the formal 
limitation is a gentleman’s agreement, which would have been quite super
fluous had our Lord laid any limits when He entrusted the Gospel to 
Peter. See above.



THE REMAINING PASSAGES

83. I have endeavored to show in Chapter V that it is not 
correct to accuse the First Evangelist of an “ecclesiastical 
tendenz,” at least not in any such sense as would cast appreci
able a priori doubt upon any passage in his Gospel just be
cause it is “ecclesiastical” or “hierarchical.” I have also given 
in Chapter VI what seem to me decisive reasons for rejecting 
as insufficient the grounds on which some scholars question 
the historicity of the celebrated “promise to St. Peter.” I must 
now go on to consider the reasons (other than “Matthew’s” al
leged tendenz) which are presented as constituting the “criti
cal” case against the other passages on which my own recon
struction in Chapter IV was made chiefly to depend. Some of 
these are against the historicity of particular passages, some 
against the interpretation I had put on others whose historicity 
was not questioned. All these will require our attention in this 
chapter. But I would wish to point out and emphasize that 
Chapter VII is written so independently of the defense of the 
“promise to St. Peter” that, even if my conclusions in Chapter 
VI were to be completely disallowed, the defense of the passages 
we shall now consider would not be undermined. And it will 
be clear to anyone who has followed the argument carefully 
that the reconstruction proposed in Chapter IV could stand 
upright and secure on these passages alone, if that were nec
essary, without the very strong added support they receive 
from the “Tu es P e t r u s Let us now go on to study these other 
passages.

Division I

84. I have relied chiefly on the parable of the tares, the para
ble of the dragnet, the passage about the man without a wed
ding garment; the saying about “sitting on twelve thrones,” 
the parable of the good and bad stewards,09 the parable of the 
wicked husbandmen, and “Thou art Peter, etc.” In every case 
the historicity of the parable or saying as a genuine logion of 
Jesus is denied; or else, as in the “twelve thrones” passage and 
“the stewards,”09 our interpretation is rejected. I shall state

1,9 Luke 12:41ff.



the case against every text before giving our reasons for trusting 
it as we have done.
85. The first three are of a common sort, and there are cer
tain general objections against them as a class, besides the 
special difficulties each one raises. We shall take “the Tares” 
first.

Here, it is urged by many critics, is a parable which clearly 
replaces a somewhat similar parable in Mark of the seed grow
ing of itself while men sleep or go about. This is the only one 
of the Markan parables that “Matthew” omits. And what he 
has substituted for it seems not so much like a pure substitution 
as a rather thorough recasting of the whole, involving a com
plete houleversement of its meaning. Now we find that a similar 
fate has befallen other parables which have become allegories 
under “Matthew’s” hand; e.g. the parable of the wedding feast, 
which will come up again later when we discuss the passage 
about the man not having a wedding garment; and the change 
the parable of the wicked husbandmen has undergone. There 
is also the rather free re-writing of the apocalyptic passages, 
the Palm Sunday narrative, etc. And we also find in addition 
that this “parable” is not really a parable at all, but an allegory. 
Some critics would say our Lord never used allegories. It seems 
“to have started out to be a good parable and ended up by 
being (in its present form) a bad allegory.”

Now in addition to these reasons* we note that it contains 
ecclesiastical conceptions, and that these conceptions are found 
nowhere else except in Matthew. But in him they are found not 
only here, but in many other places; e.g. the dragnet, the wed
ding garment, “Thou art Peter,” Matt. 18:15-20. Not only are 
these found nowhere else in the Synoptic tradition, but the 
flat equation of the visible Church with the Kingdom is found 
nowhere else in the whole New Testament except in Matthew. 
It reveals a stage of development which is surely very late and 
apparently quite unthinkable in our Lord’s lifetime. To accept 
its genuineness in view of the history of the development of 
conceptions on this topic is just about as hopeless as to accept 
as strictly historical the Johannine discourses about our Lord’s 
person in view of the history of the development of Christ- 
ology.70 The repeated and unmistakable indications of ecclesi- 
asticising tendencies on the part of the first Evangelist make 
him suspect wherever they manifest themselves, and especially 
where so many other considerations converge toward the same 
result.

Last of all the counts against the parable of the tares is the

70 This particular objection will be restated and then criticized more fully 
in Chapter VIII.



extreme difficulty of fitting it into any interpretation and situ
ation which is at all likely to have originated during our Lord’s 
lifetime. It is easily interpreted as a piece of late “Church- 
principle” in view of the concrete problem of the many evil 
persons who had found their way into the Church. But as a 
saying of our Lord’s it is hardly intelligible. For there was 
every difficulty in the way of “membership” in or adhesion to 
the band of His disciples during the earthly ministry, aritl every
thing possible to discourage it on the part of the insincere or 
half-hearted. The problem of desertion is not in question at 
all. And while there might be an occasional Judas, yet the 
number is unlikely to have been sufficient to have created much 
of a problem. Nor were the boundary lines of the group defi
nitely enough marked. Nor again is it at all likely that our 
Lord looked forward to any such problem in the future. He 
did not expect the duration of the world to be long, nor did 
He expect the “going” for His disciples to become less strenuous. 
It is difficult to see what meaning He could have had or with 
what problem He was dealing.

Besides this, the explanation of the parable which occurs 
a few verses later is even more doubtful and throws further 
doubt on the parable itself. In addition to all that has been 
brought forward against the parable itself, this explanation 
presents other difficulties. (1) It attributes universalism of an 
extreme type to our Lord. (2 ) It contains the obviously sec
ondary distinction between the Kingdom of the Messiah and 
the Kingdom of God, a distinction peculiar again to the exclu
sively “Matthean” material, and entirely out of accord with 
anything in our Lord’s own genuine teaching. And (3) there is 
the added “there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth,” 
which the Evangelist is admitted by all to insert frequently 
without justification. Nearly everyone would admit that we 
have an example of this same thing in the explanation of the 
parable of the dragnet. And in general, the explanations of the 
parables, not only in these cases but elsewhere, seem not to 
be our Lord’s.
86. Thus speaks the objector. We reply thus: That Mt. re
places a somewhat similar Markan parable with one he prefers 
to tell, is not, as far as I can see, any reason to suspect the 
substitute, unless it seems to be a revamping of the Markan 
parable. But surely there is not the slightest sign of this. The 
somewhat similar parable in his source simply caused “Matthew” 
to put at this point another parable from a different source, which 
he preferred to use as he was more interested in its message. 
The minute the tares are sown, the parable is an entirely differ
ent one from the Markan, with a different point; and not at



all a recasting of the Markan. Nor can I see that the parable 
started out to be a good parable and ended up by being a bad 
allegory. It is all of a piece, and I see no signs of a re-working 
nor of any more primitive form it is likely to have had.

As to the meaning to be assigned to the parable, I think it 
can be quite satisfactorily interpreted according to the general 
position I have taken in Chapter IV. Jesus assumes as self- 
evident that the whole nation ought, in loyalty to its own Scrip
tures and its whole history, to accept Him. Had it done so, 
no doubt the existing Jewish Church would simply have become 
the visible embodiment of the Kingdom. Now when He finds 
that the stewards are not going to “reverence” Him, but to 
reject and slay Him, what change will this introduce in His 
plan and thought? Obviously as little as possible. He will still 
hope for acceptance from the people, or a very large majority 
of them; if not before, at least after, and by means of, His 
Death. So He will not have to conceive of a continuing (apos
tate) Jewish Ecclesia, and a new and distinct Christian Ecclesia 
alongside of it. Rather He will consider the old Ecclesia “His”71 
—He is the Heir. And He will expect it simply to pass from the 
old stewards to the new ones He is preparing, in His Twelve 
Apostles, once the old stewards have definitely and formally 
forfeited their stewardship by the murder of the Heir. His 
disciples will not be  the Ecclesia but the “sons of the Kingdom,” 
the leaven in the lump, who are to leaven the whole Ecclesia. 
And when they have so grown as to do this, they might be 
compared to a grain of mustard seed growing into a great tree, 
so great that even the birds of the Heavens72 can come and 
lodge in its branches. Thus the faithful disciples are not the 
Ecclesia, but the nucleus in which the powers of the Kingdom 
are actually at work, and which is to convert (leaven) the 
whole Ecclesia (lump).

Now if such a conception is both a priori probable, and also 
supported by much evidence, it gives us an easy interpretation 
of the parables about the visible Church. There was already 
a visible Church with an admixture of good and evil, and the 
fact that the Kingdom has come in foretaste will not alter this. 
Our Lord is simply warning against possible rigourism or Do- 
natism on the part of the stewards He is training. It is part 
of His training of them. There seems to me to be no difficulty 
in this. His conception of the Ecclesia and of His relation to 
it along these lines is perfectly possible. And it is incredible 
that He should not have foreseen that while it endured, even

71 Of Mt. 16:17-19.
72 Probably the idea of Gentile accession to the Jewish Ecclesia now be
come Catholic.



if only a part of one generation, the admixture of good and 
evil would continue. Nor can I see that the visible Church and 
the Kingdom are “flatly identified.” It is simply assumed that 
(after the Kingdom has spread) it will have its visible embodi
ment in the obedient Jewish Ecclesia, under new stewards and 
minus a number of really “apostate” leaders and others.

In defense of the interpretation put on the parable of the 
tares in Chapter IV I would say: it is hard to see what other in
terpretation to adopt. For only three seem likely: it is either
(1) an attempt to make clear the reasons for free will and the 
problems it raises; or (2) an attempt to explain why God does 
not without delay wipe wicked men off the face of the earth; 
or (3) an attempt to explain why there must be evil persons 
in the visible embodiment of the proleptically present Kingdom,
i.e. the Ecclesia. Surely the third is much the most likely. 
That the Kingdom was to be, at least for a large part of a 
generation, already present (though only in foretaste) is in
dubitable. On what grounds, then, can we exclude that Jesus 
should have conceived it as destined to find its visible embodi
ment in the Jewish Ecclesia  purged of its unfaithful stewards 
and their closest followers, and hence as having an external, 
visible, social aspect? The evidence says He did, and I see no 
valid reason against it. The alternative explanations of it, as 
a parable applying simply to the world as a whole, or set forth 
to explain why God allows evil persons to go along and does 
not sweep them off the face of the earth, overlook, it seems to 
me, the fact that the parable is set forth, as so many others, 
to explain one aspect of the Kingdom.

As many might question whether the introductory com
parison is from our Lord, it will be well to give what seem to 
me the additional reasons for considering this a Kingdom para
ble. (1) If it is not, it would seem to stand quite alone and be 
entirely unique. I remember no other parable which is not 
either a Kingdom parable or else a parable dealing with an 
ethical or spiritual principle which, although not limited to the 
Kingdom, is yet a part of the ethical or spiritual standard of 
the Kingdom. (2) Our Lord is not likely to have encountered 
any large number of persons who would be wondering why 
God did not wipe the wicked off the face of the earth at once; 
and this is not at all the same problem as why the wicked 
prosper. Nor can we take the good wheat as the Kingdom and 
the tares as the world. (3) The question is not whether the 
Sower of the good seed, who owns the field, should uproot the 
tares, but rather whether his servants should. It is a warning 
to the Twelve He is training not to be too rigouristic in ex
cluding or ejecting those who err, for in so doing much good

wheat might be uprooted. There seems no one to whom the 
servants can be equated if we try to apply the parable to the 
world as a whole. It would on such an interpretation be teach
ing why God’s servants should not pull up the tares before 
harvest time, and there are no servants on a world-wide scale 
to whom the parable can refer. For all these reasons it seems 
to me the interpretation must be as of a Kingdom parable. 
This confirms the introductory verse and it in turn supports 
the interpretation we have accepted. The interpretation given 
by “Matthew,” even though not genuine in the main, still adds 
further confirmation to this view.

As to the objection based on the fact that nearly all critics 
reject the genuineness of the explanation (rightly, I have no 
doubt) I cannot see that this has any negative bearing on the 
genuineness of the parable itself. If anything, it gives indirect 
but important support to its genuineness, by proving, as was 
pointed out in Chapter V, that the parable itself cannot be an 
invention of “Matthew,” since it admittedly comes from an 
earlier and different hand than that which produced the un- 
authentic explanation or interpretation of the parable. The 
objection that it is an allegory is dealt with below where it is 
used also against the parable of the wicked husbandmen 
( M k . 12).

As to the objection based on the alleged ecclesiasticizing 
tendenz, both in regard to the parable of the tares, and also 
when the same objection is raised against the other passages 
to be studied in the present chapter, I hope enough has been 
said in Chapter V to show that it is entirely devoid of weight. 
It is repeated here and elsewhere in this chapter, in summariz
ing the case against every several passage one by one, solely 
for the sake of completeness, so that the case against every 
single passage may be stated in a manner that has been definitely 
approved as adequate by Dr. Easton, since he may be con
sidered, for reasons stated elsewhere in this book, to have been 
the most formidable opponent of the reconstruction I am de
fending, as presented above in Chapter IV.

In the same chapter in which we studied the charge of an 
ecclesiastical tendenz in Matthew  we also saw that it is not at 
all correct to say that ecclesiastical conceptions are limited to 
that Gospel. Only the word “Church” (on our Lord’s lips) and 
the explicit recognition of the mixture of good and evil men 
within the Church are peculiar to it. We have seen just above 
that the latter raises no insuperable difficulty. We saw also 
in Chapter VI that the use of the term “Church” is perfectly 
possible on our Lord’s lips. Its absence elsewhere makes it 
highly improbable, to be sure, that it was used frequently by



our Lord. But the First Gospel does not suggest that it was— 
quite the contrary. Hence this argument is also without merit.

Finally, as to the charge that the historicity of this and 
other passages in the First Gospel is incompatible with the 
whole history of the early development of conceptions on this 
subject, it can best be considered in the next chapter, where 
we shall study two further objections which tell not so much 
against any one of the passages we have used in our recon
struction as against the whole reconstruction itself—and hence, 
of course, indirectly against all the passages which, if genuine, 
would support it.
87. We come next to the parable of the dragnet. The ob
jectors claim that almost all the objections urged against the 
“tares'” hold also against this, except of course that it does not 
supplant a similar Markan parable. On the other hand, the 
explanation73 is even more obviously secondary.

We reply that the same reasons we found just above to 
obviate the objections raised against “die tares” will apply to 
the parable of the dragnet; and I think nothing more need be 
said. Here I am convinced the critics are right in rejecting 
as sayings of Jesus vv. 49-50 of Matt. 13. But I see no valid 
reason to question vv. 47-48, or to favour any other interpre
tation than that the Evangelist has put on it, if it be granted 
that he was responsible for vv. 49-50.
8*8. As to the man without the wedding garment, besides 
the generic objections which have been raised above in dis
cussing the parable of the tares, it contains, our opponents 
allege, many special difficulties. It is obviously tacked on to 
a parable it does not fit. To blame the man for not having on 
a wedding garment under the circumstances would have been 
the height of unreasonableness. Besides the Lukan form of the 
parable is clearly nearer the original, and even it has been 
added to and allegorized. But in Matthew  this process has 
been carried much further. It is still more obviously worked 
over and allegorized. It cannot be a genuine part of the same 
parable. There is no hint of it in the Lukan parallel, besides 
the other difficulties. Nor does any context appear likely in 
which it could be genuine or even intelligible.

This objection raises only two points that are new. One is 
(what I admit) that it cannot be a genuine part of this parable. 
The other (which I do not admit) is that if we try to explain 
it as a genuine fragment which belonged elsewhere and which 
the Evangelist simply inserted here mistakenly, no context can 
be imagined into which it could fit. I do not see that this is

73 Matt. 13:49-50.



so at all. I think “Matthew” had in his material one parable 
about guests being invited to a supper who on trivial excuses 
declined the invitation and thus lost their privileges to others. 
He also had (I suggest) another parable in which a wedding 
feast was given, and someone who tried to enjoy the privilege 
of the feast was ejected because he had not troubled to put on 
the required wedding garment. If so, I think “Matthew” might 
perfectly well have telescoped and combined them both (all 
the more in view of their very similar beginnings and imagery) 
in such a way as to try to make the one composite parable 
teach both lessons. At any rate it seems to me far more likely 
that the fragment we have is pre-existing material which “Mat
thew” simply took over from his source into the combination, 
than that it is a pure creation by the First Evangelist. For 
(1) it is hard to see how he could have made a worse job of 
it than he has; and this poor job is more easily explained if 
his hands were tied by the pre-existing material than if he could 
have given free reign to his own inventive genius. And (2) 
whatever led him to resolve to teach this entirely new and 
different lesson at this point unless he had, as suggested, two 
parables built around the same figure but teaching different 
lessons? Yet if it is pre-existing material, then its fate in Mat
thew can have no bearing on its genuineness. Nor do I see 
any other reason to question it, except those general reasons 
dealt with under the parable of the tares.

In leaving this part of our subject, I should like to ask, “Is 
it not inevitable that our Lord’s own earthly experience should 
have given Him plenty of examples, even among His actual 
disciples, of men who tried to follow Him without putting on 
the proper wedding garment, many evil men who came within 
the circle of His (apparent) followers?” But of course, how
ever likely it might be, the probability of His having to face 
this problem does not depend mainly on this. It depends on 
the practical certainty a priori that He would conceive of the 
already existing Jewish Ecclesia as destined to become the visi
ble embodiment of His proleptically present Kingdom as rapidly 
as “the lump” could be “leavened” by the faithful remnant who 
had already accepted Him. It had been, and still would be, the 
Ecclesia of God. Thus, because He was God’s Messiah and 
“the heir,”74 it would be His75 Ecclesia. And it was and would 
remain a visible society; and as such would beyond all doubt 
contain an admixture of good and evil.

74 See the parable of the Wicked Husbandmen.
70 Matt. 16:17-19.



Division II

89. We come next to the objections to the saying about “sit
ting on (twelve) thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” 
The Lukan form omitting the first “twelve” seems to some critics 
far more likely to represent the original than the Matthean 
form containing it. For there is a general tendency later to 
restrict to the Twelve things said to all the disciples, and to the 
disciples things said in public teaching. Moreover it is simply 
another example of Matthew’s ecclesiastical tendenz. We may 
say, a propos of this matter, that it is easy to see in Matthew  
analogous tendencies in regard to the eschatological element 
and the fulfillment of prophecy. And in both cases its effect 
in corrupting his narrative is clearly visible. If we omit the 
first “twelve,” then the saying will mean simply that those who 
have continued faithfully with Him in his trials shall be espe
cially honored in the Kingdom to come and there will be no 
reference to this earth at all, nor any special reference to the 
Twelve. In fact only by interpreting the logion thus can its 
genuineness be upheld. If it refers to the Twelve alone then 
it can hardly be an authentic saying at all. The Twelve as 
distinguished from the rest had done nothing to deserve such 
a special blessing.

In reply, I cannot see that a Matthean addition of the first 
“twelve” is more likely than an omission of it by Luke. In 
this case a Lukan omission of “twelve” was not only easy but 
necessary, because he has put the saying in a context where 
Judas had gone out to betray Christ. He could not let our 
Lord say to the remaining eleven  that they should sit on twelve 
thrones. Nor could he very well twice change “twelve” to 
“eleven.” And in his context his meaning was perfectly clear 
without the first “twelve.” For he has avoided all ambiguity 
by putting the saying at a scene where (as he at least repre
sents) only the twelve were present. I believe he was right 
in so thinking. But in any case both Matthew  and Luke make 
it clear that the saying was addressed to the Twelve. So Luke 
has omitted the first “twelve.” This seems to me easier and 
more likely than the suggested change in Matthew.

Moreover, I cannot but think that the fact that both the 
First and Third Evangelists represent it as addressed to the 
Twelve is entitled to bear considerable weight. But mainly 
the words themselves seem to me to call for it, and the his
torical situation. The words “judging the twelve tribes of Israel” 
seem to me to agree much better with an office of stewardship 
(especially when it is first said they are to sit on thrones) than 
with a simple position of honour due to fidelity while on earth.



And why mention the twelve tribes? We have the calling, training, 
and post-Resurrection commissioning of the Twelve. We have 
the fact that there is other evidence beside this,70 that our Lord 
intended them to be the new stewards to whom the Vineyard 
would be given after it was taken away from the old stewards 
who murdered the Heir. We have the apparent fact that they 
had an office to which Matthias could be elected, and to which 
St. Paul could lay claim without becoming one of the Twelve. 
All these things, and the very fact that twelve rather than any 
other number should have been chosen, seem to represent a 
clear reason for connecting the Twelve with any promise about 
sitting on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel. I think 
the language about judging, which fits the final Kingdom none 
too well, is “carried over” from our Lord’s intention of the 
work He had for them to do in the present Kingdom. He simply 
represents their earthly position as continuing into the final 
Kingdom.
90. Now we come to the parable about good and bad stew
ards.77 We find, to be sure, that in Luke this is addressed chiefly 
to the stewards of the Church, and even in Matthew  this is 
(though less obviously) true. But this is due, some critics 
claim, to “touching up” by the two Evangelists. In the Q form 
the slight allegorical touches can be easily removed. The fact 
that the bad servant’s unfaithfulness happened to be in regard 
to conduct toward other servants to whom he had a responsi
bility is merely a part of the imagery of the parable, and has 
no allegorical reference; while the cutting asunder of the wicked 
servant would not be unusually severe punishment for an 
Oriental slave in cases of great disobedience and unfaithfulness.

Let us cross-examine these objections to this parable. It is 
common to Matthew  and Luke78 and hence presumably from 
Q, but introduced in Luke alone by the question, “Speakest 
thou this parable unto us or also unto all?1” Does this parable 
also teach a distinction between stewards and “laity”? Or, as 
some would put the question, “Is this parable already applied 
by allegory to the clergy of the Christian society?” I think we 
cannot but answer that it is. In Luke surely, especially with 
the introductory question and the changing of servant to stew
ard, no one ought to doubt this. But to me it is clear that the 
same idea is present in Matthew. He has added kakos and 
changed “unfaithful” into “hypocrite.”79 Surely both Matthew  
and Luke have “allegorized” this parable.

70 Viz., the parable of the Wicked Husbandmen.
77 Luke 12:41-46.
78 Matt. 24 :45-51. Luke 12:42-46.
76 I.e., unfaithful stewards will share in the lot of “the hypocrites” (Phari
sees) who were the bad stewards under the Old Covenant.



But it seems to me they are perfectly right in doing so. 
They have in reality only added slight allegorical touches to 
what was, already in Q, an allegory, and one of the same mean
ing they have given it. Even in Q it is a parable of an unfaith
ful servant set over a household, whose wrongdoings consisted 
in abusing his authority over his underlings. The verses Matt. 
24:50-51a,= Luke  12:46 are patently allegorical, as is also the 
promise of reward to the good steward; for it would be by no 
means usual to give him such high promotion simply for ordi> 
nary fidelity. So even in Q it is an allegory already and “Mat
thew’s” and Luke’s use of it is correct. It has the same circle 
of ideas as the parable just discussed, and is simply another 
bit of the anxious teaching given by our Lord to assure that 
the new stewards in His Church should not be guilty of the 
same offenses as the old stewards He had so bitterly denounced. 
All His exhortations about the “greatest among you shall be 
as he that doth serve” are not instructions about how to become 
great but about how, being in official position, to bear one’s 
office, how to use it. Not “if you serve well you will get first 
position” but “if you have first position don’t be arrogant and 
unfaithful, but faithful, humble, ready to serve, even as the 
Son of Man (who is surely first) bears Himself.”
91. As to the parable of the Wicked Husbandmen, some 
critics assert that there are numerous things which throw 
doubt on its genuineness: (1) It is an allegory and no true para
ble. (2 ) It can be read as early Church polemic. (3) It pre
supposes Christ’s death. (4) The punishment of the murderers 
seems to envisage the destruction of Jerusalem; in which case 
it must be quite late. (5 ) It involves a clear public claim to 
the Messiahship; yet no witnesses could be produced at our 
Lord’s trial to testify to hearing such a claim; so that this can
not have been a genuine “parable” publicly spoken.

Let us cross-examine these objections. Two separate ques
tions arise: as to its genuineness; and as to the correctness of the 
meaning I have put upon it. We shall consider these in order. 
First, as to genuineness, we may answer the objections to it as 
follows:

(1) It is, we agree, an allegory, and one school of critics 
holds to be sure that we must distinguish carefully between 
parable and allegory, and that our Lord never used the latter. 
But to lay down any such rule as this does seem to me ludi
crous. We have as far as I know absolutely no positive reasons 
for it. And even the negative reasons, from the infrequency 
with which He is reported to have used it, have as far as I can 
see no weight. Even if all but one of the allegories attributed 
to Him could be shown on other grounds to be non-authentic



and early Church “contributions,” that would not justify us in 
rejecting a priori the one remaining simply because it was an 
allegory. How much weaker still is the objection when it must 
attack several allegories primarily because they are allegories!

(2) Merely because a passage can be read as early Church 
allegory or polemic, or such like, does not justify us in conclud
ing that it is so, or that it is not what it is said to be. This 
seems to be too often forgotten, and applies to many other pas
sages as well as the passage under discussion.

(3) As to the objection that this parable presupposes the 
death of Christ, this simply is not true. It requires nothing more 
than that Christ should have foreseen  His death at the hands of 
the Jewish leaders, a fact for which there is abundant other evi
dence in addition to this parable.

(4) As to the contention that the punishment of the mur
derers envisages the destruction of Jerusalem, this again does 
not seem to all authorities to be true. It is the stewards rather 
than the vineyard that are punished. It is only a refusal to rec
ognize this, and that they are punished by having the vineyard 
taken away from them and given to others, which can give any 
colour to the objection. But even if it were true that the de
struction of Jerusalem is referred to, it would still need to be 
remembered that our Lord foretold the destruction of Jerusa
lem. Moreover, the Gospel o f Mark was in all probability writ
ten before the fall of Jerusalem. If so, the objection cannot 
possibly be valid.

(5) The only objection that seems to me at all plausible is 
that this parable involves a more emphatic and explicit expres
sion of the Messianic claim than the history allows us to accept 
as coming at this time and under these circumstances from our 
Lord. But it seems, as Dr. Rawlinson says,80 that “the whole 
narrative in Mark, of the events in Jerusalem implies that He is 
persistently challenging the authorities and putting forth His 
claims, indirectly but definitely, precisely as He is represented 
here.” In fact, it is incredible that our Lord should have never 
given even any clear hint of His Messiahship to those whose 
primary responsibility it was to accept or reject Him. And it is 
in just some such form as this that He could have most effec
tively done so. It is perhaps worth adding that even if one 
feels unable to accept this parable as a public utterance, yet it 
might well have been uttered to the circle who knew about the 
Messiahship. But for myself I am convinced that it is both au
thentic and public.

In addition to the fact that the objections break down, we 
have further reasons for considering this parable-allegory to be

80 See his very fine commentary on this Gospel in the Westminster Series.



genuine. Any early Christian composition would be likely to 
foreshadow the resurrection and not merely the death of the 
Heir. Nor would it have been so likely to separate the stewards 
from the people (the vineyard), only the former being con
demned and no condemnation of the latter being implied. This 
agrees exactly with the historical situation in which it is put in 
our records, where only the stewards were hostile to our Lord 
and the people still inclined to be favourable. The early 
speeches in Acts draw no such distinction, except when the 
Sanhedrin is being directly addressed. They lay a charge of the 
judicial murder of our Lord at the door of the Jewish people as 
a whole, no doubt because the situation had changed at that 
time from the time when the parable was spoken.

The parable is “a supreme appeal to the consciences of our 
Lord’s opponents,81 reminding them of God’s infinite patience 
toward the Jewish race, and of His justice, too, by which they 
themselves were threatened. It would have been a reflection 
on our Lord’s moral character if He had not set clearly before 
His adversaries the blackness of the crime they were commit
ting and its consequences.” But the parable is not only a su
preme appeal, it is also a solemn warning; and the warning in
volves the threat that the vineyard will be taken away from the 
old (rejected) stewards and given to new ones (surely the 
Twelve). Dr. Rawlinson would appear to be wrong, then, in 
doubting whether anything so specific is here intended. It is 
not only intended, it is explicitly said. Only it is not said who 
the new stewards will be. But surely no rival idea to the 
Twelve can be suggested. Thus both the genuineness of this 
parable (at least Mk. 12:1-8) and the correctness of the inter
pretation I have put on it above, seem amply vindicated.

Division III

92. Last of all, we must consider the hotly controverted ques
tion of the historicity of the promise and subsequent grant of 
the “power of binding and loosing.” This issue turns chiefly on 
the historicity of the “promise to Peter” which we have already 
considered. And while this passage is very vigorously assailed, 
I think we have seen in Chapter VI that its historicity is not 
open to reasonable doubt. But the confirmatory value of Matt. 
18:18 and of John  20:23 must not be overlooked or underesti
mated.

In the former of these two passages it is true that the whole 
context as it now stands can hardly be historical, nor the use of

81 Here and throughout the preceding discussion of this passage I am very 
deeply indebted to Dr. Rawlinson’s excellent commentary, which I follow 
very closely.



the word “Church” in the sense of the local assembly; and it is 
not even clear that the promise of the power of binding and 
loosing is there limited to the Apostles. But the First Evange
list has a well-recognized practice of combining in one context 
passages or sayings which he deems relevantly connected, but 
which belonged originally to quite different occasions or con
texts. And he often quite alters their meaning in so doing. 
Here we apparently have such a case. The saying about “bind
ing and loosing” cannot in its Matthean context bear its original 
rabbinic meaning, but apparently refers to the power to excom
municate with Divine ratification; and if it really be intended by 
the Evangelist to be addressed to all the disciples, or to the lo
cal Church, it can mean that only. But in its original context it 
can perfectly well have been addressed to the Apostles as a 
group and have borne its primitive and original rabbinic mean
ing. Thus there is no need to reject its historicity.

As to the Johannine passage, the general historical value of 
the Fourth Gospel, especially in the discourses put on our Lord’s 
lips, has been correctly concluded by modern criticism to be 
too low to justify accepting as historical any logion which rests 
on its unsupported authority, unless in special cases where rea
sons of a cogent character can be assigned for doing so. Also 
there is the added objection that here the saying is not re
ported in the rabbinic form, in which alone its historicity could 
be reasonably defended. However, if the Fourth Evangelist is, 
as I am completely convinced, one of the Twelve, a consistent 
eye-witness, and the closest earthly friend of Jesus, it is easily 
credible that his memory might have enabled him to reproduce 
accurately so crucial and striking a logion, especially when ut
tered under such circumstances, and on so utterly unforgettable 
an occasion, even though we grant that usually it has not been 
nearly so reliable. Added probability is given to this by the 
fact that the reported saying of our Lord took the same form as 
a formula already familiar and even conventional among his con
temporaries, and one that Jesus had already employed (in the 
form of a promise) at least once and very likely twice before 
His Passion. When we add to this the fact that he in all proba
bility looked upon this saying as his own commission to the 
Apostolate,82 and hence as of the most unusual importance, we 
see the best of reasons why it should not be considered on the 
same footing as the great bulk of the sayings and discourses he 
has attempted to reproduce. As to the fact that he has “trans
lated” the very rabbinic logion into terms that could be more 
easily understood by his predominantly gentilic readers, that 
does not seem to raise any serious added difficulty. He seems

82 And rightly sol
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habitually to do so whenever it will aid him in making the real 
point clear. But we cannot fail to see what the underlying say
ing is that has been so “translated.” Nor is it likely that he would 
have gratuitously imagined for this supreme occasion a saying 
that he would feel it necessary to “translate.”

However, the chief reason of all for trusting confidently the 
historicity of these two sayings in Mt. 18:18 and John  20:23 is 
the way they harmonize with and even clarify the historical 
reconstruction at which we should arrive anyway, even if we 
consented to disregard these two passages. First our Lord 
promises to St. Peter a future stewardship with the power of 
binding and loosing, the power already deemed characteristic 
of the existing stewardship.83 Then later He tells the Apostles 
that they are all to receive a similar stewardship.84 Then finally, 
after the rejection anticipated in the parable of the wicked hus
bandmen has been consummated by the old stewards in pro
curing the crucifixion of the Messiah, the promise to Peter and 
the subsequent promises to the other Apostles are fulfilled by 
transferring to them the same stewardship, with the power of 
binding and loosing, which the old unfaithful stewards had for
merly possessed.85 This same stewardship, with the power of 
binding and loosing, all the Apostles are henceforward recog
nized to possess and are seen exercising without challenge in 
the early Church. And they are believed to owe it to the Mes
siah’s appointment.
93. The evidence for what is maintained in the last two sen
tences is in brief this: I Cor. 5:3-5, Acts 5:1-11, and all the dis
puted passages used in our reconstruction in Chapter IV. For 
even if they are not historical, they prove at least what the early 
Church believed in this matter. Also, St. Paul’s whole position 
and attitude, as revealed especially in such a very early passage 
as Gal. 1:1—“an Apostle not from men, neither through men, 
but through Jesus Christ”—shows most clearly that he regards 
the Apostolate as an office, and one which existed originally by 
our Lord’s own appointment.86 These last points, summarized 
so briefly in this paragraph, are argued much more fully in the 
latter half of Chapter IV. I hope I may be excused for refer
ring my readers to that chapter to avoid the necessity of re
peating the detailed arguments here.

83 M t  16:17-19.
84 Mk. 12 :1-2 , Mt. 19 :28 , Mt. 1 8 :18—the latter in its Q or M rather 
than its present context.
85 All the accounts of the Apostolic commission, but most clearly of all 
John 20 :23 .
80 Compare Gal. 2 :6 -9 .

Chapter VIII

TWO MORE GENERAL HISTORICAL OBJECTIONS

94. In order to complete the defense of our reconstruction as 
set forth in Chapter IV we must consider two additional objec
tions of a more general sort. These tell not so much directly 
against the historicity of any one of the passages we have used 
in our reconstruction as directly against that reconstruction as a 
whole; and therefore, of course, indirectly against all the pas
sages we have used in support of it, either as to their historicity, 
or the interpretation we have accepted, or both.

Division I

95. The first of these objections may be summarized as fol
lows :

The passages in the First Gospel, on which the case for the 
starting point of the Catholic doctrine of Apostolic Succession 
has been made to stand almost exclusively, reveal a stage of de
velopment in the field of conceptions concerning the Church 
which is surely very late, and certainly quite unthinkable in our 
Lord’s lifetime. It was only gradually, at a date somewhere about 
50-60 a.d., that the conception of a distinct Christian Church 
emerged. It is not there in the pre-Pauline Church, at least not 
in its earliest days. Hence the theory of a Christian Church with 
an Apostolic Ministry of the Twelve existing from the begin
ning by the explicit appointment of Christ Himself is out of har
mony with the whole early development of thought on the sub
ject. It follows that to accept the genuineness of a series of al
leged sayings of Christ attesting such a conception is just about 
as hopeless as it would be to accept as strictly historical the 
Johannine discourses about the Person of Christ in view of the 
history of the early development of Christology.
96. A much fuller argument of this point of view can be seen87 
in a series of articles by Dr. B. S. Easton in The Anglican Theo
logical Review  for 1921-22. I do not follow this series of arti
cles in detail as I did in Chapter VI his series impugning the 
historicity of the celebrated “promise to St. Peter” because I be
lieve he is substantially right in his main reconstruction of the 
history of the development of conceptions on our subject, and

87 Presented, I think, as cogently as is humanly possible!



has erred seriously only in failing to see how easy it is to fit such 
a history into the reconstruction I have proposed. His argu
ment is quite conclusive, in my opinion, against the idea that 
there was from the time of His earthly ministry a separate and 
distinct Christian Church, alongside of an apostate Jewish 
Church, and that the former was of His direct and explicit 
foundation, and was conceived of and called “the Church” from 
the time of the Resurrection onward.
97. But the reconstruction I have proposed does not involve 
any such historical monstrosity. I maintain only that our Lord 
accepted the claim of the already existing Jewish Church to be 
the one true Church of God in a high supernatural sense, and 
assumed as a consequence that it was the duty of that Church 
and of all of its members including its leaders to accept Him as 
the true Messiah and its rightful Lord88 out of loyalty to its own 
Holy Scriptures and to its whole history. Had it done so, no 
doubt the existing Jewish Church would have become simply 
the visible embodiment on earth of the proleptically present 
Kingdom of God He had come to usher in. But at a compara
tively early stage of His public ministry it must have begun to 
appear probable, if not certain, to our Lord that the leaders and 
perhaps some of their closest followers were going to refuse to 
accept Him as their promised Messiah. It was for this reason 
that He chose the Twelve and began to train them to succeed 
the present stewards if these should forfeit their stewardship by 
rejecting and killing “the Heir.” If this definite and final re
jection ultimately came to pass He would no doubt conceive of 
those participating in it as not simply bad  men in a Church con
taining an admixture of good and evil, but as apostates, and 
hence as totally cut off from it—the one true Church— by their 
apostacy. Thereafter the stewardship in the true Church would 
pass—even if those who failed to see in Him the true Messiah 
did not realize or recognize that it had passed—to the new 
stewards He had chosen and trained for that awful responsi
bility.

But the great bulk of the nation, although it had not as yet 
accepted Him as its true Messiah, could not at first be said to 
have definitely rejected Him either. Hence they had not for
feited their inheritance in the Church and the promises of God. 
They would thus be conceived of as still in the Church, though 
in a somewhat transitional, abnormal, anomalous condition 
awaiting their own conversion—their own leavening, so to speak, 
by the leaven of the faithful remnant who had already accepted 
Jesus as the Messiah. Both of these groups would at this stage

88 Compare His use of Psalm 110 in Mk. 12:35-37 and parallels and His 
reference to “My Church” ( Mt. 1 6 :17 -19).



be conceived of as constituting the Church. Hence the disciples 
alone would not yet constitute the whole Ecclesia of God, but 
only the “sons of the Kingdom,” the faithful remnant, the 
“leaven in the lump.”

When somewhat later the hard cold facts of the situation 
forced upon the early Christians the stern realization that the 
multitude were not going to accept Jesus as the Messiah, but 
had already joined their leaders in definitely rejecting Him, of 
course a change in the manner of conceiving the situation was 
inevitable. The multitude would come to be considered in the 
same condition of apostasy as the apostate leaders had been 
ever since they brought about the Crucifixion. There would no 
longer be any third intermediate class. So the faithful remnant 
who had accepted Jesus as the Messiah—and they alone—would 
gradually be seen to constitute the true Ecclesia, the true Chosen 
People, the true Israel of God; they were all that was left of it 
after “Pie came unto His own, and they that were His own re
ceived Him not.” As to the apostate leaders and the unbelieving 
multitude they would all now be considered as simply “Israel 
after the flesh,” since they were too large a part of the historical 
Israel to be neglected, or to be denied the name of Israel en
tirely.

All of this would take some little time. But whether the 
Christian idea of the Church emerged between 50 and 60 a . d. 
or, as seems to me likely, somewhat earlier makes no difference 
to either the accuracy of the above description of how its emer
gence came to pass, or to the complete consistency of that de
scription with the contention of Chapter IV that Jesus conceived 
of Himself as the Lord of the Church of God89 and believed 
Himself empowered to replace and actually did replace the old 
unfaithful stewards with new stewards—the Twelve He had 
chosen and trained for that task. None of the evidence makes 
any serious difficulty for such a contention as part of such a re
construction. Dr. Easton’s own articles support most of this re
construction decisively. 98

98. Thus I cannot see that this objection possesses one parti
cle of validity over against such a reconstruction as I have pro
posed, following in the main Gore and others who have main
tained that the Catholic Church and her Apostolic Ministry 
come to us with the direct and explicit authority of Jesus Christ 
Himself. He did institute the Apostolate directly and explicitly. 
Nor is the concession that He did not found  the Church any ad
mission that the Church had its beginning after His death and 
so does not come to us from Him. Rather the reason He did

80 “My Church” in Mt. 16:17-19.



not found it is because He came too late to do so. It was already 
in existence when He was born, and He was born into it. But 
He did accept to the full its claim to be of Divine foundation and 
authority, and did claim to be its Messiah and Lord. Hence it 
has His full authority just as much as if He had founded it. 
Nor is this the first case in which the opponents of the Catholic 
Faith, by making good historically some point which at first sight 
seemed subversive of the Catholic position90 have been the oc
casion if not the cause of the Catholic position being made in the 
long run stronger than ever, from the standpoint of Apologetics, 
by causing Catholic historical scholars to “dig deeper” than ever 
before, as Dr. Easton has done, and thus find that the true his
torical facts vindicate the Catholic position at least as completely 
as the earlier and uncritical reconstruction of the supposed his
torical facts would have done had scientific historical study vin
dicated it.

Division II

99. Let us now consider the second of the general objections 
to our reconstruction as a whole with which we are to deal in 
this chapter. It may be summarized as follows:

The Twelve do not have any stewardship in the earliest 
Church except perhaps a special guardianship of our Lord’s 
teachings and sayings. Nor are they the same group as the 
Apostles. The Twelve and the Apostles are definitely distin
guished in I Cor. 15; and in numerous other places men not of 
the Twelve are called Apostles. Nor is the Apostolic office prop
erly defined as a responsible authoritative stewardship; but sim
ply as a commission given to the whole group present at the 
final Resurrection appearance to bear witness to the Resurrec
tion and to preach the Gospel. It carried with it only such au
thority or power as that commission necessarily required for its 
fulfillment. An Apostle needed to be one who had seen the 
risen Lord and had a commission from Him to preach the Gos
pel;91 or one who had companied with them all during the min
istry from the baptism of John unto the Ascension, and had been 
a witness of the Resurrection.92

100. Thus argues Dr. Easton. In reply, I shall summarize, 
and then develop a little more fully, my reasons for holding that 
originally “the Twelve” and “the Apostles” are identical groups; 
and that consequently the extended use which we find in a few

80 In this case the historical proposition that “Jesus did not found the 
Church.”
81 I Cor. 9 : Iff.

Acts. 1 :21-22.



passages is to be explained as a later extension of the title alone, 
or of the office and title, to others besides the original Twelve. 
In summary, then:

(1) The tradition in middle New Testament times already 
represents the Apostles as simply being the Twelve, a group al
ready organized and called Apostles before the Passion. It even 
supplies an occasion for their appointment and explains satis
factorily their title.

(2) The extended use is at least as easily explicable on this 
theory as on Dr. Easton’s. Nor is there anything else in the New 
Testament to support the latter or to oppose the former.

(3) There are in fact several points which seem to me to tell 
strongly, if not quite decisively, in favor of the early Christian 
tradition in this matter.

We shall now give briefly the evidence in favor of these 
three main contentions.

101. In Matthew, Mark, and Luke, as well as in Acts 1, Apos
tles are already spoken of before the resurrection appearance on 
which occasion Dr. Easton’s view would see them first consti
tuted as a group. All except Mark definitely identify them with 
the Twelve.93 Luke expressly says that He named them Apos
tles.94 Rev. 21:14 contains the same view. Matthias is chosen 
to replace Judas, one of the Twelve. Yet his office to which he 
is then “elected” is an “Apostleship,” which consequently he did 
not hold before and did hold from that event onwards.

Nor are the Twelve and the Apostles ever distinguished, un
less in I Cor. 15. But here the passage reads just as well (and I 
think much better) on the assumption that they are simply two 
different names for precisely the same group. For (a) the 
change of phrase is easily explicable, as “the Twelve” was the 
more usual title before St. Paul, and designated that group even 
when only ten or less were present. But the next time the 
phrase “ the Twelve” would not have done, for it was desired to 
say “all the Twelve,” i.e. Thomas was present. But the defec
tion of Judas would have made the usage impossible. So there 
was nothing to do but use the other term “Apostles.” And (b) 
it would be very unusual to use the term “all the Apostles” if it 
were just this event which made them Apostles, and by defini
tion neither more nor less than all could have been present. The

93 But surely Mark cannot be interpreted otherwise than as meaning the 
Twelve. Mark 6 :7 -13  is continued in Mark 6 :3 0  without Mark 6 :14-29  
affecting the matter at all. Now in the v. 7 it is “the Twelve” who are 
sent forth and the verb used is apostello; and in v. 30 it is “the Apostles” 
who return. Surely this amounts to an identification.
94 I quote this only to show what the tradition was.



term would be tautological.9”’ Also (c ) if we agree with some 
critics in stopping St. Paul’s quotation96 between these two ex
pressions, then “ all the Apostles” in his own expression. But it 
will then have no significance, for it is not a distinction but sim
ply his usual term. It is such because what he claims is, not to 
be one of the Twelve, but to have received the same office, 
namely Apostleship, which they had received. Hence the term 
“the Twelve” would not suit his purposes, but the term “Apos
tle” would. We add one more consideration before leaving the 
first point. St. Paul, except in this one passage,97 never uses “the 
Twelve;” and conversely St. John never98 uses “ the Apostles.” 
This tells very heavily against these having been two distinct 
groups.

102. (2) The cases of an extended use (certain or possible)
are: (a) Gal. 1, unless James was one of the “Twelve;” (b) 
Romans 16,—Andronicus and Junias; (c) 1 Cor. 9, Paul and 
Barnabas; (d) Acts, 14:14, on the first journey, Paul and Barna
bas; but this may be “apostles99 of the Antiochene Church,” 
though I do not consider this likely; (e ) 2 Cor. 10-13—“those 
supereminent Apostles;” but these also may be “Apostles" of the 
Churches,”—at least they had letters of recommendation from 
other Churches; (f)  1 Thess. 2:6 where Silvanus and Timothy 
seem clearly to be classed as Apostles;100 (g) Rev. 2:2, where 
I see exactly the same situation as in the D idache; and (h) the 
Didache.

Suppose all these cases, or any selection of them, be accepted 
as real examples! They can be explained perfectly well by the 
view that the same Apostolic office was extended to a wider cir
cle after Pentecost, or by the view that it is simply an extended 
use of the term  to cover any very prominent early Christian 
leader. Dr. Easton’s theory that a larger circle was made Apos
tles by the final appearance and commission, and hence that the 
Apostles were not originally identical with the Twelve, is not 
in the least necessary. In fact, this is an understatement. For 
1 Thess. 2:6 seems about as clear as any other case, and it is not

110 It can hardly be interpreted to mean “all whom we now call Apostles” 
for that would have included Matthias whose Apostleship is due not to 
the final appearance but to what is told in Acts 1.
<IB See the next footnote for an explanation.
07 Which is probably a quotation verbatim from a brief pre-Pauline “Creed” 
which he had “received” at his conversion, and hence is not really his 
own word.
88 Unless he wrote the Apocalypse, which seems very unlikely.
80 See Appended Note III.
100 For a fuller discussion of these first six cases see the first two pages of 
Chapter XVIII. The two final cases are discussed later in the same chapter 
pp. 247-249.



explicable on this third view at all. Nor are Rev. 2:2 and the 
Didache. An extension is needed to cover these three cases, 
then; and the same extension will explain the rest. So why com
plicate the situation further by unnecessary theories? But in 
any case there is nothing here to tell against the tradition.
103. (3) Dr. Easton’s theory requires the existence of two
distinct groups, the Twelve and the Apostles, after the Resur
rection and in the early Church, or else a denial of the existence 
at all of a “Twelve.” But the latter view seems hopelessly un
tenable. 1 Cor. 15 alone is, I think, enough to refute it. But all 
the other evidence is also against it; and there is nothing I 
know of in its favor. As to the former view, not only does a 
strong and early tradition deny it101 but the usage pointed out 
in St. Paul and St. John constitutes, when taken together, al
most a conclusive argument from silence against it. And St. 
Paul’s controversial position would have been very different and 
much weaker, and would have required an additional defense, 
if he had not been able to lay claim to being essentially not only 
all that the Apostles were but also all that “the Twelve” were. 
Of course the Matthias episode tells against it. For Matthias is 
chosen to an Apostolate he had not held before, but in which 
he is succeeding Judas, who must consequently have held it. 
But Judas died before the Resurrection, and hence did not ever 
receive the final commission which (according to Dr. Easton’s 
view) was what made them Apostles. Yet it seems clear he had 
been an Apostle; for, in addition to the other reasons, it is al
most impossible that the early Church should have conferred 
this honor upon him gratuitously. Hence again the Apostles are 
a pre-Resurrection group. Finally, 1 Cor. 15 is also adverse to 
it if our interpretation given above is correct.

I had better recall that the view I am defending also in a 
sense makes the Apostles a post-Resurrection phenomenon. 
Their full office of stewardship in the Church was actually con
ferred upon them only after the Crucifixion when the old 
stewards had definitely forfeited their stewardship. It was then 
transferred to the Twelve. But they were an already formed 
group; chosen, trained, and promised the stewardship in ad
vance by the Lord. On the other hand Dr. Easton’s view makes 
them a different group from the Twelve, being simply all those 
who were present at the final post-Resurrection appearance, and 
received the final commission to preach the Gospel. It holds 
that this commission included no authoritative stewardship at all.
104. In view of Dr. Easton’s statement that all six lists or ac
counts of resurrection appearances give an appearance to “all

101 See our discussion a few pages above in this chapter in Section 101.



the Apostles” with the giving of the commission to preach the 
Gospel, I must point out:

(a) In Luke 24:33 it is “the Eleven and them that were with 
them” (and the two from Emmaus) who were present, the 
eleven being especially mentioned. And it is not said that the 
commission is given to all those present; nor that it is what made 
them Apostles. Both the universal scope given it by Luke, and 
the fact that women were probably present, militate against the 
view that Luke meant the former; and Acts 1:2 seems decisive 
as to Luke’s view against the latter. (See the next point).

(b ) Acts 1:2 says “the Apostles whom He had  chosen” were 
the ones to whom He gave the final commandment.102 Acts 
1:15-26 (the appointment of Matthias) is further decisive as to 
Luke’s view that “the Apostles whom He had chosen” were the 
Twelve.

(c ) John  20:24 says “But Thomas, one of the Twelve . . . 
the other disciples therefore, etc.” While others may well have 
been present, yet the mention of the “Twelve” and much that 
occurs earlier in the Gospel such as “you have not chosen me but 
I have chosen you” show that it is a pre-Resurrection group, the 
Twelve, whom John would take as commissioned.

(d) Matthew  distinctly names the Twelve, and mentions no 
others as recipients.

(e) The spurious ending of Mark limits it to the Eleven, and 
is also valuable as an early interpretation of Luke 24.

(f) As to 1 Cor. 15 we have said enough above.
So the statement seems quite unjustified. A theory that there 

has been “ telescoping” in these narratives, with which I agree, 
prevents this from being decisive against Dr. Easton’s view. 
But at least nothing in favor of the latter can be drawn from 
these narratives. What weight they have is against it.
105. So I think we must conclude: we have no sound reason to 
question and every reason to accept the tradition that “the 
Twelve” and “the (original) Apostles” are at first, (about 31 
A.D.) simply two different names for one and the same group.

Division III
106. I must now, with this point settled, return to another 
which I left open in the first paragraph of Sec. 100. We there 
named three possible ways of accounting for the extended use 
of the term “Apostle” in the New Testament:

(1) The way we have just examined and determined to be 
contrary to the evidence; namely, the view that the Apostles 
were originally, from the very beginning, a different group from

102 If one of the earlier commandments is in question here, the argument 
is still clearer.



the Twelve.
(2) The way of regarding the term (when applied to others 

than the Twelve) as simply a title honorifically conferred 
(whether by popular consent or by individual caprice) and not 
involving any real office.

(3) The way of regarding the term as the name of an office 
which the Twelve alone originally held, but which was after
wards extended to others. This extension might take place by 
a simple recognition that Christ had conferred a similar Apos- 
tleship on some one or more besides the Twelve. This seems to 
be the case certainly with St. Paul and most likely with St. 
James, if he is not one of the Twelve. But it might also take 
place by the Apostles ordaining others to share their office with 
them. This seems clearly the case with Timothy; and quite 
likely, although we lack evidence, with Silas, Titus, and the other 
Pauline lieutenants.
107. Now if enough has been said to show that the first of 
these ways is very unlikely, we have only to choose between the 
two remaining ways. Needless to say, there could be numerous 
variations in detail in the precise mode of conceiving either. 
But as two specifically different ways they seem to me to stand 
out as quite clearly distinct from each other. Nor do I see any 
other way at all likely or plausible which does not in the main 
fall under one of these two. I shall first of all give reasons for 
thinking the second way also, like the first one which we have 
already examined, very unlikely. Then secondly we shall see 
that there exist positive reasons for thinking the third way very 
probable if not certain.

The idea that the term “apostle” (as applied to those out
side the Twelve) was a mere honorific title which was con
ferred either by spontaneous popular consent or by individual 
caprice, and which involved no real office103 seems to me very 
improbable for the following reasons:

(1) St. Paul says104 “God placed . . . some Apostles, etc.” 
This seems incompatible with a popular conferring of the title.

(2 ) St. Paul certainly claimed, not a merely honorific title, 
but an office, a stewardship, the same essentially as the Twelve. 
And he claimed it from God, not from man. Obviously the 
Church only recognized  his Apostleship; she did not confer it. 
And he used the term “Apostle” to express it regularly.

(3) There can be “false Apostles.”105 But how could this 
be on the view I am now criticizing? Obviously St. Paul means

103 Somewhat like the popular extension of the term “Doctor,” applied 
today to clergymen who really have no Doctorate.
104 I Cor. 12:28. Compare Eph. 4 :11 .
103 11 Cor. 10-13, Rev. 2 :2 , and the Didache.



more than that they are not worthy of a highly honorific title 
that has been conferred upon them by others.

(4) To attack or to defend one’s Apostleship is incompatible 
with its being a merely honorific title. Yet St. Paul’s Apostle
ship is both attacked by others and he himself defends it; and 
he also seems to attack the Apostleship of some of his Corinthian 
opponents.100

(5) To go about claiming it is again difficult for the theory 
of an honorific title. It would be like claiming the honorary title 
Scholar, or Doctor, or Saint.

(6) Both in the D idache and Rev. 2:2 Apostles are tested and 
their claims either confirmed or denied. This seems quite de
cisive against the theory.

And more could be said. But this seems enough to disprove 
it. If it falls, then the ground seems to be left to the third 
view. And unless some plausible fourth theory can be sug
gested, no reasons of a positive nature are really needed.
108. Nevertheless, such reasons are not lacking:

(1) It is clearly an office that St. Paul claimed, and one of 
Divine appointment.

(2) There is no doubt that such was the case with the 
Twelve, if our arguments above throughout Chapters IV-VIII 
are valid. But also there is no hint that the term is differently 
applied in the cases where we get an extended use, unless 
“Apostles of the Churches”107 is meant in a few cases.

(3) In the Corinthian epistles108 it seems that St. Paul 
claims for himself and Barnabas (and possibly, although it is 
not said, for his lieutenants) the privileges of an Apostle in the 
same sense in which a member of the Twelve had a right to 
those privileges.

(4) Timothy seems to be called an Apostle by the clearest 
implication in I  Thess. 2:6, and according to the Pastorals he 
was ordained by the laying on of St. Paul’s hands. It is very 
unlikely that the author, if not St. Paul, would have made St. 
Paul speak thus if it had not been known to be a fact, as it would 
have been a “dead give away.” And this sets the presumption 
that Titus and Silas were ordained similarly, unless by chance it 
had already been done by some other Apostle before St. Paul 
chose them as his lieutenants.

(5) The regular practice of appointing109 all officers except 
the “pure charismatics” adds to this presumption.

(6) In Rev. 2:2  and the Diclache it seems clearly an office

100 II Cor. 10 :13
107 See Appended Note III.
508 I Cor. 9 :1 -6 .
108 By Ordination, we have good reason to believe, as will be shown in 
Chapter XII.



that is in question; unless, indeed, the Apostles referred to are 
“pure charismatics.” And all we have seen above seems to com
bine to refute this possibility.

(7) The early Church believed the Apostles left successors. 
And if my interpretation of I Clement 44 is correct,110 Clement, 
at a date too early to be mistaken, directly asserts it. Nor can he 
be referring exclusively to Timothy and Titus, though doubtless 
they are in his mind and are included.

It is obvious that the evidence given in proof of this third 
view is in part the same as that given against the second view. 
I have repeated it partly because it is here used as the basis 
of further inferences, and partly to make it clear that the case 
for the third view is not merely a matter of disproving two 
alternative possibilities and then letting the case go to the third 
by default. There is also, as we have seen, in the evidence 
that disproves the alternative views, positive support for the 
view I have accepted as correct.
109. Thus it seems clear that the second objection we have 
considered in this chapter against our reconstruction as a whole 
has broken down completely, as did also the first in the early 
part of this chapter. Not only so, but in the process of refuting 
it, we have seen added reasons of a positive sort which support 
our main reconstruction still further. Thus the net result of 
our consideration is to give both positive and negative support 
to our main reconstruction. It has gained negative support 
from the fact that all the objections of which I am aware which 
I consider serious enough to require our detailed study have 
broken down when cross-examined. It has gained positive sup
port from the fact that (in connection with the first objection) 
our reconstruction dovetails so perfectly into Dr. Easton's well- 
evidenced reconstruction as to how the idea of a separate and 
distinct Christian Church emerged during the first Christian 
century. The fact that Dr. Easton had not seen this when he 
first wrote those articles some twenty-five years ago requires 
no apology in the case of one almost pioneering in his recon
struction. The case for our reconstruction also gains support 
from the evidence just produced in answering the second ob
jection. For that evidence favors the idea that the extension 
of the term “Apostle” to others besides the Twelve was a matter 
of an office (along with its name) having been extended to 
others after having been possessed originally by the Twelve 
only. There are, then, no sufficient critical grounds to question 
our reconstruction in Chapter IV.

110 See pages 422-428.
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Chapter IX

APOSTOLIC SUCCESSION: THE PRINCIPLES INVOLVED

110. I believe we may now accurately claim to have vindi
cated the starting point for the Catholic doctrine of Apostolic 
Succession through Episcopal Ordination. It is that Jesus Christ 
Himself instituted the Christian Apostolate by transferring to 
His Twelve Apostles (minus Judas of course) the same authori
tative stewardship with the tremendous “power of binding and 
loosing” which was admitted to belong already to the old un
faithful stewards who brought about His Crucifixion.

Division I

As the next step in our case, we lay down the proposition 
that the Ministry thus delegated by our Lord to His Apostles 
was delegable in turn by them to others. Our arguments for 
this conclusion are two.
111. First of these is the very nature of the office the earliest 
Apostles held. It was of such a character as to be as perma
nent as the Church itself. Nor was the stewardship of the 
Church of the Old Covenant believed by the contemporaries 
of Jesus to be any less divine in its origin and authority than 
the Ecclesia itself. That Jesus Himself accepted this belief is 
indicated by the parable111 of the wicked husbandmen, in which 
He assumes that God not only planted the vineyard but also 
was the one who let it out to the existing husbandmen. But 
if we lacked direct evidence, we should still be obliged to 
assume that He accepted any part of the main beliefs of con
temporary Judaism which He did not publicly challenge and 
correct. For the very nature of His Messianic Office required 
that He should correct whatever was erroneous in the teaching 
of God’s Church. That was one of the chief elements in the 
Messianic hope, as understood by Him and generally by all.

Even if the conditions under which the Second Person of 
the Blessed Trinity condescended to become Incarnate were, 
as many scholars think, such as to allow Him to be uncertain 
and to have mistaken human anticipations as to the future dura
tion of the world; and even if, as a result, He did not Himself

111 Mk. 12 :1-12 and parallels.



foresee and intend that the Apostles should appoint full suc
cessors to themselves after their deaths, or as their deaths 
approached, because He expected some of them to live until 
the Parousia, that would not affect the validity of our contention 
that the stewardship must be as permanent as the Church 
itself. Whether the Church lasted only a part of a single gen
eration (as Jesus in the opinion of these scholars seems to have 
anticipated), or for many generations, the reasons for its con
tinuing to have its divinely appointed stewards as long as it 
did exist would be exactly the same in either case. If the 
Church, then, outlived the original Apostles, their right and 
duty to provide successors to themselves before their own 
deaths, lest the Church be left stewardless, would be beyond 
reasonable challenge.
112. If this first argument left any doubt, it would be re
moved by our second argument which rests on the fact that 
the Apostles clearly understood that they had the power to 
delegate their Ministry to others, and to delegate it either as 
a whole or only in such part as they thought wise and con
venient. This is proved by the fact that they did just that. They 
certainly would not have done so had they not understood 
that they had the right so to do. Nor can we to-day find any 
other witnesses or authorities who would be in as good a position 
as the Apostles themselves to know what Jesus had done and in
tended. This is true even if we leave entirely out of account 
the inspiration of the Apostles—a thing which it would be ut
terly inconsistent for any Protestant worthy of the name to do. 
If we take their inspiration into account, it becomes even more 
arbitrary and unreasonable to suppose that we can know better 
than they what rights and powers Jesus intended them to have. 
The correctness of their belief is strongly confirmed by the fact 
that their action in this matter was never challenged at all in the 
early church as far as our evidence shows.

Division II

113. Moreover, the evidence shows that no one was ever rec
ognized as holding any office in the early Church unless he was 
known or believed to have been definitely appointed to that 
office, either directly by God Himself, whether Incarnate or un- 
Incarnate, or else mediately  by someone who himself was be
lieved to hold from  God  an office of which one of the functions 
was understood to be the power and right to appoint officers in 
the Church. The evidence will show further that appointment 
through a human agent was always by Ordination by the laying



on of hands, and that this Ordination was believed to be sacra
mental.

114. I shall present in the five following chapters the evidence 
to show that the tour great principles involved in this primitive 
practice were consciously held and consistently acted upon in 
the early Church. Those four principles I shall call for conve
nience and brevity, the theocratic principle, the hierarchical 
principle, the principle that ordination was sacramental, and the 
principle that the right and power to ordain was not unre
stricted. But before I begin this task, I wish first in the present 
chapter to define and explain just what is meant by these four 
principles, and also to show that if they were (as I claim) actu
ally consciously held and consistently acted upon in the primi
tive Church, then the primitive Church held all of the elements 
necessary to justify the later fully developed doctrine of Apos
tolic Succession as held and taught for many centuries by the 
Catholic Church. Nor is it necessary to prove more. For it is 
not requisite, in order for a Catholic doctrine or principle to 
stand vindicated, that it should have been held in a developed 
form, or that all of its logical consequences should have been al
ways acted upon, or even clearly perceived at all; no, nor even 
that it should have been held explicitly at all in the beginning of 
Christianity. It certainly suffices if it can be shown to have been 
implicit in something that was held from the first, or even in 
some practice which was generally authoritative, but of which 
the theological implications were only later and gradually per
ceived.

115. The theocratic principle is that anyone claiming to pos
sess supernatural divine authority or power must have truly re
ceived such authority or power from God Himself, since there 
is no other way in which anyone can have obtained divine au
thority. No one can take such power unto himself. To pretend 
to do so would be an act not only of presumptuous usurpation 
but (because it is God’s authority that is in question) of sacri
lege bordering on blasphemy. That is one reason why invalid 
Orders are such a serious matter. Of course it does not matter 
essentially whether such power or authority is received directly 
from God, or only indirectly and mediately through a man (or 
an authentic chain of men) authorized by God to act for Him in 
the matter. But to accept such powers from one not authorized 
by God to confer them in His Name would be not one whit less 
wrong than to assume them directly for oneself; unless, of course, 
excused by invincible ignorance.

Moreover, even if so excused, the person thus deluded, while 
free of any personal blame or sin in the matter, would still not



really have the powers believed by him to have been received.
Finally, even one who had truly received other and great 

and precious powers from God, and who had received them au
thentically, could not pass them on to others unless the power 
so to do was one of the powers he himself had received from 
God.

This principle is so self-evident that it would stand entirely 
on its own merits, even if it could be shown that the early Church 
had never thought of it. But in fact we shall see below that it 
was fully and consciously understood by them. Any appoint
ment that would fulfill the requirements laid down in this brief 
explanation would be what we shall henceforth call, for the sake 
of brevity and convenience, an appointment “from above.” Any 
appointment not fulfilling it, however made or received, would 
be an appointment “from below.”

116. Now there can be no doubt that both the Apostles and 
other ministers (in the broadest sense of the word ministers) 
were believed in the early Church to possess supernatural di
vine powers or authority or both. Hence no one would, we 
should expect to find, ever be accepted as a true minister (of 
any sort whatsoever) in the early Church unless believed to 
have been appointed or empowered either directly by God Him
self or else to have been appointed by the Apostles themselves 
or by others who were believed to have been authorized by God 
through the Apostles and their authentic successors to appoint 
officers in His Church in His Name and by His authority. Thus 
we would get two distinct classes of ministers in the early 
Church; those appointed directly by God Himself, who nowa
days are commonly called “the charismatics;” and those ap
pointed by God indirectly or mediately through some human but 
duly authorized agent or intermediary. Because the only method 
of indirect appointment of which there is any record in the early 
Church, before the so-called Minor Orders came into being, is 
Ordination by the laying on of hands, these last are usually called 
the “ordained ministry.”112

113 Both of these terms are convenient, and I shall use them in this book 
for that reason with one important change to be explained in this footnote. 
But I would like to call attention at once to one respect in which they are 
likely to be gravely misleading. They might easily deceive the ignorant 
into supposing that only “the charismatics” were conceived by the early 
Church as endowed by God with supernatural charismata or powers, and 
that the “ordained ministers” had only authority but no special super
natural divine charismatic equipment for the functions they had to per
form. This is totally untrue. The “ordained ministry” was held to be 
just as truly “charismatic” as those endowed directly by God. Hence it 
will be best to speak of the latter as “the pure charismatics.” For the 
proofs of this assertion, see the first part of the Essay by Dr. Armitage 
Robinson in Dr. Swete’s collection entitled Essays in the Early History of 
the Church and the Ministry.



The problems raised by “the pure charismatics” will be dis
cussed at some length at later points in this book, especially in 
Chapter XVI. All we need to say at this point is that when any- \ 
one showed sufficiently clear indications of having been author
ized or empowered directly by God, of course no further ap
pointment or ordination would be necessary. There would be / 
only recognition as a rule—perhaps by some such method as “giv
ing the right hand of fellowship,” perhaps sometimes by simply 
allowing the person in question to exercise with the full approval 
of the Church the powers113 God was seen to have bestowed 
upon him. But apart from “the pure charismatics,” no one (as 
far as our records attest) was ever allowed to exercise any min
istry in the early Church except after being appointed mediately 
by God through some duly authorized human ambassador.

Division III

117. This brings us to the second of our four principles men
tioned above, the hierarchical principle. That principle is that 
while the Apostles could and did transmit their office in its en
tirety to some, to others they transmitted only a greater or lesser 
part of that office, and to still others none of it at all. Clearly, 
then, those to whom they transmitted it in its entirety would be 
of essentially the same rank and hold essentially the same office 
as the Apostles themselves, while those who received only a part 
of the permanent, transmissible powers of the Apostles would be 
of a rank, and would hold an office, essentially different from and 
inferior to that of the Apostles. From this there would result a 
graded hierarchy of at least two orders; and of at least three if 
the Apostles transmitted their powers in greater part to some 
than to others. The one or two114 inferior orders of this hier
archy would lack at least some of the powers possessed by the 
highest order. And the powers they lacked would be all except 
those the Apostles had transmitted to them.

113 For the most part the powers recognized to have been given directly 
were powers easy to be seen and identified, such as prophecy, working 
miracles, speaking with tongues, the interpretation of tongues, and such 
like. Others probably involved no sort of public ministry whatsoever, such 
as “giving, showing mercy,” (informal) teaching, etc. But there was no ^  
theoretical reason why even the Apostolate could not be given in a similar 
way. And it is quite possible that Sf. Paul, and perhaps also a few others, 
were"recognized on that Basis. However, I am inclined to think that St. 
Paul- would be conceived as having been a “charismatic” not in this sense, 
but only in the sense in which all the Apostles had been “charismatic”— 
namely, that they had been appointed By Christ Himself directly (and 
not, as far as our evidence shows, by the laying on of hands). If so, the 
appearance to St. Paul on the Damascus road would have been assimilated 
to, if not actually equated with, the odier post-Resurrection appearances.
114 Of course more than two would be possible in the abstract.



This conclusion does not depend in the least on any theory 
that God or Christ instituted all three orders, or told the Apos
tles to do so, or settled by dir ect action or revealed will just: how 
many orders there should be, or just what powers each inferior 
order should and should not have. It depends on the principle 
first explained, coupled with the one now being studied, and is 
a matter of simple common sense and perfectly obvious logic. 
For there is no way to obtain divine powers or authority except 
“from above.” And when they are bestowed “from above” the 
recipient has only what was actually bestowed, and not at all 
any others which might possibly and permissibly have been be
stowed, but in actuality were not. If I were the only possible 
source of money, and I gave only $10 to A and only $5 to B, 
then that is all the money A and B would have respectively, 
despite the obvious fact that I could very easily have given each 
one a different amount had I chosen so to do.

Certain very relevant questions arise at this point. (1) 
Would the distribution of powers originally found among the 
three different orders of the Christian Ministry be immutable, 
or would it be possible to change this distribution later? (2) If 
the reply be in favor of the latter answer, has such a change ac
tually been made? (3) Could any further changes be made to
day? and (4) If so, by what authority? For an attempt to an
swer these questions, see Appended Note IV.113

Division IV

118. / We pass on now to the third of our four principles which 
we claim to have been consciously held, and acted upon, in the 
early Church. The first two were, as we have now explained, 
the theocratic principle and the hierarchical principle. The 
third is that appointment to office was done by means of sacra
mental Ordination. That really amounts to two distinct propo
sitions: (1) that appointment was regularly by Ordination, and 
(2) that Ordination was sacramental. The definition of Ordina
tion is perfectly simple. It was the ceremony of the laying on of 
hands, coupled with suitable prayer. By saying that Ordination 
was sacramental, we mean that the outward and visible cere
mony thus defined not only conferred an office, not only prayed 
for the powers that went with that office, and for God’s charis
mata or grace-gifts for the exercise of those powers and the per
formance of the duties of that office, but that it was believed 
actually to m ediate these gifts. Nor were the charismata con
ferred believed by the early Church to be purely and simply 
those intended to make the ordinand more fit personally for the



sacred office being bestowed upon him. In addition to such 
gifts, he was believed to receive the charismata of every separate 
power he was intended to have in his newly conferred office. 
Of course no one thought in those days of calling these charis
mata given in Ordination by the later Scholastic names of gratia 
gratum faciens and gratia gratis data. But a study of the evi
dence will show, in Chapter XIII, that both of these concep
tions were present at least implicitly in the belief of the early 
Church that ordination was sacramental.

Division V

119. The fourth principle was that the power to ordain, like 
some at least of the other powers of the highest order of the 
Ministry, was not transmitted to all the orders of the Hierarchy, 
and still less was it within the power of the laity, or of the “pure 
charismatics,” unless under the latter head we count someone 
who was recognized to have been “charismatically appointed”110 
by God to the Apostolate, like St. Paul. This principle is not in 
the least invalidated by the existence of some measure of doubt 
as to whether or not mere presbyters ever had the power to or
dain in the primitive Church. If they did, there is every reason 
to believe that they did this because at that time Ordination was 
understood to be one of the functions of their order at the time 
they were ordained to it. When the Church ceased to intend 
that function to be included among those of the presbyterate, 
presbyters ceased117 to ordain. All of the evidence presented in 
this chapter and the five following chapters would lead us to be 
confident of this hypothetical conclusion. Of course, direct evi
dence of it is not available for the simple reason that direct evi
dence of presbyterian Ordination is very scanty and dubious, if 
indeed there is any at all of Ordination by mere presbyters act
ing alone. But in any case it is highly significant that in all the 
pages of more than nineteen centuries of Church history there 
is not a single case which can be alleged with even any prima 
facie plausibility of any deacon having presumed to ordain, or 
even to make an abstract claim to be able to do so. Of course 
the same is true, a fortiori, of laymen.

Division VI

120. When we combine these third and fourth principles with 
the first and second already defined above, we get this very cru
cial result. Every minister, whatever the name of his order,

118 That is, appointed directly.
117 Ceased, that is, on the hypothesis that they had ever done so.



could do only those things which were understood, at the time of 
his ordination, to he functions o f the order to which he was b e
ing ordained, and with the authority and power or charismata to 
perform it was consequently the intention of his ordainer, act
ing for God Incarnate, to equip him by his sacramental Ordina
tion. For, as great as was the emphasis on proper authority and 
due order in the early Church, she never believed that mere au
thorization was all that was necessary for her ministry. Even in 
matters not directly related to the sacraments, she always be
lieved that, in addition to authority, every one who ministered at 
all ( even in the broadest sense of the word minister) did so only 
in virtue of a special charisma equipping him for his particular 
ministry. Thus in the case of an order of ministers, having a 
plurality of duties, Ordination was conceived as conferring a cor
responding plurality of special charismata equipping the ordi- 
nand for the various functions he was to perform. The concep
tion was that of a diversity of gifts of the same Spirit, divided to 
each one according to the functions he was to perform in the 
Church, which was the mystical Body of Christ. Consequently 
only those could validly ordain who had themselves been or
dained to an office of which Ordination was intended to be one 
of the functions at the time that office had been received in their 
own prior ordination. We may express this vitally important 
principle in the conveniently brief and simple formula, ONLY 
THOSE COULD ORDAIN WHO HAD BEEN “ORDAINED 
TO ORDAIN.” The same thing would apply, mutatis mutandis, 
to the Eucharist and all the other sacraments.
121. If these four principles can be shown to have been pres
ent to the mind of the early Church, and all her attested actions 
can be shown to harmonize perfectly with these principles, and 
none to be inconsistent with them, then that will be enough, 
and more than enough, to vindicate the Catholic doctrine of 
Apostolic Succession, without having to raise at all the purely 
historical question as to just how  the full-grown Threefold Min
istry came into being and reached its final form. Of course I do 
not mean that it would be unimportant whether this had been 
done in a way consistent with the four principles we have just 
finished elucidating. What I mean is that, in the absence of suf
ficient evidence to establish with certainty the precise m ethod  
by which it developed, and in view of the impossibility of show
ing any even slightly probable reasons for favoring any particu
lar theory that is in any way inconsistent with these four princi
ples at any point, we would be fully justified118 in concluding 
that, whatever the precise historical details may have been, the

118 On the condition stated in the first sentence of this paragraph!



facts would have been in conformity with these four principles, 
and not inconsistent with them.
122. The theory of the origin of the Threefold Ministry main
tained in Part III of this book will be seen to be clearly in com
plete accord with these principles. But if, despite the argu
ments of Part III, one still holds that Lightfoot’s theory of “ele
vation out of the presbyterate” is historically more probable, 
that will not undermine the contention of the preceding para
graph. For that theory of the origin of the Episcopate can as 
easily be stated in a way consistent with these four principles as 
in a way inconsistent with them. Thus the acceptance of these 
principles in the early Church would give us sound and suffi
cient119 reason for preferring the form of the theory which is in 
harmony with the principles held by the Church while the de
velopment was going on.
123. In fact, even if it could be securely established ( as I com
pletely deny) that mere presbyters once had the right to ordain, 
that would not be inconsistent with these four principles. It 
would require us to conclude only that the Apostolic Succession 
could be transmitted by presbyters as well as by monarchical 
Bishops. It would not require us to conclude that the whole 
conception of Apostolic Succession is mistaken. Nor would 
even this revision of our present doctrine be required unless, in 
addition to proving that mere presbyters once had the power to 
ordain, it could be maintained successfully that the original 
powers of the presbyterate had been inalienable. But we shall 
see in Appended Note IV Sec. B how the very assertion of this 
latter120 contention greatly augments the already serious histori
cal difficulties under which (as we shall see in Part IV of this 
book) the former120 labors.
124. It remains, then, to show only that all four of these crucial 
principles are sufficiently attested in the early Church. I shall 
present the evidence for the theocratic principle in Chapter X; 
for the hierarchical principle in Chapter in XI; that m ediate di
vine appointment was regularly by Ordination in Chapter XII; 
that Ordination was believed to be sacramental in Chapter XIII; 
and in Chapter XIV that the ministry of Ordination was re
stricted to some and not entrusted to all Christians indiscrimi
nately in the early Church.

110 Especially in the absence of one single particle of evidence favoring 
the alternative form of the theory.
120 Moreover, if shown with probability only, it would leave the validity of 
presbyterian ordinations doubtful, and hence would require at least con
ditional “reordination” as a pre-condition to Christian unity with those 
whose orders rest on a succession of ordinations by mere presbyters in and 
after the sixteenth century.



Chapter X

THE THEOCRATIC PRINCIPLE

125. It is important to emphasize, as determining the a priori 
probabilities in the case, that the pre-Christian Jewish Church, 
the Church under the Old Covenant, was explicitly and generally 
believed to be a theocratic Church, deriving its authority, its 
laws, its stewards, and even its very existence from direct divine 
appointment. Its priesthood was believed to have been explic
itly instituted by God, and it was only an echo of Jewish con
ceptions when the author of H ebrews says, “No man taketh the 
honor unto himself but when he is called of God, even as was 
Aaron.”121 Its presbyters were believed to hold authority by a 
succession reaching all the way back to Joshua and Moses, who 
had in turn been instructed by God to do as they had done in 
originating and authorizing and continuing these presbyters.

It matters not at all, for our present purposes, that modern 
biblical criticism would challenge the historicity of most if not 
all of this, and with good reason so far as concerns the supposed 
strict historicity of the aetiological narratives which these con
ceptions had quite early produced. All that matters for our 
present purposes is that these conceptions were generally ac
cepted in pre-Christian Judaism. This makes it antecedently 
probable that the earliest Christians, being themselves all Jews, 
would share these conceptions unless their Messiah had chal
lenged them.
126. But, far from having challenged them, Jesus Himself 
seems to have shared them to the full. This conclusion is cer
tain if one concedes the authenticity and historical genuineness 
of the sayings attributed to the historical Jesus, and used above 
in Division I of Chapter IV. For instance, if He really spoke of 
the Church as “My122 Church,” it was His because He was 
God’s Messiah, God’s supreme agent of all ages, and the Church 
was God’s. Again, if He told the parable of the wicked husband
men, He implied thereby that God was the one who had planted 
the vineyard (which in that parable-allegory must be the Jewish 
Church) and appointed its existing stewards. The same theo
cratic conceptions underlie, though not quite so clearly, the para
bles of the tares, the drag-net, and the man without the wedding

121 Hebrews 5 :4 .
122 Mt. 16:17-19.



garment. For in every case, if we grant (as seems clear) that 
the point is the admixture of good and evil men in the Church, 
the parable is also an allegory, and God alone can be taken as 
“the man that sowed good seed,” and as the owner of the drag
net, and as the king who made the marriage feast. Likewise, 
these same conceptions underlie the parable of the good and bad 
stewards. Theocratic conceptions are involved also in the say
ings conferring the tremendous “power of binding and loosing” 
on the Apostles, or promising it to them. All of these sayings I 
believe to be substantially historical. The very fact that Jesus 
claimed to be God’s Messiah, and said that He had not come 
“to destroy the Law and the Prophets, but to fulfill them” would 
seem to carry along with it the conclusion that He would have 
almost certainly accepted the theocratic conception of the con
temporary Church and her stewards. Indeed, this inference 
would be proved almost conclusively if, as most scholars now 
hold, Jesus did not know anything about modern biblical criti
cism. For only one who doubted the historicity of the passages 
in the Old Testament on which the contemporary conceptions of 
the pre-Christian Jewish Church rested could reasonably be sup
posed to have any possible doubts at all on the point. As long 
as the Old Testament was believed to be strictly historical 
throughout, it was too clear to leave any room for doubt about 
the matter.

Division I

127. But even if one insists on disputing the historicity, as 
genuine utterances of Jesus Himself, of the sayings used as His 
in the preceding paragraph, they would certainly show at least 
what the early Church believed to have been His mind on the 
subject. Nor would it make any crucial difference from the an
gle of our present investigation123 whether the early Christians 
were right or wrong in thus understanding His position and 
teaching on such a point. It would be what they thought He 
had said (whether He really said it or not) which would deter
mine what those would believe who unfeignedly and unre
servedly accepted His teaching as being “from God.” Conse
quently, it is legitimate to add to the above sayings which I be
lieve to be historical, others that are more doubtful, and even in 
some cases almost certainly unhistorical.
128. One such logion is “You have not chosen Me, but I have 
chosen you.”124 Another is, “As the Father hath sent me, even

123 Which is to ascertain whether theocratic conceptions were axiomatic 
to the early Christians.
124 John 15:16.



so send I you.”125 The commission to St. Peter to “Feed my 
sheep . . . my lambs” also involves the idea of the delegation of 
divine authority “from above” since it is God’s Messiah who is 
speaking.126 Nor are such passages confined to the Fourth Gos
pel. In Matt. 28:18-19 we read, “All authority is given unto Me 
in heaven and on earth; go ye therefore etc.” Here His author
ity is made the source and basis of theirs. In Luke 24:49 we 
read, “Behold I send forth the promise of My Father upon you; 
but tarry ye in the city until ye be clothed with power from on 
high.” And in the light of the perfectly clear theocratic impli
cations of that passage, we must understand similarly Acts 1:4-5 
where we read, “(Jesus) charged them not to depart from Jeru
salem, but to wait for the promise of the Father, which ye heard 
from Me: for . . .  ye shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit not 
many days hence.” Nor are such conceptions confined to post- 
Resurrection passages. In Mt. 10:40 we read, “He that receiveth 
you receiveth Me, and he that receiveth Me receiveth Him that 
sent Me.”

Clearly, then, if by any chance the historical Jesus did not 
share127 these theocratic conceptions, at least very many of our 
earliest writers and sources thought He had done so. Nor, for 
the purposes of the present chapter, do we need more. The 
passages we have used show that the First Evangelist, St. Mark, 
St. Luke, St. John, and the author of Q all agree in attributing 
such conceptions to Jesus.
129. Since, then, pre-Christian Judaism held such theocratic 
conceptions as an article of its Faith; and since Jesus was at 
least believed by His first followers ( almost certainly rightly) to 
have shared them and to have given expression to them; and 
since the earliest Christians were all Jews, there is a quite over
whelming antecedent probability that such conceptions would 
be an article of the Faith of the early Christians also. The ac
tual concrete evidence will show us how well founded this a 
priori expectation is. Let us collect this evidence at once.
130. I wish to point out first of all certain important facts of 
a general sort for which, just because they are so general, it is 
not necessary to produce chapter and verse. There is, I think, 
no doubt whatsoever that the early Church held with a consen
tient mind and voice that Jesus was the true Messiah—and more 
than the Messiah—and hence was from God; that the Apostles 
were from Jesus; and that the primitive hierarchy128 was origi
nally from the Apostles. Right there we have the theocratic

125 John 20:21b.
126 John 2 1 :1 6 :1 7 .
127 I have maintained that He did in Chapters IV-VIII above.
128 Whether two-fold or three-fold in the particular local Church.



principle in concentrated form. It is in concrete form rather 
than expressed as an abstract principle. But nevertheless it 
points very strongly to the general acceptance of the theocratic 
principle in the early Church. Let us add to these general facts 
the detailed texts which show clearly that these conceptions 
were quite axiomatic to the early Christian.
131. To begin with, there are two passages which give to 
these ideas the most clear and most general expression that could 
well be imagined. In Heb. 5:4, as used once already above, we 
read, ‘‘No man taketh the honor (i. e., of the Priesthood) unto 
himself but when he is called of God, as was Aaron.” Again, in 
Heb. 7:7 we read, “But without any dispute tli% less is blessed 
of the better.”
132. Then next, in John  19:11, Jesus is represented as saying, 
“Thou wouldest have no power at all against me, except it were 
given thee from  above.” In Romans 13:1-7 we find a much fuller 
assertion of the same principle, as we read, “Let every soul be 
subject to the higher powers: for there is no power but o f God; 
and the powers that be are ordained o f God. Therefore, he that 
resisteth the power resisteth the ordinance of God . . . for he is 
a minister of God (twice over in the same verse and a third 
time after skipping a verse) . . . Wherefore, ye must needs be in 
subjection, not only because of the wrath, but also for con
science’s sake.” Moreover, in the light of this clear teaching, we 
are probably right in finding the same conceptions underlying 
the exhortation in I Peter 2:13 and 17 where we read, “Be sub
ject to every ordinance of man for the Lord’s sake . . . Honor all 
men. Love the brotherhood. Fear God. Honor the king.” Since 
that king would be Nero if I Peter is genuinely Petrine (as I be
lieve ) and Domitian if we prefer the 93 a. d. date, it seems clear 
that only some such doctrine as that set forth by St. Paul can ad
equately account for this exhortation. They were not to be hon
ored for their own nobility of character, we may be sure. In 
fact, the same doctrine is probably to be read between the lines 
in our Lord’s famous saying, “Render therefore unto Caesar the 
things that are Caesar’s.” Nor can there be much doubt that it 
underlies all the many exhortations in the New Testament to 
honor and obey the civil authority. Of course all of these pas
sages apply to the civil authority rather than ecclesiastical. But 
as it is a principle that is at stake, the precise point to which it 
is applied does not much matter. In fact, we may be sure that 
if the theocratic principle was held to apply to the civil author
ity, it would apply a fortiori to the Church and her stewards.
133. St. Paul’s insistence that he was an Apostle neither of 
men nor through men is probably a reflection of the underlying 
premise that if he were the former he would be a false Apostle;



and that he might be thought to be in some way subject to those 
who had made him an Apostle if he were an Apostle through 
men. In other words, the theocratic principle is axiomatic to 
him. There are many passages in his writings which, while they 
do not directly express this principle, take it for granted as a 
“suppressed premise.”

One passage in St. Paul deserves special attention. In Gal. 
2:7-8 we read, “When they saw that I had been entrusted with 
the Gospel of the uncircumcision even as Peter with the Gospel 
of the circumcision (for He that wrought for Peter unto the 
apostleship of the circumcision wrought for me also unto the 
Gentiles) etc.” <?Here the point of holding the Apostleship from 
God or Christ is assumed to be necessary and decisive. The 
same point is often in St. Paul’s mind when he alludes elsewhere 
to his divine appointment, and when he tells the story (as Acts 
would lead us to believe he often did) of the appearance of our 
Lord to him on the road to Damascus.
134. In Acts 1 Matthias is chosen to fill a vacancy in a group 
of twelve supposed to have had the Apostleship bestowed upon 
them by Jesus Himself, God’s Messiah. The choice by the rather 
surprising method of “the lot” is conceived as simply indicating 
which one of the two candidates God Himself has chosen. Thus 
we have here direct divine choice for an already divinely insti
tuted office. Some may feel that the method used was super
stitious. But such a judgment should not blind us to the theo
cratic implications of the narrative as a whole.

Acts 20:28 speaks of the Holy Spirit having made the Ephe
sian presbyters bishops in the Church of God. Here again the 
point of delegated divine authority is as clear as day.
135. Of course all the passages produced above as showing 
that the early Church believed  that Jesus Himself had taught 
theocratic conceptions are indirect evidence of the same concep
tions having been held generally in the early Church. This is 
true whether or not they be genuine historical utterances of 
Jesus. In fact, paradoxical though it may sound at first sight, 
the sayings attributed to Jesus in the New Testament probably 
give even stronger evidence of the beliefs of the early Christians 
when unhistorical than when historical. For if historical, there 
is always at least a faint possibility that a particular saying might 
have been neglected, overlooked, or forgotten by many, or even 
by all except the writer who was in the first place responsible 
for its preservation in written form. But an unhistorical logion 
can hardly be accounted for except as reading back into the 
mind of the historical Jesus something which the early Church 
accepted with enough unanimity not only to make it plausible 
for somebody to attribute the logion in question* to Jesus Him
self, but also to cause it to gain general acceptance as His, once



someone had so mistakenly attributed it. On the other hand, 
the early Church would not have thought of preserving a say
ing which it believed to be authentic, and a genuine utterance 
of Jesus, without at the same time accepting the teaching and 
implications of that saying, as far as they remembered and un
derstood it. Thus both classes of sayings, historical and unhis
torical, are weighty evidence of the beliefs of the early Church.
136. To pass beyond the New Testament, I  Clement is prob
ably the earliest extant Christian document that failed finally to 
win a place in the Canon. This writer, who was probably some
where around 65 years of age when he wrote the epistle about 
95 a . d ., must as a logical consequence have been over thirty 
years of age when St. Peter and St. Paul were last in Rome. The 
probability is very great that he. was already a Christian at that 
time, and must have known and heard them. He gives us what 
is perhaps the fullest and clearest expression of the vital theo
cratic principle in early Christian literature. I shall quote from 
it in a moment. But he is only saying fully and clearly what 
they all believed and assumed as axiomatic every time they had 
occasion to refer to the subject. He says:

“We ought to do in order all things which the Master com
manded us to perform at appointed times. He commanded us 
to celebrate sacrifices and services, . . .  at fixed times and hours. 
He Himself has fixed by His supreme will the places and per
sons whom he desires for these celebrations. So then those who 
offer their oblations at the appointed seasons are acceptable and 
blessed, for they follow the laws of the Master and do no sin. 
For to the High Priest his proper ministrations are allotted, and 
to the priests the proper place has been appointed, and on Le- 
vites their proper services have been imposed. The layman is 
bound by the layman’s ordinances. (X L )

“Let each one of you, brethren, be well pleasing to God in 
his own rank, and have a good conscience, not transgressing the 
appointed rules o f his ministration. (X L I)

“The Apostles received the Gospel for us from our Lord 
Jesus Christ. Jesus the Christ was sent from God. Christ there
fore is from God and the Apostles from Christ. In both ways, 
then, they were in accordance with the appointed order of God’s 
will. Having received, therefore, their commands . . . they 
preached from district to district and from city to city, and they 
appointed their first converts . . .  to be bishops and deacons of 
the future believers. (X L II)

“And what wonder is it if those who were in Christ, and were 
entrusted by God with such a duty appointed the aforemen
tioned? Since the blessed Moses (he then cites the example of 
Moses at some length, especially in regard to the Old Testament 
disputes about the priesthood. Then he proceeds as follows) 
(X L III)



“Our Apostles knew also through our Lord Jesus Christ that 
there would be strife for the title of a bishop. For this cause, 
therefore, having received perfect foreknowledge, they ap
pointed the aforementioned, and afterwards added the codicil 
that if they should fall asleep, other approved men should suc
ceed to their ministry. We consider, therefore, that it is not just 
to remove from their ministry those who were appointed by 
them, or later by other eminent men, etc.” (XLIV)

Clement’s argument seems to be that the bishops who have 
been deposed by the rebels at Corinth were, like all bishops and 
deacons, from the Apostles or others duly authorized by them to 
appoint bishops, that the Apostles were from Christ, and Christ 
from God. They have served blamelessly, as he adds in the lat
ter part of XLIV, not quoted above. Hence they cannot rightly 
be removed. It seems clear also from the extracts given just 
above from XL and XLI that Clement would treat as invalid any 
ministrations outside those duly given to any particular rank or 
order of the ministry. Hence he would reject any ordination by 
one not “ordained to ordain.” The whole theocratic principle is 
here magnificently stated, and treated as axiomatic, and as prov
able from Scripture, and as a secure premise with rebellious 
Corinthians. I urge the reader to read, mark, learn, and in
wardly digest this very remarkable and crucially important pas
sage. It raises not a few problems to which we shall have to 
return later in this book. But it raises no problems at all in so 
far as it is used as evidence of the theocratic principle.
137. We find a brief but clear expression of the same principle 
in Ignatius. He says in Eph. 6:1, “Every one whom the master 
of the house sends ought to be received as him who sent him. 
Clearly therefore we must regard the Bishop as the Lord Him
self.” And a bit earlier, in Eph. 3:2, we read, “Jesus Christ is 
the will (gnom e) of the Father, even as the Bishops, who have 
been appointed throughout the world ( kata ta perata ) are by 
the will of Jesus Christ.” Other less clear passages to the same 
general effect could be produced in considerable number. We 
cannot fail to note the exact equivalence, in substance, between 
the teaching of St. Clement and St. Ignatius.
138. Now we have passed in review the main texts which at
test the presence and prevalence of the theocratic principle in 
the early Church. In times later than St. Ignatius we find many 
writers giving expression to the same principle, and some who 
just happen to say nothing at all on the subject. But in no sin
gle case, so far as I am aware, can any sort of dissent be found. 
We shall now complete our statement of the case by citing the 
evidence which shows that such appointments to office as are 
attested at all in the early Church all accord perfectly with the 
theocratic principle.



Division II
139. The Apostles ordained the Seven in Acts 6; St. Paul and 
St. Barnabas, who are called129 Apostles, appoint the presbyters 
in the South Galatian Churches, as described in Acts 14:23; and 
St. Paul is represented as having ordained St. Timothy in 11 Tim. 
1:6. All of these are obviously ordinations (or at least appoint
ments) “from above.” St. Timothy and St. Titus are instructed 
to ordain presbyters, which clearly implies that their office was 
one involving the power to ordain. Moreover, St. Timothy is 
called an Apostle by implication in l Thess. 2:6 and St. Titus is 
presumably of the same rank. Both would seem to have been 
deutero-Apostles.130 So these, too, would be ordinations “from 
above.” The appointments attested by St. Clement in the long 
passage quoted in part above would clearly be appointments 
“from above” in so far as they were by the Apostles. As to those 
made by “other eminent men,” if these were, as I shall maintain 
in a later chapter, deutero-Apostles, i.e., direct and full succes
sors to the Apostles themselves, of course the same will be true. 
But even if they be collegiate bishops, which I shall endeavor in 
Part III of this book to show is improbable, there is in that case 
still no good reason to doubt that they ordained their own suc
cessors because they had been authorized to do so in the “codi
cil” which St. Clement tells us the Apostles afterwards added.
140. The only remaining passage that might be urged as a 
plausible violation of our principle is I Tim. 4:14 where Timo
thy’s ordination131 is referred to as having been by “the laying 
on of the hands of the presbytery.” But it is very improbable that 
this is a real exception. I am inclined to think that “the presby
tery” would be St. Paul (and possibly or probably St. Barnabas) 
plus the college of bishops, plus (possibly but improbably) the 
deacons. If so, it is at least possible to interpret the whole ordi
nation as like that attested in The Apostolic Tradition of St. Hip- 
polytus, where we are explicitly told that when the (mere) pres
byters join in the laying on of hands in the ordination of a new 
presbyter, they are not really ordaining, but only sealing. I 
shall give in Part IV what seem to me strong reasons for accept
ing this view of I Tim. 4:14.

But even if this view be incorrect, and in that case mere pres
byters did at one time have the power to ordain, that will not be 
inconsistent with the principle of Ordination “from above.” It 
would be inconsistent only if they ordained without holding an 
office of which ordination was understood to be one of the proper 
functions. And if presbyters ever did ordain, which seems to me 120

120 Acts 14:14.
130 On this term see Chapter XVIII.
131 Or one of them, if he had two, as I am inclined to think.



improbable for reasons to be given in Part IV of this book, there 
would be no reason at all for supposing that they did it in trans
gression of the appointed limits of their office. The text does not 
exclude such a possibility. But it does not give it any shadow of 
support. And the prevalence of the theocratic principle in the 
early Church would be sufficient reason for supposing that such 
a practice, if it existed at all, would be in harmony with that 
principle, and not in violation of it. Moreover, if presbyters did 
have the power to ordain, in that case it is quite possible, and 
even probable, that some of the presbyters who had been un
justly deposed at Corinth would have been ordained by such 
presbyters (i.e., by collegiate bishops) and not all by Apostles, 
deutero-Apostles, or early monarchical Bishops. But in that 
case, the whole course and tenor of St. Clement’s argument 
would go to assure us that such was one of the proper and nor
mal functions of their office. So we conclude that it is not at all 
clear that mere presbyters ever ordained in the early Church; 
but that, if they ever did so, such ordinations were also ordina
tions “from above.”
141. Of course if the D idache really attests Ordination by the 
congregation or appointment by the congregation without any 
ordination at all, we would have in the former case Ordination 
“from below” and in the latter case appointment “from below” 
plus in addition evidence that appointment to Major Orders was 
not always by ordination.132 But we shall see later, when we 
study the alleged evidence in favor of some Congregational pol
ity in the early Church, that the evidence for either of these 
conclusions breaks down completely. Thus there is no single at
tested case of any ordination or appointment “from below.”
142. It is true that the direct evidence for Ordination “from 
above” is not very plentiful. But that is because the evidence 
for any kind of Ordination whatsoever is not very plentiful, and 
some of the little there is does not happen to throw any light on 
the issue we are now considering. Whether any negative infer
ences can legitimately be drawn from the scantiness of the evi
dence for Ordination will be considered at length in Division 
VI of Chapter XII. But if so, they will be inferences that Or
dination was not always used. They will not be inferences that 
when it was used it was ever “from below.”
143. Thus it seems right to say that the theocratic principle is 
very strongly attested in the primitive Church, both in theory 
and in practice, and that there is no dissent in theory, nor in
consistency in practice so far as our records go. We may thus 
consider the first of our four principles securely established.
132 Even, that is, when there was not believed to have been direct appoint
ment by God.



THE HIERARCHICAL PRINCIPLE

144. Let us now collect the extant evidence that the hierarchi
cal prinicple was understood and acted upon in the early Church.

Division I

Let us begin with the obvious fact that the conception of a 
hierarchy would be entirely familiar to the early Christians be
cause the first of these were Jews, and the Jews had a hierarchy 
of their own, composed of the three graded orders or ranks of 
High Priest, Priest, and Levite. If we can imagine any Jewish- 
Christian who could possibly have been ignorant of this fact 
from his own personal experience and fund of general knowl
edge, he would have discovered it as soon as he read his Bible133 
which he would have been fairly certain to do as a Christian even 
if he had not read it before his conversion. Nor, with their un
critical view of their Bible, could they have had any possible 
doubt about the divine arrangement of this hierarchy, and so 
of its rightfulness and authoritativeness.

This was reinforced by the episode134 of Korah which was 
well known to the early Christians. It would cover not only any 
case of a layman presuming to “take this honor unto himself” 
without being called of God, but also any case of a Levite as
suming the prerogatives of the priesthood or High Priesthood. 
Jude133 and I Clement1ZG both actually mention the Korah inci
dent.
145. Only one early Christian writer had any occasion to give 
clear and detailed expression to the hierarchial principle. That 
was Clement of Rome in Chapters XL-XLI of his Epistle to the 
Corinthians of which the chief relevant excerpts were given 
above. But his testimony is quite clear. Nor shall we be wrong 
if we find the same general principle underlying what St. Paul 
says about the diversity of gifts of the same Spirit to different in
dividuals or groups or classes in the mystical Body of Christ, 
which is the Church. There can be no doubt that for St. Paul 
some men have gifts which others do not have; nor that some of

133 The Old Testament was of course all he had.
134 See Numbers 16:1-35.
13E Judp 11
138 l  Clem. 4 :1 2 ; also 51:3-4.



these gifts are to be more esteemed than others; nor that in some 
cases at least these gifts had been mediated by sacramental 
means. I shall give later in Part III, Chapter XVII my reasons for 
concluding that even as early as the date at which he wrote 1 
Corinthians he had already instituted two classes of regular lo
cal officials in all or most of the Churches he had helped to 
found, and that these were the same officials who soon came to 
be called bishops and deacons. I shall also give in Chapter XII 
my reasons for holding that Ordination by the laying on of hands 
was practiced from the first as the means of appointing these 
officials. Now if we read his teaching about the diversity of 
gifts in the Body of Christ in the light of these two conclusions, 
and also of what was said just above about some gifts being 
greater than others, and about some lacking the greater gifts and 
having only the lesser, we shall find here the hierarchical prin
ciple at least implied and underlying what he says, though not 
to be sure explicit and on the surface.

*

Division II

146. But, if, for simple lack of occasion to discuss it, we find 
few expressions, in words, of the hierarchical principle, we shall 
nevertheless find it expressed in action from very early times, 
and in a variety of ways and places. First of all, let us observe 
that even among the “pure charismatics” there is found at times 
a sort of hierarchy. Nor is this irrelevant to our investigation. 
For the principle is not dependent on whether the charismata 
possessed were received directly from God or by Ordination. 
All that is essentially involved is that some had powers or char
ismata which others did not have, and that their charismata 
could be arranged in some sort of order of greatness or impor
tance or esteem. Nor does a hierarchy have to consist of three 
orders or ranks. Two are all that we need in order to have a 
hierarchy.

Now we several times get Apostles and prophets bracketed, 
and there can be no doubt at all that Apostles are greater than 
prophets. We find them mentioned together in I Cor. 12:28 
where we read, “God hath set some in the Church, first apostles, 
secondly prophets, thirdly teachers, then miracles (or powers) 
etc.” Again in Ephes. 2:20 we read, “. . . being built upon the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets etc.” Later in Ephes. 
4:11 we find, “And He gave some apostles, and some prophets, 
and some evangelists, and some pastors and teachers etc.” Once 
more we find in D idache XI.3, “And concerning the Apostles and 
prophets, act thus etc.”
147. But of course the main hierarchy is, in early times, Apos-



ties, bishops (collegiate), and deacons; and by the middle of 
the second century the hierarchy that was destined to be per
manent in the Catholic Church—Bishops (monarchical), presby
ters, and deacons. Both of these are well attested. In addition, 
we sometimes get only bishops (collegiate) and deacons in the 
local Church. Finally, in the Epistle of Polycarp, after the Ig- 
natian terminology has come into use, we run into “presbyters 
and deacons.”

I shall list not only the passages in which the two or three or
ders are mentioned in hierarchical order, but also the evidence of 
cases in which we can be reasonably certain on direct evidence 
that some sort of hierarchy existed, even though it is not ex
pressly named.

In Acts 6 we have mentioned Apostles and “the Seven.” This 
at once gives us some sort of a hierarchy. It is true that we can
not be certain whether “the Seven” were deacons (as I think) or 
presbyters. But in either case they will be of lower rank than 
Apostles, so we shall have a hierarchy of two orders.

If the seven are deacons, then Acts, when taken as a whole, 
attests Apostles, presbyters, and deacons. If not, it still attests a 
hierarchy of Apostles and presbyters. The bishops mentioned 
in Acts 20:28 are collegiate bishops, so they add nothing to the 
hierarchy already attested, but only to the nomenclature of it.

In the Jerusalem Church we find in Acts 21:18, “Paul went 
in with us unto James; and all the presbyters were present.” Now 
we know from Gal. 1:19 that St. James was classed as an Apostle, 
for we read there, “Other of the Apostles saw I none, save James 
the Lord’s brother.” The fact that he was rated as one of the 
three “pillars” confirms this decisively. Hence we have in the 
local Jerusalem Church at least a two-order hierarchy. If there 
were deacons there at that time, as seems to me very probable, it 
would be a three-order hierarchy in a local Church—the first on 
record.

In Philippians 1:1-2 we find greetings sent to “bishops (col
legiate) and deacons” by St. Paul. That gives us a two-order 
hierarchy in the local Church, and a three-order hierarchy in 
the Church as a whole.

In the Pastorals, we find bishops and deacons definitely at
tested as the normal ministry in every local Church. Thus we 
have a two-order local hierarchy, and the same one which we 
found clearly at Philippi and also in Acts if “the Seven” were 
deacons. I shall give reasons later in this book for thinking it 
probable that the term presbyter was a generic term like our 
term “minister” or “clergyman” nowadays. If this be correct, we 
might have to understand “presbyters” to mean not just “bishops” 
(collegiate) but “bishops (collegiate again) and deacons.” I



shall give rather fully in a later chapter in Part III on The Two
fold  Local Ministry the reasons which lead me to believe that 
this same two-fold hierarchy of “bishops and deacons” was in
stituted by the Apostles everywhere they founded Churches.

In I Peter 5:1-5 we find men whom for the present we may 
describe (subject to later correction to avoid misunderstanding) 
as presbyter-bishops. They are called presbyters but the very 
verb from which the noun bishop comes is also applied to them. 
We also have the letter written by (or else, as I think far less 
likely, written pseudonymously in the name of) the Apostle, St. 
Peter. This gives us at least a two-fold hierarchy in the whole 
Church—Apostles and presbyter-bishops. It might be argued 
that since St. Peter calls himself a fellow-presbyter, presbyters 
and Apostles were only one order, and that therefore we have no 
hierarchy here. I shall show cause later in this book to reject 
this contention decisively. It cannot be considered adequately 
at this point without taking us too far afield. Unless this plea be 
sound, we have both here and in the Pastorals a hierarchy in the 
Church at large of Apostles and presbyters. That is another way 
of saying Apostles, bishops (collegiate), and deacons (if pres
byters =  bishops +  deacons, as suggested above) for the 
Church at large and of bishops and deacons for the local Church.
148. Passing outside the New Testament we find the local two
fold hierarchy of bishops and deacons attested in I Clement and 
the D idache with indisputable clarity, and quite possibly also in 
Hermas. The doubt about Hernias arises from uncertainty as to 
whether the bishops he mentions are monarchical or collegiate. 
If we date Hermas about 145 a . d . they will almost certainly be 
monarchical Bishops. If, on the other hand we date it as con
temporary with St. Clement, they will have to be collegiate 
bishops. On the former alternative we shall probably be cor
rect in seeing in the hierarchy of bishops, teachers, and deacons, 
which he mentions twice over in one passage, the same three
fold hierarchy we shall soon notice in Ignatius, only in a pre-Ig- 
natian state of terminology. If the Clementine date is preferred, 
the teachers mentioned will probably have to be “pure charis- 
matics” who have fallen below the collegiate bishops in esteem 
after having ranked above them at an earlier date. But of 
course other interpretations are not impossible. On the theory 
of the later date we shall have to suppose that the Apostles are 
all dead, and very probably the deutero-Apostles as well; and 
we shall find a three-fold hierarchy in the local Churches. On 
the theory of the earlier date we shall have in all three sources 
a two-fold hierarchy in most local Churches, and a three-fold 
hierarchy in the Church at large. A three-fold hierarchy at 
Rome is not excluded by either Hermas or I Clement, I hope to



show later, in Part III of this book; and other evidence as to the 
actual position of St. Clement will, I hold, make that interpreta
tion not only possible but correct.
149. Finally, we come to Ignatius. Not only does he show 
many local Churches already in possession of the three-fold 
hierarchy of Bishop, presbyters, and deacons, but he asserts 
that these Bishops (certainly the latest member of the triad to 
develop generally) are established to the farthest corners of the 
world, and that without this three-fold hierarchy no Church is 
entitled to the name. His whole attitude toward Episcopacy 
implies either (1) an already long history for it, or else (2) a 
more recent but highly authoritative origin lying in the range of 
his own knowledge; or possibly, in part, both. The evidence 
seems to indicate that in all places for which testimony is avail
able this same belief prevailed by c. 150 a.d. and in all probabil
ity earlier. As we shall see in Part III of this book, there is no evi
dence to force us to reject the testimony of Ignatius himself as * 
to the universality of Episcopacy except a minimizing interpre
tation of the pre-Ignatian evidence. Such an interpretation is 
fostered in considerable part by the confused state of the early 
terminology. But such a difference in terminology need not at 
all involve an equivalent difference in the things represented by 
the variant terms.

In the light of the Ignatian evidence and the early and strong 
tradition that we just mentioned as supporting it, we must find 
a three-fold hierarchy at least at Ephesus, and in a sense in Asia 
Minor as a whole, from well before the death of John the Pres
byter. I believe “the Presbyter” to have been one and the same 
person as John the Apostle and Beloved Disciple. But in any 
case, he is clearly of at least equal rank and certainly of higher 
prestige than Diotrephes; and the latter is, as we shall see in 
Part III, in all probability, one of the earliest monarchical Bish
ops on record—perhaps before the name had come to be applied 
to the single head of a local Church. Since there can be little 
if any doubt that the two-fold local hierarchy of bishops (col
legiate) and deacons was and by that time had been firmly es
tablished throughout Asia Minor, we got the picture of a mon
archical Bishop in the Church of Diotrephes—Diotrephes him
self—at the head of two lower orders of bishops and deacons. 
That gives us in essence, if not yet in name, the same hierarchy 
we find some twenty years later in Ignatius. But there is no rea
son to suppose that the Church of Diotrephes was exceptional in 
the region around Ephesus. Thus we would suppose that the 
three-fold Ignatian hierarchy was already fairly widespread by 
that date, at least around Ephesus.

At Ephesus itself John the Presbyter would be either the



Ephesian equivalent of Diotrephes; or else, if Ephesus had some
one like Diotrephes who was “localized” there, in that case we 
would find in St. John a sort of Archbishop (as Canon Streeter 
suggests). We get testimony in some of the Fathers of the late 
second century in which St. John is represented as going to and 
fro around Ephesus instituting monarchical Bishops in the near
by cities, and also ordaining other clergy. Substantially the 
same picture will stand unaffected if we suppose that this John 
was the only person in the Ephesian Church above the rank of 
the collegiate bishops. He would be then a monarchical Bishop 
himself ( of Ephesus) but also a sort of Metropolitan of the prov
ince of Asia. This is substantially the same as Dr. Streeter’s 
suggestion. The only difference would be that in one case we 
would have an Archbishop without a See of his own, to use mod
ern terminology, with his seat in the See of another.

150. I shall give in Part III the reasons for interpreting every 
separate part of the above evidence as I have just done. But 
while that interpretation will have considerable importance for 
the contentions of Part III, it is not at all necessary to the estab
lishment of the acceptance of the hierarchical principle in the 
early Church. We could change our interpretation of many 
parts of the above evidence—of all of it, indeed, that admits of 
any reasonable doubt—and still have a hierarchy, if not always 
the same hierarchy I have found in every several place or source. 
If there were even two orders or ranks, and if one of these had 
a single power or right that the other did not have, we would 
have all we need to vindicate the acceptance of the hierarchical 
principle—when taken of course, with the evidence presented 
in Division I of this Chapter. It would not be necessary that 
both should be in the local Church; though I do not imagine any
one will dispute that many local Churches had at least collegi
ate bishops and deacons well before the three-fold hierarchy of 
the last eighteen centuries became prevalent. And even the 
latter cannot be later than Ignatius in Asia Minor and c. 150 a.d. 
almost if not quite everywhere, even on an utterly minimizing 
interpretation of the evidence for Episcopacy. But Apostles in 
the Church at large, and presbyters (or bishops, or deacons) in 
the local Churches would suffice, if the local ministers, or any 
one class or order of them, lacked even one power held by the 
Apostles.

151. Now I do not see how anyone can doubt that at least 
deacons lacked both the power to confirm and the power to or
dain. I maintain, in addition, that they lacked the power to ab
solve and to offer the Eucharist; and that presbyters (and the 
earlier collegiate bishops) lacked the power to ordain and con



firm. Hence there was a hierarchy of some sort in the early 
Church, and it certainly reaches back into the lifetime of the 
great Apostles, who would have challenged it if it had been an 
illegitimate innovation of others. But in fact they seem to have 
been themselves the originators of it. The early Church is far 
more likely to have taken its views from them than they from 
the early Church. Nor is there any valid reason to accuse them 
of acting ultra vires in transmitting their powers to some of their 
assistants only in part. The evidence for my contentions in the 
second sentence of this paragraph will appear later in this book. 
But all we need is what the first sentence claims. And I know of 
no reputable scholar who would question at least that much.
152. We come, then, to the conclusion that the hierarchical 
principle is adequately attested in the primitive Church. We 
saw above in Chapter X that the same is true of the theocratic 
principle for which the evidence is even stronger and clearer.
153. It remains, then, only to show that appointment to Major 
Orders was (where not “purely charismatic”) normally and reg
ularly by Ordination by the laying on of hands, that this Ordi
nation was believed to be sacramental, and that the right to or
dain was restricted to some members of the Church only, and 
was not possessed by all, even in an emergency.137 These three 
points we shall undertake to establish in the next three chapters 
respectively. If we succeed, the Catholic doctrine of Apostolic 
Succession will stand sufficiently vindicated.

137 In this, Ordination differed from Baptism, which laymen were allowed 
to administer, at least in an emergency.



Chapter XII

APPOINTMENT WAS BY ORDINATION

154. We must now marshal the evidence to show that in the 
early Church, from the very first, m ediate appointment to any 
rank in the regular hierarchy was done by Ordination through 
the laying on of hands. We confine ourselves to this precise 
point in the present chapter and leave to subsequent chapters 
the questions of the sacramental character of Ordination (X III), 
the limitation of the right to ordain (X IV ), and the actual exist
ence all down the ages of a tactual or ordinational succession 
(XV ). We defer also to Chapter XVI the question of the theolog
ical or polemical bearings (if any) of the existence in the early 
Church, alongside the method of m ediate divine appointment, 
of the practice of recognizing some men as having been ap
pointed immediately or directly by God, spoken of in this book 
as “charismatic appointment,” and dispensing entirely with any 
earthly or mediate appointment.
155. We do not deny that the last-named practice is ade
quately attested. It seems to have been the case with all of the 
original Twelve Apostles (except Judas, of course), with at least 
three138 Apostles who were not (with the possible or probable 
exception of St. James) members of the original Twelve, with the 
class called “prophets” in the early Church ( if indeed the proph
ets constituted in any fair sense a class or order), with all of the 
“pure charismatics” generally speaking, and (at least in the sect 
of St. Hippolytus) with confessors who became deacons or even 
presbyters. But we shall see in Chapter XVI why it has no ad
verse bearing on the argument we are advancing in Chapters 
IX -X V .
156. Nor do we deny that appointment to what were later 
called Minor Orders was by a different method than ordination 
by the laying on of hands. But this fact rather supports than 
opposes our contention that the Threefold Hierarchy stands on 
a different footing from the Orders of Subdeacon, reader, aco
lyte, etc. which certainly are not of Apostolic institution.
157. But we shall show in the present chapter that wherever 
there was m ediate appointment to the Apostolate, Episcopate, 
presbyterate, or diaconate, there is adequate evidence to sustain

138 viz., Sts. James, Matthias, and Paul.
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the conclusion that it was at least normally and regularly by Or
dination through the laying on of hands; that there is no single 
attested case of any exception to this general rule; and that there 
is no good reason to think or even suspect that there were cases 
of which attestation has failed to survive. Still less, as we shall 
see, is there sufficient reason to think that the practice of Ordina
tion was less than universal at any period of the history of the 
Church, however early.
158. The evidence for our thesis is as follows: We must, to 
begin with, avoid the mistake of isolating the different uses of 
the laying on of hands found in both primitive Christianity and 
pre-Christian Judaism. To do so is to treat a cumulative case as 
if every separate part of it stood alone. The evidence, if taken 
as a whole, suggests very strongly that the laying on of hands 
had several different uses in Judaism and substantially the same 
uses in Christianity, and that the uses in Christianity were bor
rowed or copied  (though not necessarily slavishly or without 
some development) from Judaism. Moreover, if this apparent 
dependence be a reality, it is very probable, even a priori, that 
the borrowing would have taken place at a very early stage be
fore the breach between Christianity and Judaism had become 
as wide as it had by the time of the fall of Jerusalem. The small 
amount of surviving evidence of a direct sort confirms this a 
priori probability. Let us develop this summary of the argument 
a little more fully.

Division I

159. In pre-Christian Judaism, and therefore in the Judaism 
contemporary with the very first generation of Christianity, the 
laying on of hands may safely be assumed to have followed the 
lines of the same practice in the Old Testament. But there we 
find it used (as Dr. Lowther-Clarke says) as an instrument of 
healing (II  Kings 5:11) and also of blessing. In blessing a con
gregation there is no contact (Lev. 9 :22); in blessing an individ
ual there is (Gen. 48:14). This is just as in Christianity. But 
by far the most important use is that in meditating spiritual gifts 
or authority. In Numbers 11:16-17 God commands Moses to 
choose seventy presbyters and says, “I will come down and talk 
with thee there, and I will take of the Spirit ( or spirit) which is 
upon thee, and will put it upon them; and they shall bear the 
burden of the people with thee, that thou bear it not thy
self alone.” So Moses obeyed, and in 11:25 we read, “Yahweh 
came down in the cloud, . . . and took of the spirit (? ) that 
was upon him, and put it upon the seventy presbyters etc.” 
The laying on of hands is not mentioned here. But in Num



bers 27:15-23 we read, “Moses said to Yahweh . . . appoint a 
man .-over the congregation . . . that the congregation of 
Yahweh be not as sheep which have no shepherd. And 
Yahweh said unto Moses, Take thee Joshua . . .  a man 
in whom is the Spirit, and lay thy hand upon him  . . . And 
thou shalt put o f thine honor upon him ,139 that all the congrega
tion . . . may obey . . . And Moses did as Yahweh commanded 
him; and he took Joshua . . . and he laid his hands upon him 610.” 
And in Dent. 34:9 we read, “And Joshua . . . was full of the spirit 
of wisdom; for Moses had laid his hands upon him.” It appears 
very probable that by the first century the narrative of the ap
pointment of the seventy presbyters was interpreted in the light 
of this second narrative. For it seems probable that by the time 
of Christ it was and already from time immemorial had been the 
custom for Jewish presbyters to be ordained by the laying on of 
hands. And this “tactual succession” of Jewish presbyters was 
believed to reach back by an unbroken chain to the seventy pres
byters on whom Moses had lead his hands, or (more probably) 
as most authorities say to Joshua. But if Joshua was thought to 
have laid his hands on the presbyters during his period of lead
ership, it is likely that the same was understood of and “read 
into” the narrative of Moses and the seventy.140
160. That great stress was laid on the continuity of the “tact
ual succession” is shown by the tremendous risk taken by Rabbi 
Judah ben Baba who, about 135 A. D., at the cost of his life, de
fied Roman prohibitions and ordained five scholars, thus pre
venting the continuity of the “tactual succession” from being 
broken. His act is viewed by the sources as very important, and 
therefore most heroic and praiseworthy, thus showing that they 
also thought as he did on this subject. The main idea ( to quote 
Dr. Lowther-Clarke again) was that “the spirit of Moses passed 
to his successors . . . without, however, any diminution of the 
spirit in the ordainer.” He also tells us, in agreement with other 
authorities, that ordination was conceived to convey a sort of 
“character,” as we say in the later terminology of the theology of 
Holy Orders, so that ordination was not repeated if one was 
promoted to a more important Sanhedrin. Dr. Gavin tells us141 
that there is no doubt that ordination by the laying on of hands 
took place regularly during the earlier Mishnaic period. He

138 Italics mine.
140 Perhaps, just to avoid any misunderstanding, it is well to emphasize 
that we are not implying that a real “tactual succession” back to Moses 
or Joshua actually existed. All we have to determine, for our immediate 
purpose, is first century practice and conceptions. And for this purpose 
what they thought happened is what is important—not what really may 
have happened over a thousand years earlier.
141 The Jeivish Antecedents of the Christian Sacraments, p. 102.



adds that the later evidence is equally clear that ordination by 
nomination or appointment became the rule, and agrees with 
most scholars that the change was probably because of a Jewish 
reaction against Christian adoption and preemption of the usage.
161. The authorities are not completely agreed as to whether 
ordination to the presbyterate was practiced also outside of Pal
estine. Dr. Easton thinks that, though, as to ordination in the 
Hellenistic world nothing whatever is known, “there is no rea
son to suppose that it differed from the Palestinian practice, 
since the religious duties inside and outside Palestine were iden
tical.” ( A.T.R., March, 1923.) This seems to the present writer 
to be an eminently sane and sensible inference to draw (or shall 
I say to refuse to draw) from such silence, if it stood alone. 
But when this silence is taken together with the explicit remark 
of Rabbi Joshua ben Levi (c. 250 a. d. ) that, “There is no ordi
nation outside the (holy) land” it probably merits a very differ
ent inference, unless there has been a change since the first cen
tury, or unless the saying can be taken to mean that ordinands 
had to go to “the land” if they wanted to be ordained.

Division II

162. This last point brings us to the next stage in our argu
ment. That is, as said immediately above, that our Lord Him
self did use the laying on of hands for several purposes during 
His ministry. There are many passages in which He heals in 
this manner, or by touching them with His hand, which is prob
ably nothing but a non-technical way of saying the same thing, 
at least in some cases. He also, at least in one case, (M k. 10:13, 
16) blesses in this manner those (the little children) who are 
not sick. That St. Mark says only “touch” in 10:13 and then 
says, “blessed them, laying His hands upon them” in 10:16 sup
ports the point made above that “touch” may often, in our 
sources, be a non-technical or abbreviated way of saying “laid 
hands upon them.”
163. There is no evidence of our Lord having laid hands on 
(ordained) His twelve Apostles. But even this is not improb
able a priori, if it was the custom in his day, as most of the au
thorities agree that it was before the Hadrianic War (133 a .d. ), 
for the individual scholar to ordain his own students. For we 
have good reason to believe that in many respects the relation of 
Jesus to His disciples, and especially to the inner circle He was 
training to carry on His work, was like that of rabbi and pupils.
164. The fact that Pentecost had not yet come would be a de
cisive reason why what was later to be called Confirmation



should not go back into His earthly life before the Passion. But 
He had by Plis own example and in harmony with the Old Test
ament approved the use of the laying on of hands, by Plimself 
using it. He had also made it clear that He would pour out the 
Spirit of God, after His triumph, as the Old Testament was un
derstood to foretell.

Division III

165. We have no record that He commanded His Apostles to 
bestow the gift of the Holy Spirit by this means after “the Spirit 
was given” but even this is not at all impossible. • However, 
even without considering any such possibility, it would be per
fectly natural for the Apostles to resort to this “sacramental” 
sign for such a purpose, since Jesus Himself had implicitly sanc
tioned it by using it for other purposes.
166. It is true that we could not draw with certainty the con
clusion that “Confirmation” was general and completely authori
tative from the mere fact that St. Luke describes the “Confirma
tion” of the converted and baptized Samaritans (Acts 8) and 
later of the disciples of John the Baptist at Ephesus (Acts 19). 
But even then it would be very plausible to conclude this, if not 
definitely probable, from St. Luke’s practice of giving “precedent 
narratives” and expecting his readers to understand that the same 
thing was done in all similar cases. By giving “Confirmation” 
twice he probably intends his readers to understand that this was 
the custom of St. Peter and St. John as the leading representa
tives of the habitual practice of the original Apostles, and that 
St. Paul followed the same practice as the others.

This conclusion that the laying on of hands was probably 
generally practiced is very strongly supported by Hebrews 
6:1-4. In that passage we find the laying on of hands mentioned, 
along with repentance from dead works, faith toward God, bap
tisms, the resurrection of the dead, and eternal judgment as one 
of the Christian “foundations,” as among “the doctrine of the 
first principles of Christ.” Not even the Eucharist is mentioned 
in this brief list. But the laying on of hands is mentioned. If 
we must interpret this reference as applying exclusively to any 
one use of the laying on of hands rather than to any one other 
use, it would almost certainly be what was later christened Con
firmation, both because of its close connection with “baptisms,” 
and because the list deals with things that would be included in 
the instruction of neophytes, as strictly fundamental. But I am 
inclined to think that it probably refers to all the different uses 
to which this “outward and visible sign” was put among early 
Christians and contemporary Jews.



In other words, and later words, the laying on of hands was, 
at this early date, in a sense one great undifferentiated “sacra
ment” used for conveying any spiritual gifts which were to be 
bestowed, unless God Himself bestowed them immediately with
out human mediation, or unless Christ Himself was believed to 
have explicitly instituted some other “outward sign” for the spe
cial purpose, as in the case of Baptism and the Eucharist. If so, 
it would include “Confirmation” and also Ordination, the heal
ing of the sick, blessings of individuals either as persons or for 
special missions, and possibly but improbably for the reconcilia
tion of penitents. If this be correct it might even have been 
deemed of Christ’s institution, though it would not be the case 
that every several use to which it was put would have His ex
plicit authorization. But even so, the several spiritual gifts be
stowed by this means among early Christians would have had 
His clear, if in some cases only indirect or implicit, authority be
hind them. It is even quite possible that “Confirmation” might 
have been deemed simply one supremely important and pre
cious way of blessing by the laying on of hands, or of “giving of 
the Spirit that was upon” the giver. So conceived, it could easily 
come straight through our Lord’s own practice from the Old 
Testament. It is not, of course, certain that the early Christians 
of c. 85 a . d . must have thought of “Confirmation” as instituted 
by Christ, in order to have assigned to it the extremely impor
tant and authoritative position implied and all but expressed in 
Heb. 6:1-4. But if they did so think, that would account for this 
very high estimation of its importance much more easily and ad
equately than can be done in any other way.
167. So far we have seen only that “Confirmation” was in 
about 85 a . d . of the greatest importance and highest authority 
in the eyes of the early Christians, and therefore presumably as 
universally practiced as Baptism. We must now ask the ques
tion how far back is it certain, or probable, that this same prac
tice and belief can safely be carried on the available evidence.
168. The answer is not easy. But the effort must be made. 
And, as it depends in great measure on the critical premises one 
adopts, it is unavoidable that a certain amount of dogmatism 
must enter our study at this point. For clearly the critical is
sues at stake cannot be debated here. I assume, then, as the 
most probable conclusions on the points at issue, that the author 
of Acts is St. Luke; that he wrote the so-called “We-sections,” 
probably as a diary at the very time the events happened; that 
consequently he had been a companion of St. Paul from about 
50 a . d . onward, and must have known his teaching and prac
tice intimately; that he was with St. Paul not long before and 
again not long after the event attested in Acts 19:1-6; and that



his authority as a historical source is, for all these reasons, very 
high in all that concerns St. Paul, especially in the “We-sec- 
tions.”

I assume also that he had excellent and very varied opportuni
ties for acquiring reliable information about the non-Pauline 
Palestinian Church, besides probably having written sources of 
a very early date and bearing many indications of great primi
tiveness; and that consequently his narrative, even in the first 
half of the book, is entitled to considerable historical weight. 
Moreover, in addition to its direct historical value, it has great 
indirect value also. For, even if he has “read back” some things 
into the earlier portion of his narrative, it seems fairly clear that 
he is very unlikely to have done this unless the things he read 
back had been in use at least from the time his own personal ex
perience of Christianity began. The same point is applicable 
to the author of H ebrews also. Nor is it likely that the latter 
could have given “Confirmation” the place he does in 6:1-4 if 
there had ever been a time within his memory when it was not 
practiced; or even when it was not general, or was general but 
optional.

169. Now we have seen that Luke’s personal knowledge of 
Christianity goes back to at least 50 a .d . and that is within 22 
years of Pentecost, on any probable system of chronology. We 
do not know how long the author of Hebrews had been a Chris
tian. But if he was, as I think, a deutero-apostle like Timothy 
he ought to take us back to a point at least before the martyrdom 
of St. Paul. Thus, without relying on the historicity of the 
Simon Magus story, we arrive with strong probability at the 
conclusion that the results we reached for c. 85 a .d . go back 
into the life of St. Paul. But if this be a sound conclusion, it 
makes very strong the probability that “Confirmation” was gen
erally practiced from very early times and was considered very 
important. For St. Paul’s own belief and practice cannot very 
well have been different on these points from that of St. Luke 
and the author of Hebrews. Nor is his practice and belief in 
later life likely to have differed from that which he knew when 
he first became a Christian. There were, no doubt, many points 
in Christian life and opinion which changed or at least devel
oped during his Christian lifetime. But he can scarcely have 
held the elements of recent origin to be essential, at least with
out definite and strong reason. And it is very hard to see what 
reasons could have motivated a change of his view about “Con
firmation.” All this would confirm the story about Simon Magus 
—or at least the historical presuppositions of the story, which 
is the important point.



Thus we arrive at the conclusion that the results we reached 
for “Confirmation” in the ninth decade of the first century may 
be attributed with great confidence to the sixth decade also; 
and with less, but still considerable, confidence to the date at 
which St. Paul was converted. If so, its primitiveness in the 
strict sense is probable. Of course these results are not so 
strongly evidenced, especially for the first decade of the life 
of Christianity, as to be unassailable if there were any really 
weighty arguments to the contrary. But there is no evidence 
to the contrary except silence, and one other argument held, 
I think, by very few scholars but by one whom I must always 
count very weighty—Dr. B. S. Easton. How much weight, if 
any, is to be attached to the silence of our remaining sources 
will be considered below at the end of this chapter. I shall 
deal briefly with Dr. Easton’s objection in Appended Note V.
170. We pass on now to consider other uses of the laying 
on of hands in the early Church. Let us take next the healing 
of the sick by this means. It stands to reason that the great 
pouring out of Messianic powers in the early Church would 
result in the continuation of our Lord’s practice in this respect 
by His disciples. That they actually did so is clearly implied 
by the perfectly definite vaticinium post eventum  in the spuri
ous ending of Mark (16:18b), “They who believe . . . shall lay 
hands on the sick, and they shall recover.” This passage prob
ably dates somewhere in the first half of the second century, 
and is, as far as I know, the only reference to the laying on of 
hands between Acts-Pastorals-Hebrews and St. Irenaeus. But 
it seems conclusive; for certainly no one would put such a 
prophecy on the lips of Jesus, unless it were in accord with 
the facts. I quote this passage first, despite its late date, because 
it is a general and summary passage. But concrete examples 
are not lacking in the earlier evidence. Acts 28:8 tells of St. Paul 
healing the father of Publius by prayer and the laying on of 
hands. When others heard this, the sick came and were cured, 
presumably by the same means. In Acts 5:12 we read, “And 
by the hands of the Apostles were many signs and wonders 
wrought.” This probably includes healings, and “by the hands” 
probably means “by the laying on of hands,” at least in the 
healings. There is plenty of evidence that gifts of healing were 
common in the early Church, and again it is likely that this 
gift was exercised by means of the laying on of hands, at least 
in some cases. Apparently in some cases, as we see from Jam es 
5:14, anointing with oil, accompanied with prayer, was an alter
native means. I have no doubt that the case of Ananias laying 
his hands on St. Paul, that he might receive his sight, is another 
case in point, rather than a “Confirmation.”



There is only one passage, as far as I know, which can be 
classed under the head of blessing by the laying on of hands 
outside our Lord’s own actions, unless “Confirmation” be deemed 
an especially great act of blessing. It is Acts 13:1-3. At first 
it might seem to be a case of Ordination. It certainly resembles 
it in some respects. But a real Ordination it can hardly be. For 
how then could St. Paul say, “An Apostle, neither of men nor 
through men?”’ And why should St. Barnabas who was probably 
already a deutero-apostle and certainly much closer to the 
Twelve than the three others named in this passage, be ordained 
by his inferiors? If Ordination was already practiced at Antioch, 
as I do not at all doubt, it is far more likely to have been begun 
by St. Barnabas and St. Paul than to have been practiced on 
them after so many long years of active ministry. Apparently 
the ceremony described here was simply a case of dismissing 
men already ordained or otherwise made Apostles, with God’s 
blessing mediated by the laying on of hands, for a particular and 
essentially temporary mission to which the Holy Spirit had es
pecially called them. Hence it attests the primitive Christian 
belief that by this sign special charismata could be mediated 
for special purposes, even by men not themselves Apostles. But 
it was neither a “Confirmation” nor an Ordination, and hence 
throws no light on either of these subjects.

Division IV

171. With so much by way of preface, on the subject of other 
early Christian uses of the laying on of hands to bestow spiritual 
gifts, we come at last to Ordination. Here, far more certainly 
than in the case of “Confirmation,” there is a direct Jewish ante
cedent from which Ordination could have been derived by the 
early Christians. And all our evidence points to the conclusion 
that so it was. Our earliest instance is the appointment of the 
Seven to an office in the Church by the laying on of the Apos
tles’ hands with prayer. This is in all probability one of St. 
Luke’s “precedent narratives” in which he shows his readers 
how appointment to office was made in Christianity, and intends 
them to understand that others were similarly appointed else
where. In Acts 14:23 we find Paul and Barnabas “appointing” 
presbyters in every city. The word used here ( cheirotoneo) 
originally meant “elect by a show of hands.” But we may be 
quite sure that here there was much more than election by a 
show of hands, though the approbation of the brethren may have 
been one element required. At first sight it might seem much too 
early to find the later technical meaning of “ordain” in this word. 
But we shall see reason below in this chapter to think that,



despite its early date, the word cheirotoneo may well have been 
already technical. Of course this does not prove that it was 
technical in primitive Christian usage; but at least it removes 
any a priori objection against it being so, based on the early 
date.

172. Acts 20:28 seems to me to have an important bearing 
which has not, I think, been noticed. We read there “Take heed 
unto yourselves, and to all the flock in which the Holy Spirit 
hath made you bishops etc.” Now in what sense did St. Paul 
(or St. Luke) think that the Holy Spirit had made them bishops? 
In our next chapter, where we present the evidence that Ordi
nation was believed to be truly sacramental, we shall see very 
strong reasons to conclude that the idea is that they had received 
the special charismata for their office from  the one Spirit bij 
the laying on of hands in Ordination.

These three passages suffice to justify the inference that St. 
Luke probably intended us to understand that. all ministers ex
cept “pure charismatics” were definitely appointed to their of
fices, and that appointment was by the laying on of hands. The 
passage in Acts 13:1-3, though it does not describe an Ordina
tion, goes far to support this conclusion. For if the usage was 
so common and widespread as to be used in such a case, in 
spite of the fact that it had no contemporary Jewish parallel, it 
is even more likely that it would have been used when appoint
ing to a new lifelong office, and when there was an exact con
temporary Jewish parallel as a precedent and probable source.142 
St. Luke in all probability intends us to understand that such 
was its source, for he represents it as going back to a date so 
early as to make any other explanation extremely improbable.
173. The only other evidence of Ordination in the New Testa
ment is in the Pastorals. In view, therefore, of the doubt about 
the authenticity of these it may be well to point out that in a 
way their evidential value will be even greater if they are not by 
St. Paul than if they are. For a pseudo-Paul would not be likely 
to attribute to St. Paul practices which were not at least normal 
and to be expected in his own day. Moreover, it is very un
likely that he can have been mistaken in his major historical at
tributions. For one reason, he may quite likely have known St. 
Paul himself, and would in that case be well informed as to his 
customary activities. But even if not himself acquainted, there 
would have been many people still living, in almost any Church 
St. Paul had visited, who were eye-witnesses and could have 
given him accurate information. For the Pastorals can hardly

142 And especially in a case in which it was desired to mediate new and 
additional spiritual gifts, and because the laying on of hands was a well- 
known way of mediating such gifts.



be much if any later than 85 a . d.143 And that would be only 
about 20 or at most 25 years after his death. Finally, his Epis
tles must have been produced for some definite purpose, in his 
own day, and not for posterity only. Hence he would have been 
forced to make them public very soon. But this would have 
been a ticklish enough undertaking at best. For men would be 
sure to ask, “Why have we not seen these before during all these 
years? And how did you come into possession of them? When 
did you see Timothy and Titus? How did they come to give 
them to you, or to let you make a copy of them? Etc.” More
over, the heretics condemned in them would have a strong mo
tive to contest their authenticity, as would any others against 
whom quotations from these Epistles were used in any manner, 
shape, or form; and either these, or more disinterested Christians, 
would be very likely to notice at once any point on which the 
teaching or practice of St. Paul had been intentionally or unin
tentionally misrepresented. Hence their testimony as to Ordina
tion would seem to be valid not only for the time and place of 
the author, but likewise for the same date in any place which 
knew the practice and teaching of St. Paul to which these Epis
tles early came, and also for the lifetime of St. Paul himself as 
far as this was known to any who saw the Epistles. There is, 
finally, the distinct possibility that at least one144 of the passages 
of importance for our present purposes may be one of the genu
ine Pauline fragments supposed by many critics to be embedded 
in the Epistles in their present form.
174. Now as to the evidence of these Epistles, they attest Ordi
nation very strongly. In II Tim. 1:6 we read, “Stir up the gift 
of God which is in thee through the laying on of my hands.” 
Whether the Epistle is genuine or not, at least it is supposed to 
be St. Paul addressing St. Timothy. Again, in I Timothy 4:14 
we read, “Neglect not the gift that is in thee, which was given 
thee by prophecy, with the laying on of the hands of the pres
bytery.” Most scholars take the first passage of Ordination, 
and this is even more generally admitted of the seeond passage. 
We shall pass over for the present the problems these passages 
raise as to the minister of Ordination, for we shall deal with that 
problem elsewhere in this book. It is possible that we have in 
these two passages two different references to one and the same 
Ordination. It is also possible that they refer to different occa
sions. Other possibilities do not concern us at this point. It is 
evident that St. Timothy was ordained, and there is no reason to 
suppose that a different method of appointment would be used 
in his case from that used in appointing others.

143 See the discussion of their date in Appended Note VI.
144 On this possibility, see Appended Note VII, page 609.



Blit we are not limited to this evidence in support of that 
last inference. We have a passage in I Tim. 5:22 which reads, 
“Lay hands suddenly on no man.” This can hardly be “Con
firmation” and very few real authorities so take it. More are in
clined to take these words as a reference to Absolution, or the 
reconciliation of sinners. But this seems arbitrary143 in the ex
treme. We ought, then, to interpret this passage as referring to 
Ordination, especially since we are sure that Ordination was 
one of St. Timothy’s most important functions, according to 
these Epistles, while there is no evidence that he would have 
been charged with the administration of the discipline of the 
laity, at least generally. Now if this is correct, we see that the 
words “lay hands on” in a suitable context can be practically a 
synonym for “appoint to office.” But if so, it implies beyond 
much doubt that this was the normal, and quite probably the 
unfailing, way of making such appointments.

Nor is this at all surprising. For it was the way of appoint
ing presbyters in Palestinian Judaism at the time Christianity 
was born, and there can be few things more probable a priori 
than that the Apostles, being born Jews, and not at first even re
motely realizing how great would ultimately be their breach 
with Judaism, would have quite naturally adopted this custom
ary and approved method of appointing men to office, when they 
were called upon to do so in fulfilling the great stewardship to 
which they had been themselves appointed by Christ. St. Luke 
tells us that they did so when they appointed the Seven, who 
were, as far as we know, the first men they ever appointed to 
any office. The fact that they adopted the laying on of hands in 
the less closely precedented case of “Confirmation” increases the 
credibility of Luke’s assertion that they appointed to office in 
this same manner. The other cases in which they also continued 
Jewish usage in this respect further increases it.

The likelihood that they copied this practice very early is 
greatly increased by the fact that our evidence favors the con-

HB As far as I know, there is no evidence of this usage until about the 
middle of die third century. On the other hand there is a fair amount 
of evidence of the laying on of hands in Ordination in the New Testa
ment, and, after the long period of silence in the second century, it is 
attested again in St. Hippolytus and elsewhere considerably before we 
find the earliest attestation of the use of the laying on of hands in Pen
ance. In addition, Ordination by the laying on of hands was commonly 
practiced in Judaism, while I know of no evidence of any such use in 
anything comparable to Penance. The following words “neither be thou 
partaker of other men’s sins; keep thyself pure” do not require that the 
reference be to reconciliation. They are adequately explained by the 
principle that if St. Timothy ordained any man without doing his best 
to be sure of his suitableness by a prolonged and careful probation, he 
would become morally a cause of the evil that would result, and so would 
become “partaker of the ordained man’s sins” at least in so far as they 
injured the Church.



elusion that Ordination was not practiced among Jews outside 
Palestine. This means that the Apostle to the gentiles, and other 
gentile missionaries, could not have copied this practice from 
Jews in the cities they visited. The probable inference, then, is 
that they simply carried out into the gentile Churches what was 
already the established custom in Palestinian Christianity. This 
conclusion, which would take the practice back well before 47
a . d., is confirmed strongly by the fact that there is no gentilic 
antecedent which is in the remotest degree likely as a source of 
the practice. Consequently its origin from the obvious Jewish 
antecedent is overwhelmingly probable. Such borrowing on the 
part of Christianity is far more likely at a very early date than 
at a later date. For one reason, the breach with Judaism was 
not nearly so wide at first. Moreover, it would not at first be 
necessary to supplant an already established and rival usage 
with one borrowed from an increasingly bitter and resented 
enemy, as would have been necessary if the borrowing took place 
later, after early appointments to office had been made by a 
different method.
175. We may strengthen this conclusion still further by re
membering that from the first, apparently, appointed leaders in 
Christianity were deemed to be just as truly equipped with spir
itual gifts as those who received their gifts without any appoint
ment to office (the “pure charismatics”). Unless one is pre
pared to maintain, as seems very improbable, that originally all 
appointed officials were chosen invariably from among the “pure 
charismatics” and had even as officials no further charismata ex
cept what they already had as a basis for their appointment, it 
seems an unavoidable inference that their appointment was 
made by means of some outward sign or ceremony which was 
conceived as an “efficacious sign” of spiritual gifts. But there is 
no shred of evidence that any other outward sign was ever used 
in appointing to office in the first two centuries except the lay
ing on of hands, still less that any other sign was deemed an 
“efficacious” means of conveying or mediating spiritual gifts. On 
the other hand, there is, as we have already seen above near the 
beginning of this chapter, good evidence that the laying on of 
hands was (shall we say) quasi-sacramental, if not fully sacra
mental, in pre-Christian Judaism, and was supposed to reach all 
the way back to the Old Testament. Nor can there be any 
doubt146 that it was fully sacramental,147 in primitive Christian
ity.
176. After the date of Acts, the Pastorals, and Hebrews, there 
is a long and somewhat surprising silence in our extant sources

110 As we shall see in Chapter XIII.
147 Even though they as yet had no word to express our idea of sacrament!



concerning the laying on of hands. It does not end until we 
come to St. Irenaeus who refers to the practice of the Apostles 
laying their hands on disciples to give them the Holy Spirit. 
After that, references to “Confirmation” become abundant, and 
we find them in St. Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, St. Hip- 
•polytus, Origen, and St. Cyprian, as well as others. The only 
reference to the laying on of hands between the New Testament 
documents named above and St. Irenaeus is in the spurious end
ing of St. Mark’s Gospel, and takes the form of a prophecy or 
promise put on the lips of Christ that his disciples would have 
the power to lay hands on the sick and cause them to recover. 
As to Ordination the silence is broken a little later still than in 
the case of “Confirmation.”

Division V

177. The two earliest instances, speaking from the standpoint 
of the exact date of the writings containing them, are in St. 
Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian. But I shall take first the 
evidence of the document called The Apostolic Tradition by St. 
Hippolytus, because that important document, (though not ac
tually written until about 217 a.d. ), in all probability represents 
the early manhood and even the late boyhood of its ultra-con
servative and strictly traditionalistic author, and hence is good 
evidence for a date at least as early as and probably somewhat 
earlier than the actual writings of either St. Clement or Tertul
lian. It very probably represents the decade from 170-180 a. d. 
when St. Hippolytus was between ten and twenty years of age, 
and received most of the religious instruction which he would 
be able to remember and reproduce accurately. Certainly it 
cannot represent a date later than the next decade. Another 
reason for beginning with his work is that it clearly and unmis
takably contains at least one and probably two technical words 
for “Ordination” and hence has an important bearing on our in
terpretation of St. Clement and Tertullian, where (without the 
help of the Hippolytan evidence) we could not be sure that 
we have Ordination attested.

The evidence of the A. T. in favor of Ordination is clear, un
ambiguous, and very strong. He definitely uses the words 
didonai klerous in describing one of the chief functions of a 
Bishop. I think Dr. Brightman has shown quite conclusively148 
that these words mean neither more nor less than “to confer 
Orders.” Nor do the rubrics leave any doubt that always and in
variably and from time immemorial this was done and had been

148 In a footnote on pages 381-382 of the first edition of Dr. Swete’s col
lection of Essays entitled The Early History of the Church and the Ministry.



done by the laying on of hands, at least in the case of “Major 
Orders.” Moreover, the fact that not the laying on of hands, 
but an entirely different ceremony, was used in conferring 
“Minor Orders” indicates very strongly that not only the three 
“Major Orders” but also the method of appointing to them had 
a firmly established and continuous tradition going back to a 
time long before the first of the “Minor Orders” came into exist
ence. For otherwise this difference in the method of appoint
ment is very difficult to explain.

Finally, the explicit teaching of the A. T. that when the pres
byters join in the laying on of hands at the Ordination of a new 
presbyter they are only “sealing” but not truly ordaining shows 
clearly that St. Hippolytus has already not only the idea  of Or
dination ( =appointment to office by the laying on of hands) as 
distinguished from either mere appointment or a mere laying on 
of hands which is not an appointment, but also available techni
cal language ( though not apparently a single word, but two) in 
which to express this distinction. One of the words he uses is 
kathistanai. The other—and for our present purposes more im
portant-word is cheirotoneo, to judge from the edition of Dom 
Gregory Dix. The context seems to me to make it clear that by 
these words St. Hippolytus means not appointment alone, nor 
the laying on of hands alone, but both combined, plus also (as 
we shall see in the next chapter) the further idea of the convey
ing of a supernatural spiritual gift by means of this “outward 
and visible sign.” For he cannot mean anything else but that 
the presbyters are not really making the appointment and medi
ating the spiritual gift, even though they might seem to the un
instructed to be doing so by joining in the same physical act by 
which the Bishop does those two essential things which consti
tute an Ordination; namely, the laying on of hands. He says 
that, although they do join in the same physical act, they are not 
really ordaining but only “sealing.” By that he must mean giv
ing their assent to the addition of this new presbyter to their own 
Order.
178. I think that Prof. C. H. Turner has already established 
irrefragably, in his very thorough and admirable study in the 
/. T. S. for 1922-23, Vol, XXIV, that the word cheirotoneo was 
fully and strictly technical for “to ordain” by the fourth century. 
The passage just studied from the A. T. makes it very probable 
that the same was already true a full century earlier. This will 
have an important bearing on our interpretation of the same 
word in St. Clement of Alexandria in the last decade of the sec
ond century, and of the Latin word or dinar e in Tertullian in the 
first decade of the third century. We shall see in a moment that 
at least in St. Clement that interpretation would be the more



probable even without the support it derives from the passage 
in the A. T. and the general history of the word to which that 
passage so strongly points. But if this be the correct interpreta
tion of the Greek term and its Latin equivalent in three such 
widely scattered writers attesting with reasonable security the 
probable usage of the last quarter of the second century, it 
greatly increases the likelihood that the term may have been al
ready technical, or at least semi-technical, in Acts 14:23. This 
possibility gains some support from the fact that already in pre- 
Christian Judaism the word semikah was in the opinion of many 
good scholars technical for “ordination” and that it is a priori 
probable that bi-lingual Greek-speaking Palestinian Jews would 
have some Greek equivalent for it. If so, the word cheirotoneo 
would be a very likely candidate for this function, since it con
tains in its stem the Greek word for hand and thus would be a 
more logical choice to express ordination by the laying on of 
hands. Naturally that would not make its non-technical use im
possible for Christians, as we see from II  Cor. 8:19. But if it 
had already acquired a technical connotation among bi-lingual 
Jews, the Christians would quite naturally inherit this from 
their Jewish origin.
179. Let us next study St. Clement of Alexandria. His date 
may be taken as about the last decade of the second century. He 
tells of St. John, after returning from his exile on Patmos, going 
away from his Ephesian headquarters into the neighboring dis
tricts, when summoned, to establish Bishops in some places, to 
organize whole Churches in others, and in still others to ordain 
to the clergy someone of those indicated by the Spirit. It is 
possible, of course, to dispute whether any of the words he uses 
in this passage would necessarily and of its own force, at his 
date, mean “appoint to office by the laying on of hands.” But 
there can be, I think, very little doubt that this is what he actu
ally meant when he said klero hena ge tina kleroson. We saw a 
little above that in the Ordination Prayer of the A. T. of Hip
polytus clidonai klerous means neither more nor less than “confer 
Orders.” The use of kleroson . . .klero certainly is not less likely 
to mean the same. Nor is there any slightest probability that 
appointment was made differently in the East about 190 a .d. 
than in Rome. The ultra-conservative character of St. Hip
polytus, the tremendous popularity of his work later (especially 
in the East), and the solid later tradition of appointment by 
the laying on of hands all point very strongly toward the con
clusion that St. Clement would not mean by klero . . . kleroson  
“appointment” as distinguished from  “Ordination” (i.e., appoint
ment by the laying on of hands).

If more proof be desired, how can we explain St. Clement



sending St. John away on such travels, at such an advanced 
age, to appoint one of the lesser clergy, unless his presence were 
necessary? There would seem to have been no absolute neces
sity for his going unless he had to be present to lay on hands. 
It was clearly not to make choice of fit persons, for the passage 
explicity says “to ordain to the clergy ( klero . . . kleroson ) some 
one of those (already) indicated by the Spirit.” If mere ap
pointment were involved, it is hard to see why his presence 
should have been requisite. Why could he not have made the 
appointments by letter, or by an emissary?

Of course I quote this story primarily as attesting the prac
tice of St. Clements’s own day. He might have “read back” into 
the time of St. John a practice which did not really originate 
until later. But it is highly improbable that he would have thus 
“read back” a practice which did not exist in his own day. And 
it would be still more improbable that he should be able to 
attribute this practice to St. John with historical accuracy if 
it were not still in use in his own day. That would involve 
the reconstruction that even though accurate knowledge of 
Apostolic practice had been preserved, yet the contemporary 
Church had knowingly departed from this practice. This is 
extremely unlikely. However, while I quote him primarily to 
establish the practice of the Church at the end  of the period 
of the silence, yet it is worth calling attention to the fact that 
he is actually directly attesting the practice at the beginning, 
or shortly after the beginning, of the period of silence. That 
being the case, there can be little doubt that he would intend 
us to understand that the same practice had continued unbroken 
during the period from St. John down to his own day. Nor 
would it be right to overlook what is said elsewhere later in 
this book149 about the splendid opportunities St. Clement had 
enjoyed of gaining accurate information about the period be
fore his own memory would serve.

There is one more bit of evidence which makes it even 
clearer that St. Clement meant “Ordination” when he thought 
or spoke of the appointment of the clergy. In singing the praises 
of the “true Christian gnostic” he says,150 . . . those who . . . 
have lived perfectly and gnostically . . . may be included 
(eggraphenai) in the election of the Apostles. Such an one is 
in reality a presbyter of the Church, and a true deacon of the 
will of God, . . . not being ordained ( cheirotonoumenos) by 
man, etc.” It is clear here that the word I have translated “or
dained” must mean either that or else “appointed” by some 
human method. In view of all the reasons already given above

140 See page 279.
160 Strom, vi. 13. 107.



in our study of St. Clement, and still more of St. Hippolytus, 
and especially of the high probability that the word cheirotoneo 
was already fully technical in the A. T., the rendition I have 
adopted above seems fully justified. Thus we conclude with 
high probability that to the mind of St. Clement appointment 
to clerical office was regularly by the laying on of hands.
180. Our next witness is Tertullian. He speaks151 of a tradi
tion that “Polycarp um ab Ioanne collocatum refert, sicut Ro- 
manorum Clementem a Petro ordinatwn.” I shall give more 
fully later, when we study in Part III the question of the his
toricity of the early Roman episcopal lists, the reasons for 
the interpretation of this passage which I here propose. In 
most cases, the Apostles had (at least so Tertullian thought) 
actually constituted the man as the first Bishop in whom the 
succession for the last time directly contacted the Apostles. 
The second Bishop would, then, be a man who had not actually 
been himself ordained by the Apostles. This was the case at 
Smyrna, so Tertullian uses the word collocatum, which of course 
does not exclude Ordination, but which emphasizes the fact 
that St. Polycarp was actually made Bishop of Smyrna by St. 
John. Similarly, in the next sentence (not quoted above) 
Tertullian uses the word constitutos as he says, “Just so, in 
like manner, the rest of the Churches exhibit the names in
stituted into the Episcopate by the Apostles, etc.” Here again 
the Apostles are conceived (whether rightly or wrongly does 
not matter for our present purposes) as having not only 
ordained the first Bishop, but as having actually made him 
the monarchical head of the local Church. But Tertullian 
is well informed about the early history of the local Ro
man Church, so he knows that all three of its first Bish
ops were ordained  by the Apostle (?s) though of course 
only the first, St. Linus, was actually collocatum, constitutum, 
as the monarchical head of the Roman Church by one of them. 
He names St. Clement because he intends, in the next sentence, 
to generalize in a way which would not be true of St. Linus 
or St. Cletus, but only of St. Clement. It is from the latter that 
the Roman Church derives the Apostolic seed, as Tertullian 
expresses it. But he could not use of St. Clement the same 
words he uses of St. Polycarp and the first Bishop in other 
Apostolic Sees. So he is obliged to use the only word that 
would accurately express the facts, the narrower word ordinare, 
because while the Apostle (?s) had ordained St. Clement to 
the deutero-apostolate, to do missionary work in the West, 
they had not instituted him as Bishop of Rome. He had become 
that by election of the clergy and people in succession to St.
151 De Praescrip. 32.



Cletus, who had likewise been made an itinerant dentero-apostle 
by the Apostles, and had been the first elected Bishop of Rome 
after the death of St. Linus. I am aware that this reconstruc
tion will be questioned by many, so I ask the reader to consider 
carefully my justification of it in the portion of Part III where 
the history of the early Roman Episcopate is studied. But if 
it is justified, as I hope there to show, it would mean that ordi
nal'e is already technical in Tertullian for “appointment (to 
the itinerant apostolate) by the laying on of hands.”

If one insists, as most scholars have done in the past, on 
interpreting Tertullian as attesting a divergent tradition about 
the Roman succession, it will still be very likely that he means 
“appoint to office by the laying on of hands” by the word ordi- 
nare, and in that case also by the other words he uses—col
location  and constitution. The reasons for this would be the 
same as those given a little above for interpreting St. Clement 
similarly. But in that case, the point of the argument would 
not be quite so sharp; nor, consequently, would the argument 
itself be quite as cogent.
181. It is not necessary to pause, nor is space available, to 
quote the passages from other and later third and fourth cen
tury writers. For this is done quite adequately in the monu
mental masterpiece of Bishop Gore, as revised about 1918 by 
Prof. Turner, on pages 342-346 and elsewhere, where it is shown 
that Origen, St. Cyprian, St. Cornelius of Rome, the author of 
De Aleatoribus, the Pseudo-Clementines, Eusebius, Serapion, 
Lucifer, St. Basil, St. Gregory Nazianzen, St. Chrysostom, St. 
Jerome, and others are all witnesses for Ordination as the regu
lar settled Christian practice, in appointing to Major Orders, in 
the third and fourth centuries.

Nor shall I pause to follow Gore when, in the same Appendix 
G, he examines five cases in which Dr. Hatch had alleged that 
some or all of the other elements of a true Ordination are named 
or emphasized, to the exclusion of the laying on of hands, and 
had drawn the conclusion that the rite was not universal and 
therefore cannot have been considered essential. All of these 
five instances are as late as or later than St. Cyprian, the earli
est. So they lack the weight they might reasonably be thought 
to have if they came within the period of silence during the sec
ond century. And Gore’s analysis of them seems to provide a 
decisive refutation.

Division VI

182. However, it is necesary to say a few words about the 
silence of many first century writers, and all but the latest of



the second century. This silence, coupled with the scantiness of 
New Testament evidence, has led scholars as devoid of anti- 
Catholic presuppositions as Dr. Lowther-Clarke to have some 
hesitation, if not some doubts. These seem to the present writer 
unjustified, for the following reasons:

We are confronted with largely the same phenomenon of 
silence concerning both Ordination and “Confirmation.” Now 
it is unlikely that the silence can be more than an accident or co
incidence even if we had only one or the other to explain. But 
it is far more than doubly difficult to suppose that the alterna
tive explanation can be true of both cases at the same time. 
For the only alternative explanation that would seriously modify 
our conclusions reached so far would be that both were either 
unknown or at least not widely used nor rated as of high im
portance during the period of silence. Now if I was right above 
in thinking that “the laying on of hands” in Hebrews 6:1-4 refers 
to one great undifferentiated “sacrament” which would include 
at least Ordination and “Confirmation,” then both  these rites 
must have been of a universality and importance about 80-85
a. i). comparable to Baptism, to say nothing of repentance, faith, 
resurrection of the dead, and eternal judgment. This conclu
sion was confirmed by the rest of the available evidence, as 
shown above. It is also clear from the A. T. of St. Hippolytus, 
supported by the rest of the evidence, that the same was the case 
by the end of the period of silence. But this would require the 
supremely improbable hypothesis, supported by nothing but si
lence, that both  had somehow lost their universality and impor
tance without any plausible assignable cause during the second 
century, and then had regained it completely before the century 
ended; and all this without leaving a single trace of so grave a 
double revolution, and without as far as our records show the 
slightest trace of controversy. This would have to be hypothe
cated for all parts of the Church, and not just for one or two. 
For our sources for the period of silence, though limited, are 
fairly well distributed, in a geographical way.
183. But even if it is thought that Hebrews 6:1-4 applies to 
“Confirmation” only and not at all to Ordination, the case for 
the upholders of the argument from silence is little improved. 
For it becomes necessary in that case to draw the negative in
ference from the silence in question in the case of Ordination 
and not to draw the same inference from approximately the 
same silence in the case of “Confirmation.” But this would be 
near the summit of arbitrariness. And the arbitrariness of the 
procedure would be heightened still further by the probable 
necessity of interpreting I Tim  5:22 of the reconciliation of peni
tents on this hypothesis, despite the fact that the silence con-



cerning this usage is complete until about the middle of the 
third century, compared with the much less complete silence 
concerning Ordination. For it is practically impossible to assign 
the proposed significance to the silence of the second century if 
about 80-85 a . d. “lay hands on” was as fully synonymous with 
Ordination as I Tim. 5:22 implies, provided the reference is to 
Ordination at all. Thus it seems quite illegitimate to draw any 
negative inferences from the silence of the second century.
184. Nevertheless, it will be well to complete the argument by 
pointing out several reasons why the silence would be entitled 
to little significance, even if the positive case for the universality 
and prime importance of both “Confirmation” and Ordination 
were much weaker than it really is:

1. In both cases there is another term or other terms by 
which these rites are at least alluded to in some cases where they 
do not find explicit mention. In the case of “Confirmation” there 
is the term Baptism which quite probably covers the elements of 
the immersion, the anointing (where used), and the laying on of 
hands, at least where an Apostle or Bishop was present. Simi
larly, references to “sealing” and cognate words, and to anoint
ing, are probably allusions to “Confirmation,” at least in second 
century writers. As to Ordination, unless we beg the question 
by assuming that the silence of some writers is more significant 
than the clear and express evidence of others, we have to allow 
that every instance of a reference to appointment to office is 
probably an implicit reference to Ordination. We have already 
seen above that there can be very little if any doubt that St. 
Clement of Alexandria means Ordination in all such cases. I 
think this almost if not quite equally certain in St. Irenaeus, es
pecially in view of his expressed belief that every Bishop has a 
cliarisma veritatis. Nor, on the other end of the period of si
lence, can there be much doubt that St. Clement of Rome means 
Ordination in his references to appointment, in view of his prox
imity in date to Acts, Hebrews, and the Pastorals. Is not the 
same inference very probable in St. Ignatius? And why not in 
any other cases during the period of silence? If these two sug
gestions are valid, the silence is not nearly as complete, especi
ally down through St. Ignatius, as is usually supposed.

2. In how many cases of references to Baptism do we find 
any really clear indication of how it was done, even if we leave 
out all but the immersion? We have to read it into most of the 
references, though of course with complete justification beyond 
any doubt. But Baptism had a convenient and brief name and 
“Confirmation” did not. This helps to explain why the whole 
should be referred to by that name rather than by the clumsy 
phrase “the laying on of hands.” I have often marvelled that



the author of H ebrews took the trouble to mention it instead of 
simply covering it with the usual common name of Baptism. 
Probably even he would not have done this had he meant to re
fer to “Confirmation” alone.

3. There are many cases in which even the name Baptism is 
not mentioned but has to be “read into” the text, with perfect 
legitimacy, where “baptismal aorists” are used of the reception 
of the tremendous spiritual gifts inseparably associated with 
Christian initiation. Here is a salutary warning against using 
silence to refute testimony.

4. Even appointment to office is not mentioned very often in 
the second century, until we come to the writers near the end 
like St. Clement, St. Irenaeus, and Tertullian. Yet certainly no 
one would be justified in proposing to draw from this partial 
silence the inference that Bishops, presbyters, and deacons were 
not even appointed  to office. Logically, devotees of the argu
ment from silence ought to be strongly tempted so to conclude.

5. It is possible that some of the words used to express ap
pointment were already technical for Ordination earlier than our 
evidence enables us to conclude with confidence. We saw above 
that this is quite possible—perhaps even probable—with the word 
clieirotoneo. The same may have been the case with other words 
such as kathistanai, which Dix gives as transliterated into the 
Sahidic text in A. T. 9:8 where the context seems to require the 
meaning “ordains.” This word occurs twice in I Clem. 44 and 
again in I Clem. 54, both times in direct connection with the ap
pointment of the local ministry. It occurs also in Acts 6:3 in 
connection with the appointment of the Seven, which we know 
was (or at least was believed by the author of Acts to be) done 
by the laying on of hands. The same is true of Titus 1:5 where 
we find it used of the appointment of presbyters in every city of 
Crete. There can be little doubt that the author means to ap
point them by the laying on of hands, in view of II Tim. 1:6 
and I  Tim. 4:14 and 5:22. All this suggests that it may have 
been technical or quasi-technical during the first century, and 
may have given way later to the alternative cheirotoneo which 
is not as likely a candidate for “to ordain” in the New Testament, 
but which is used in the other clause in A. T. 9:8 where the 
meaning is clearly “ordain,” and which had the etymological ad
vantage of having the Greek word for “hand” as a part of its 
stem.

6. We must remember how many times in later sources the 
words that are indubitably technical for Ordination and “to or
dain” were used without any indication as to how  this was done. 
If this phenomenon is without significance (and we still do it 
frequently to-day) then clearly it would also prove nothing if we



find the same phenomenon in the case of the words that had to 
serve instead of a technical term before any word or words be
came technical for this purpose. Thus while we cannot use these 
words as clear and indubitable evidence of allusions to Ordina
tion, at least they may well be, and probably are. If so, the si
lence is not as complete as is often supposed.
185. 7. The character of the sources that are silent weakens
the argument from silence still further. The Gospels and the 
Apocalypse constitute about half of the New Testament in vol
ume, and could hardly be expected to contain any evidence of 
Ordination. Acts, Hebrews, and the Pastorals, which do contain 
references to “Confirmation” and Ordination, constitute another 
twenty per cent. That leaves only thirty per cent of the New 
Testament to the silence of which any serious significance can 
even plausibly be attached. But over three fourths of this re
mainder is found in the nine admittedly genuine Pauline Epis
tles, and in “Ephesians” which many doubt. Now St. Paul men
tions the Eucharist in only one Epistle. He likewise mentions 
either bishops or deacons by name in only one Epistle;152 and 
presbyters by name not at all.152 Hence we see at once how 
strictly occasional are his Epistles. We see also how invalid, 
consequently, are any inferences from his silences. As to the 
Catholic Epistles, there is only one reference to the Eucharist, 
and that under the name Agape; and two to presbyters, not 
counting the application of the word to the great St. John. Nor 
is there any place in all the literature that is silent at which we 
would have any serious right to expect a reference. It is, more
over, as said above, possible (and I think quite probably true) 
that references to the reception of the Spirit in which the “bap
tismal aorist” is used are breaches of the silence. So there is not 
the slightest reason to attach any significance to the silence of 
the New Testament, in so far as it is silent.

As to the literature outside the Canon during the period of 
silence much of it is apologetical or polemical, and no evidence 
of such matters would be expected from such documents. St. 
Justin apparently mentions Baptism and the Eucharist and not 
“Confirmation” because the former two, ignorantly suspected by 
non-Christians, had given rise to the charge of Thyestean ban
quets, and he wants his detailed and perfectly frank explana
tion to show the Emperor where these misunderstandings arose, 
and how little truth there is in them. But “Confirmation” played 
no part in this task, and to instruct the Emperor in general was 
no part of St. Justin’s purpose. St. Ignatius does not have occa
sion to mention even appointment, and consequently no signifi-

132 These two last points are true, of course, only on the assumption that 
the Pastorals are not genuine.



cance can possibly attach to his failure to mention how appoint
ments were made. Space prevents me from analyzing the other 
documents of this period. But I can say that I know of no single 
passage in any of them in which we find a context which would 
seem to call imperatively for a mention of “Confirmation” or Or
dination. The truth is that we get far less evidence from the 
second century on a great many points than we would expect a 
priori. Of course, if this considerable amount of silent literature 
were capable of being joined to any direct or positive evidence 
pointing in the same direction in which the silence is assumed 
to point, there would then be a case worthy of serious considera
tion. Even then, however, it would have to be weighed against 
the evidence to the contrary effect, and found superior, before 
being entitled to acceptance. But there is no such direct or posi
tive evidence—not even weak evidence—against either “Con
firmation” or Ordination, as far as I know. And the evidence in 
favor of both is really quite strong, as we saw at length above.
186. The only conclusion that is rational on the evidence, then, 
is that Ordination was the regular and—as far as we know—in
variable method of appointing to Major Orders. Even if con
fessors were, within the limits of the Catholic Church, admitted 
to the presbyterate without Ordination, which is very doubtful, 
as we shall see elsewhere, that does not furnish an exception to 
our generalization. For apparently there would be no appoint
ment of any other sort, either. It will follow that wherever we 
find references or allusions to appointment to such Orders, we 
are to understand that Ordination took place, even though the 
text does not contain any other hint of such a practice. More
over, wherever we hear of Bishops, presbyters, or deacons we 
must assume that there had been appointment—and that of 
course by the laying on of hands with prayer—even if neither is 
mentioned; unless, of course, there is good reason to the con
trary, as there is in the case of confessor-presbyters in the sect 
of St. Hippolytus. In closing I may point out that the silence 
concerning the use of prayer along with the laying on of hands 
in Ordination is much more nearly complete than the silence 
concerning the use of the outward sign. But of course this 
proves nothing; nor do our worshippers of the argument from 
silence propose in this case to attach any significance to the si
lence. I wonder why?



Chapter XIII

ORDINATION WAS DEEMED SACRAMENTAL

187. We established in the preceding chapter that mediate 
appointment to Major Orders was, as far as our documentary 
evidence enables us to judge, invariably by Ordination; i.e., by 
the laying on of hands with prayer. In this chapter we now go 
on to establish that this rite or ceremony was believed to be 
sacramental. By using this term we do not mean to imply that 
the early Christians would have applied the term  “sacramental” 
to Ordination. The term  was not (even as applied to Baptism 
and the Eucharist) a part of the original endowment of Chris
tianity. Moreover, when it did come into use (apparently some
where around the beginning of the third century) it was not at 
first clearly defined; and of course it would be impossible to de
termine whether the term was applicable to Ordination—or to 
any other of the seven Christian rites eventually determined to 
be Sacraments—until it had first been decided just what was 
meant by the term.

When it first acquired a comparatively definite meaning, it 
seems to have been used in the sense of “any sacred or religious 
sign” or possibly (in Tertullian) of “any sacred or religious ser
vice or rite.” If this be correct, as it apparently is, it is not a 
little surprising that the term was at first usually applied chiefly, 
if not exclusively, to Baptism and the Eucharist. For if, as we 
shall see in the present investigation, there can be no reasonable 
doubt that Ordination (and indeed several additional rites or 
ceremonies of the Catholic Church) was from the beginning, to 
the minds of the early Christians, an efficacious sign (which is 
the usual developed m edieval definition of a sacrament), still 
less is it possible to doubt that it fulfilled perfectly the much less 
exacting definition of the term in the early Church, whether that 
was “any sacred or religious sign” or the still broader “any sac
red or religious service or rite.” Thus why the term was not ap
plied to other rites besides Baptism and the Eucharist is some
thing of a problem. But it is a problem that concerns the his
torian of terminology, not the historian of doctrine or theological 
substance. Hence, since we are concerned in this book, and es
pecially in this present chapter, with the latter rather than with 
mere terminology, we need not pursue the matter further at this 
point.



188. When we say that Ordination was believed to be sacra
mental, what we mean is that it was believed not only to sym
bolize, but also truly to convey, confer, or mediate a real objec
tive spiritual gift, or spiritual authority from God, or both. Let 
us at once marshal the evidence which shows that the early 
Christians held this belief about Ordination.

Division I

189. To begin with, let us emphasize the fact that in pre-Chris
tian Judaism there was a considerable amount of incipient “sac- 
ramentalism” or quasi-sacramentalism or whatever one chooses 
to call it. It comes rather near to being a full and real sacramen- 
talism. It will not be possible to pause to marshal, in this book, 
the evidence in support of this general form of the proposition. 
Nor is it necessary. For it has been done admirably by the late 
Dr. Frank Gavin in his notable little book, The Jewish Antece
dents of the Christian Sacraments. This general tendency toward 
something resembling sacramentalism in pre-Christian Judaism 
provides the background on which we must consider the evi
dence to show that there was a similar (only perhaps more fully 
developed) sacramentalism in primitive Christianity; and that 
in particular the laying on of hands was sacramental, or at least 
quasi-sacramental, in pre-Christian Judaism; and finally that it 
continued to be sacramental in primitive Christianity. It is not 
necessary to devote more than a paragraph to the first of these 
three steps in our argument. The second and third steps must 
be developed more fully.

190. The evidence that primitive Christianity was highly sac
ramental is in part, of course, the evidence that the laying on of 
hands was such in the early Church. As this evidence will be 
presented fully below, it need not be presented, even in sum
mary, at this point. To complete the argument, we have only 
to recall how clear and overwhelming is the evidence that Bap
tism and the Eucharist not only symbolized but also actually me
diated real—and tremendous—spiritual gifts or blessings. It is 
not any longer necessary to present the evidence to prove this 
point, for it is very widely admitted to-day, even among top- 
ranking Protestant scholars. The evidence of the so-called Epis
tle of James provides evidence of still another sacrament in the 
early Church. That, of course, is the anointing of the sick. He 
says, “Is any among you sick? Let him call for the presbyters of 
the Church, and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil, 
in the name of the Lord. And the prayer of faith shall save him 
that is sick, and the Lord shall raise him up; and if he have com



mitted sins, it shall be forgiven him.” (St. Jam es 5:14-15) The 
evidence that primitive Christianity was highly sacramental is 
clear and overwhelming.

Division II

191. This was true not only of Baptism and the Eucharist, and 
likewise of the anointing of the sick, but also of the laying on of 
hands. Moreover, while there does not appear to have been any 
sacramental antecedent of the Eucharist or of the anointing of 
the sick in pre-Christian Judaism, there seems to be such an an
tecedent in regard to Baptism, and there probably is in regard 
to the laying on of hands. It is not necessary to raise here the 
question of which precise Jewish use of baptism is the true an
tecedent of Christian Baptism. But in regard to the laying on of 
hands, it is necessary; nor is the answer at all difficult. In fact, 
we have all but answered this question already in the preceding 
chapter. We have answered it completely there, at least to the 
extent of proving beyond reasonable doubt that early Christian 
Ordination derives directly from pre-Christian Jewish ordina
tion. If it can now be shown further that to pre-Christian Jews 
their ordination was already sacramental, or at least quasi-sac- 
ramental, we shall have overwhelming reasons for concluding 
a priori that in primitive Christianity Ordination would also be 
sacramental. This a priori expectation we shall find to be de
cisively confirmed by the actual surviving evidence. Such con
firmation will, in its turn, confirm what we would naturally ex
pect anyway—that the Christian conception  derives, along with 
the connected practice, from the relevant Jewish antecedent.
192. As we saw in the preceding chapter, the laying on of 
hands was used in pre-Christian Judaism as an instrument of 
healing, and also in blessing. But by far the most important use 
is that in mediating spiritual gifts or authority. In the Old Test
ament this sign or ceremony was not conceived to be an empty 
symbol, but an efficacious one. God is represented as saying to 
Moses, when he commanded the latter to choose the seventy 
presbyters,153 “I will take of the spirit which is upon thee, and 
ivill put it upon them.” So “Yahwell . . . took of the spirit that 
was upon him (Moses) and put it upon the seventy presby
ters.” How did Yahweh “take of the spirit” that was upon Moses, 
and “put it upon” the seventy presbyters? We are not told at 
this precise point in the narrative. But later on154 we read, 
“Yahweh said unto Moses, Take thee Joshua . . .  a man in whom 
is the spirit, and lay thy hand upon him  . . . and thou shalt put

153 Numbers 11 :16 , 17, 25.
154 In Numbers 27 :15-23 .



of thine honor upon him  . . . And Moses did as Yahweh com
manded him; and he took Joshua . . . and he laid his hand upon 
him, etc.” It seems clear even from this passage that the laying 
on of Moses’ hand is conceived as actually mediating the gift 
to be imparted, despite the slightly confusing statement that the 
spirit was already in Joshua. The meaning seems to be that be
cause of the spiritual gifts Joshua already had he was best fitted 
to take Moses’ place as leader of God’s chosen people, and to re
ceive the still greater gifts that Moses had as their leader. If 
any doubt remained, it is removed by the clear and unambig
uous language of Dent. 34:9 where we read, “And Joshua was 
full of the spirit of wisdom; for Moses had laid his hands upon 
him ” If this was the significance of the laying on of hands in 
the case of Joshua, it was presumably the same in the case of the 
seventy presbyters, where not only is the ceremony the same, 
but the language used is so similar.
193. We must remember that the question is not whether the 
original author of the passages in Numbers meant what the au
thor of the Deuteronomy passage has so clearly taken the story 
as meaning. That might be questionable, but it is irrelevant for 
our purposes. The first century Jews and Christians were all 
alike what we would now call “Fundamentalists.” They knew 
nothing of J, E, D, and P. To them, it was all the writing of 
Moses, and nothing could be more natural than to interpret one 
passage in the light of another clearer passage that seemed rele
vant. Nor can there, I think, be much, if any, doubt that by the 
time of Jesus the narrative of the appointment of the seventy 
presbyters was interpreted in the light of the narrative of the 
appointment of Joshua. Certainly it seems probable that by the 
time of Jesus, it was and already from time immemorial had been 
the custom for Jewish presbyters in Palestine to be ordained by 
the laying on of hands. The succession of presbyters thus pro
duced was believed135 to reach back by an unbroken chain of 
ordinations to Joshua and Moses. When we couple the great 
likelihood that the significance of this act would be interpreted 
as being the same as the divinely commanded act which was sup
posed to have begun and set the precedent for this practice with 
the very great importance attached to the succession in the time 
of Jesus, the probability is overwhelming that ordination, to His 
contemporaries, was sacramental as the passage in Deuteronomy 
so clearly says or implies.

194. Clearly the idea of the transference or transmission of 
spiritual authority or power is what underlies this laying on of 
hands in ordination. The idea of transference by means of this

155 It does not matter for our present purposes whether rightly or wrongly!



act or ceremony is further attested for the Old Testament by the 
use of the same word used for ordination (sam akh) when speak
ing of the sacrifice of an animal victim, as especially on the great 
Day of the Atonement, when we read, “Aaron shall lay both his 
hands upon the head of the live goat, and confess over him . . . 
all their sins, and he shall put them upon the head  of the goat.” 
Still further attestation may be found in what Dr. Lowther-Clarke 
calls the “solemn protestation” against a person found in Lev. 
24:13ff where we read, “Bring forth him that cursed without the 
camp, and let all that heard him lay their hands upon his head, 
and let all the congregation stone him.” Similar is Susannah 34, 
which reads, “Then the two presbyters stood up in the midst of 
the people, and laid their hands upon her head.”

195. Finally, I shall partly summarize and partly quote a fine 
passage from Dr. H. L. Goudge:*

“When . . . the ordainer puts of his own honor’ upon those 
ordained, God ‘takes of’ the Spirit which rests upon the ordainer, 
and puts it upon’ others that they may share in his work. The 
Spirit thus conferred belongs to the endowment of the ordainer, 
and the ordained receives what is necessary for the task com
mitted to him. Succession to office, and the transmission of 
spiritual gifts, are not things to be contrasted, but go necessarily 
together.150 In the justice of God the reception of an office in 
accordance with His will is always accompanied by the gift of 
the Spirit for its proper exercise.”157

The two passages adduced by Dr. Goudge, and given in the 
footnotes, do not, to be sure, attest the transmission of these 
spiritual gifts by the laying on of hands. But they do attest the 
conception of spiritual (charismatic) equipment for office. Not 
only so, but in the first case (Samuel and David) an “outward 
and visible sign” is employed; and in the second case ( Elijah and 
Elisha) the conception of “transmission” is perfectly clear. To 
combine these ideas into “transmission by an outward sign or 
ceremony” would be perfectly natural. Nor would any other 
“outward sign” be as likely to be generally adopted as the lay
ing on of hands, in view of the use of this ceremony, according 
to the unchallengeable Scriptures, in the appointment of Joshua, 
and the very great likelihood that the narrative of the appoint
ment of the seventy original presbyters would be read in the

° The Church of England and Reunion, by H. L. Goudge, p. 176.
158 He refers to I Samuel 16:13, where we read, “Samuel took the horn of 
oil, and anointed (David) . . . and the spirit of Yahweh came mightily 
upon David, etc.”
157 He here instances II Kings 2 :9 , where we read, “Elisha said, I pray 
thee let a double portion of thy spirit be upon me” and II Kings 2 :1 5  
where the sons of the prophets say at Jericho, “The spirit of Elijah doth 
rest upon Elisha.”



light of the appointment of Joshua, as we saw above. This ac
counts for the choice of the laying on of hands in ordaining 
Jewish presbyters, if any explanation is necessary. Of course 
the same facts, coupled with the added fact of contemporary 
Jewish precedent, would still more easily explain why the Apos
tles chose the laying on of hands when they had occasion to ap
point to office even if our Lord had not given His own clear ap
proval to this sign by Himself using it for several purposes while 
on earth.

196. Thus it appears very likely that the laying on of hands in 
Judaism at the time Christ was on earth was sacramental, or 
nearly so, and that this point—true of its use in general—was 
preeminently true of its use in ordination, where it not only sym
bolized but effectively mediated, according to contemporary 
conceptions, the transmission of spiritual gifts or authority.

Division III

197. Did it have this same high significance in primitive 
Christianity? Let us first consider briefly the a priori proba
bilities of the case. Since the evidence on the whole indicates 
that primitive Christianity was, if anything, more and not less 
highly sacramental than was pre-Christian Judaism, we should 
expect a priori that this would hold true also in the matter of 
the laying on of hands in Ordination. In addition to this gen
eral reason, there is the clear and certain fact that the Apostles 
were believed to be very highly endowed “charismatically,”158 
that they desired similarly to endow others to assist them in their 
work, that they appointed those others by Ordination through 
the laying on of hands,159 and that those they had thus appointed 
were believed to be just as truly “charismatics” as the “pure 
charismatics.”100 The only missing link in the chain of our ar
gument is that they believed their own appointees to have re
ceived their special charismatic equipment for their respective 
offices through and by means of the laying on of hands used in 
their Ordinations, and not independently of that ceremony.

That they would have conceived their ordained assistants to 
have received their charismata by means of their Ordinations is 
for several reasons far more probable than that they should have 
thought otherwise. First of all, there was no reason why they 
should have questioned the prevailing Jewish belief as to the 
significance of this outward sign employed in ordination. Then

158 Meaning here with supernatural spiritual gifts.
159 As we established in Chapter XII.
160 I. e., those endowed directly by God or His Messiah without the use 
of any (recorded) “sacramental” means.



there is the fact that our Lord Himself had used this same out
ward sign, and that at least some of its uses by Him had clearly 
been efficacious, and not purely symbolical. This is clearly the 
case when it was used in the healings, and probably also in 
blessing. By so doing, He would have sanctioned, or at least 
seem to His disciples to have sanctioned, the prevailing belief 
that it was an efficacious means of conveying spiritual (or even 
material) gifts and blessings. Finally, why would they have 
adopted this method, which Jesus Himself does not appear to 
have used for that particular purpose, unless they had some 
strong reason? And why, if they did adopt it, would they have 
adhered to it so strictly as they seem to have done? The answer 
is much more convincing if they used it to mediate spiritual gifts 
which they wanted to transmit to others, and knew no other way 
to transmit, than if they believed it to be an empty symbol only. 
Thus all the a priori probability is strongly in favor of our con
tention that they would have conceived the laying on of hands 
as an eff icacious sign when they borrowed it from Judaism to 
use in ordaining or appointing men to office, and (to that end) in 
“giving (to those men) of the Spirit that was upon them.”
198. This a priori probability we shall find decisively con
firmed by the actual documentary evidence still extant. Let us 
collect it at once.

The clearest evidence that the laying on of hands in Ordina
tion was believed to be sacramental by the first century Church 
is to be found in the Pastoral Epistles. In I Tim. 4:14 we read, 
“Neglect not the gift that is in thee, which was given thee by 
( d ia ) prophecy, with ( meta ) the laying on o f the hands of the 
presbytery.” For a discussion of the precise force of the prepo
sitions dia and meta in this particular context, and of the proba
ble reason the author has chosen them, see Chapter XXIX in 
Part IV on the Minister of Ordination. It probably has an impor
tant bearing on the question whether mere presbyters ever had 
the right to ordain. But it can have no serious bearing on the 
point we are investigating in this chapter. It is true that, at first 
sight, we might think that dia is a more suitable word to express 
instrumentality than meta, and that therefore the gift was actual
ly mediated “through prophecy” (whatever that could mean) and 
that the laying on of hands was only an accompanying circum
stance.

But a careful exegesis of these Epistles as a whole leaves 
little if any doubt that the author believed that the connection of 
“prophecy” with St. Timothy’s ordination was that one or more 
of the prophets, speaking obviously “ in the Spirit,” had said 
something like, “Separate unto Me Timothy for the work where- 
unto I have called him.” These actual words are taken, to be



sure, from a totally different episode161 where the Holy Spirit, 
speaking through one or more of the “prophets and teachers” 
mentioned in that context, thus commanded the “separation” of 
Sts. Paul and Barnabas for what we nowadays call “the first mis
sionary journey.” But this was only a short time (perhaps a 
year or two) before the probable date162 of the choice of St. 
Timothy. And the language used in I Tim. 1:18 points very 
strongly in the direction of a similar interpretation. There we 
read, “This charge I commit unto thee, my child Timothy, accord
ing to the prophecies which led the way to thee, etc.”

If this interpretation is correct, then “through prophecy” can
not bear the instrumental sense. Perhaps it would be better to 
say that the “prophecy” in question was instrumental in deter
mining who should be ordained, but not in bestowing upon him 
the spiritual gifts he was held to need, and afterward to have re
ceived, for the exercise of the office to which he was being or
dained in obedience to the direction of the Holy Spirit spoken 
through that “prophecy.” But it is clear from the context that 
if one of the two conjoined elements was not instrumental in 
the sense of actually mediating the spiritual gifts that were in 
St. Timothy, then the other was. Hence the laying on of hands 
was the instrument through which, was mediated the gift that 
the passage speaks of as being “in thee.”
199. Still clearer is a similar passage in II  Tim. 1:6, where we 
read, “Stir up the gift of God which is in thee through the laying 
on of my hands.” This passage uses the preposition dia with 
the genitive, which is a normal way to express such instrumen
tality. Even if it were possible to avoid the sacramental inter
pretation in I Tim. 4:14, it would not be possible here. Nor is 
it legitimate to overlook the cumulative value of the combined 
passages. The case based on the direct evidence of the Pas
torals is definitely stronger than it would be if either of these 
passages stood alone. They mutually support and reenforce 
each other.
200. In the light of this clear evidence, and the way it ties 
into the Jewish background so cogently, we are fully justified in 
finding the same belief attested in Acts 20:28, where we read, 
“Take heed unto yourselves, and to all the flock, in which the 
Ploly Ghost hath made you bishops (or overseers) etc.” What 
is meant here by saying that it was the Holy Ghost who had 
made them “bishops?” By far the most likely answer is that St. 
Paul, or the author of this speech put on his lips, believed the 
same thing about the sacramental character of Ordination as 
the author of the Pastoral Epistles. Of course the passage is

101 Acts 13:2-3.
162 Acts 14:23.



not so clear that no other meaning is possible. But once we see 
that it is at least an open question whether Ordination may not 
have been sacramental in the primitive Church, and that there is 
other evidence that it was so, we find that this is at once the most 
natural and simplest and therefore most probable interpretation 
of the thought that it was the Holy Spirit who had made these 
men “bishops.”

The other plausible explanations, as far as I can see, are: (1) 
that the Holy Spirit, speaking through one or more prophets, had 
said something like, “Separate unto me so-and-so and so-and-so 
etc. for bishops.” This is a quite plausible explanation for some 
individuals. But it is highly improbable that all the bishops 
addressed had been so pointed out by Him; and the passage, 
given its natural force, means that all those addressed had been 
made bishops by the Holy Spirit; (2) that the internal or ex
ternal call by which individuals had been led to seek the office 
of a bishop was from the Holy Spirit, and that this is all that is 
meant. But this interpretaion, though of course not impossible, 
seems obviously much less adequate—and therefore less proba
ble—than the explanation adopted above. For Dr. Armitage 
Robinson, in the second Essay in Dr. Swete’s well-known col
lection, has rightly brought out that all Christians, and especially 
all who in any sense or way ministered, were considered “char
ismatic” in the sense of being “endowed with appropriate spir
itual gifts” for the function or functions involved. Since, then, 
it is highly unlikely that all the bishops were “pure charis- 
matics”163 we have only to ask whether it is more likely that 
Acts 20:28 has in mind vocation pure and simple, or vocation 
coupled with the bestowal of the charismatic equipment appro
priate for the office in question. Surely the latter alternative is 
far more probable. The meaning is that the One Spirit assigned 
them to their function in the Mystical Body of Christ by giving 
them, through Ordination, the appropriate charismata.
201. It is, of course, far from certain that we have in either the 
Pastorals or this speech reliable direct evidence for the mind of 
St. Paul. But it is highly significant that at least two early writers 
whose writings were representative and orthodox enough to se
cure a place in the N. T. Canon should have agreed in thinking 
it perfectly plausible to represent St. Paul as expressing or im
plying such a belief. This could hardly have been done unless 
the belief were generally received in the last quarter of the first 
century when these two sources were written; and not only that, 
but had been generally received for so long a time that these two 
authors had forgotten the fact (if it were a fact) that such ideas 
had arisen later than the death of St. Paul.
10:1 I. e., endowed with their special gifts for their office directly by God.



Moreover, if such an inference is probable from the mere 
possibility that two such writers thus represented St. Paul, it is 
still more probable from the fact that the Pastoral Epistles164 
gained acceptance as Pauline, which could hardly have been 
the case if they had attributed to him anything which any living 
person who saw them could have recognized as not really rep
resenting his teaching. For the Pastorals contain much polemic 
against numerous positions held by various heretics in the early 
Church. These would have had a strong interest in challenging 
their Pauline authorship. For if it could have been denied, that 
fact would have greatly diminished, if in fact it did not com
pletely destroy, the force of these Epistles against those whom 
they condemned. This is, in some measure, to be sure, an ar
gument in favor of the genuineness of these Epistles. But if it 
does not (as most scholars think) suffice to prove their genuine
ness in the face of the strong arguments that can be made against 
the Pauline authorship, at least it must show that they do not 
contain anything that was noticeably un-Pauline.
202. Moreover, we have seen reason in the preceding chapter 
to conclude that Ordination was borrowed from pre-Christian 
Judaism, and that this borrowing is far more likely to have taken 
place quite early than later, after the breach with the unbeliev
ing Jews had widened. If this is true of the ceremony, it is at 
least equally true of the doctrinal significance attached to it. 
Especially is this probable when we remember that there is no 
plausible source outside Judaism to which to trace it. For all 
these reasons we are justified in attributing this belief to St. 
Paul and other Apostles, even if the Pastorals are not by St. 
Paul, and even if the speech in Acts is freely composed by St. 
Luke, and not based on a contemporary diary or on accurate 
memories.
203. Our contention that Ordination was from the first es
teemed as an efficacious sign of grace or spiritual gifts gains fur
ther support from the fact, so well brought out by Dr. Armitage 
Robinson in his Essay (No. 2) in Dr. Swete’s famous collection, 
that every member of the Church, the Mystical Body of Christ, 
was believed to be possessed of one or more spiritual gifts equip
ping him for the particular function or functions he had to per
form in the Body. He was held to have received these gifts from 
the Holy Spirit who had distributed gifts to every one severally 
as He had seen fit. If it is certain that not all of these gifts were 
believed to have been received directly from the Holy Spirit, 
and independently of any sacramental means or instrumental 
ceremony, we cease to have any slightest reason to doubt a pri
ori that the gifts believed to be possessed by the ordained min-

184 Unless they are genuinely Pauline, in which case cadit quaestio.



istry would be understood to have been conferred by that Ordi
nation. Nor does the existing evidence leave any room for rea
sonable doubt that, in addition to the gifts already possessed be
fore Ordination, and leading to the selection of that particular 
person to be ordained, the ordained man was believed to pos
sess other and additional gifts needed for his special office which 
had been mediated to him by the laying on of hands used in his 
Ordination. Thus, while the actual attestation of this belief is 
not clear until the Pastorals, it is shown by this argument ( as by 
the others already given above) to go back in all probability as 
far as the belief in the charismatic equipment of all members of 
the Church, and particularly of all ministers whatsoever. And 
the attestation of that conception is found in the earlier Epis
tles of St. Paul, which is about as early as any evidence we pos
sess.

Division IV

204. Nor is it legitimate to isolate the question of the sacra
mental character of the laying on of hands in Ordination from 
its sacramental character when used in other connections. For 
if it is clear that this “outward and visible sign” was sacramental 
even when used in ways for which there is no close Jewish prec
edent, it follows a fortiori that it would be sacramental also 
when used in the closely precedented cases. For in pre-Chris
tian Judaism the laying on of hands was, as we saw above in the 
first part of this chapter, sacramental in Ordination, and also in 
several other uses. Let us therefore now complete our case by 
collecting the evidence to show that in primitive Christianity, as 
in pre-Christian Judaism, the laying on of hands was sacramental 
in other uses besides Ordination. *
205. The evidence is clear that the laying on of hands was 
used, at least sometimes, in miracles of healing. The evidence 
for this statement has already been collected and argued in 
Chapter XII, Sections 162 and 170 (first half) and need not be 
repeated here. The evidence makes it clear that not only was 
this ceremony used, but that it produced tremendous results, 
not only spiritual, but also—at least indirectly—physical; viz., the 
healing of the sick.

We also discussed in Chapter XII, in the latter part of Sec. 
170, the isolated usage in Acts 13:1-3. We there saw reason to 
conclude that this was not an Ordination, and that it is proba
bly to be assimilated to the conception of blessing by the laying 
on of hands. But in any case, it is hardly open to reasonable 
doubt that the ceremony is conceived as mediating God’s bless
ing to Sts. Paul and Barnabas, who were already Apostles, for 
that particular and essentially transitory mission to which the



Holy Spirit had just then called them. Hence it attests the be
lief that by the laying on of hands special charismata could be 
mediated for special purposes. Acts 14:26, with clear reference 
to this “sending out service,” speaks of the Apostles as having 
been “committed to the grace of God” for the work they had 
fulfilled.
206. We come at last to the evidence for “Confirmation.” We 
have already seen reason in Chapter XII to conclude that, de
spite the slightness of the direct evidence, this rite was soon, if 
not from the very beginning, universal and of an importance 
comparable to Baptism, Faith, Repentance, the Resurrection of 
the Dead, and Eternal Judgment. Why was it so? That would 
be absolutely unthinkable if the laying on of hands there men
tioned had been an empty sign or symbol. It is, however, per
fectly easy to understand if it was the generally accepted way 
to mediate the tremendous “gift of the Holy Spirit.” So we 
ought not to be at all surprised when we find two passages in 
Acts which make it unambiguously clear that the gift of the Holy 
Spirit was believed to be mediated by the laying on of hands.

In Acts 8 we read how the Samaritans were converted and 
baptized by St. Philip. Then Sts. Peter and John were sent down 
to Samaria. For what reason? Was it to baptize them, or to 
give to them some reserved secret or teaching which was un
known to St. Philip? Obviously not! The narrative mentions 
one and only one result of their coming, which was consequently 
the reason, or at least the chief reason, why they came. “They 
prayed for them, that they might receive the Holy Spirit, for as 
yet He was fallen upon none of them, only they had been bap
tized into the name of the Lord Jesus. Then laid they their 
hands on them, and they received the Holy Spirit. Now when 
Simon (Magus) saw that through the laijing on o f the Apostles’ 
hands the Holy Spirit was given etc.” So Simon tries to buy the 
“power that on whomsoever I lay my hands, he may receive the 
Holy Spirit.” Then St. Peter rebukes him strongly “because thou 
hast thought to obtain the gift of God  with money.” It would be 
hard for Divine Providence to have provided us with a narra
tive which would have made it clearer that the Holy Spirit was 
not just symbolized but actually given, and that He was given 
by the instrumentality of the ceremony of the laying on o f hands. 
Truly God has made the wrath of men to praise Him by provid
ing us, through the attitude of Simon Magus, strong evidence of 
this important truth of the Catholic Faith.
207. It is in the light of this very clear passage that we must 
understand the passage in Acts 19:1-6. In that passage, St. Paul 
discovers at Ephesus certain disciples who had been baptized by 
St. John the Baptist, but had not “receive(d) the Holy Spirit



when (they) believed” as they told St. Paul in answer to his 
question, saying that they had not so much as heard whether 
the Holy Spirit was (or was given). St. Paul of course knows 
exactly what to do. He first gives them Christian Baptism. Then 
he “laid his hands upon them  (and) the Holy Spirit came upon 
them.” I have given reasons in the preceding chapter, Sections 
168-9,105 for trusting the historicity of this narrative despite the 
objections that can be raised against it. But for our present 
purposes, it is not necessary to raise the question of its historic
ity. In any case it attests first century conceptions. For Acts 
is written not later than the last quarter of the first century A. D. 
Nor could St. Luke have told the story as he has done unless he 
at least thought the belief and practice it attests or implies went 
back as far as the beginning of his connection with Christianity. 
Nor is his memory likely to have deceived him on a matter of 
that sort. For either he himself had never been “confirmed” or 
else he had. If the former horn of the dilemma be chosen, he 
would know this, and would be sure as a result to know either 
that the practice was of later origin, or else that he had not re
ceived it for some special reason. On the other hand, if he had 
been “confirmed,” he is reasonably certain to have remembered 
when this happened to him. Was it when he first became a 
Christian? If so, the practice must have been primitive, or 
nearly so. Was it at a later date? If so, he would remember 
this, and not “read it back” into the practice of St. Paul. Nor is 
there any good reason to admit that the ceremony was primitive 
while denying that the belief as to its efficacy was equally so. 
The passage in Hebrews 6:1-4 requires that some such very high 
efficacy as we have found in Acts should have been ascribed to 
the laying on of hands by Christians generally, in order to ac
count adequately for the great importance there implied for it 
by putting it on a level with Baptism and the four other funda
mental essentials of Christianity.

208. If any doubt remains about our conclusion, at least it 
does not concern the belief and practice of the last quarter of 
the first century. For the Pastorals, Acts, and Hebrews all come 
from that date. Whatever doubt, if any, is left by their com
bined testimony concerning the use and sacramental character 
of the laying on of hands concerns the period into which they 
may be accused of reading back these practices and concep
tions. I have argued above that we have no sufficient reason 
for thinking that all three of these important documents have 
been guilty of such an error. But even if they have, points are 
not “read back” unless they represent the settled conviction

105 And also in Appended Note V.



of the age from which they are “read back,” and have had at 
least a considerable history beforehand.

Division V

209. For that reason, we are justified in finding probable 
implicit attestation of the same belief in the sacramental char
acter of Ordination in St. Clement of Rome and St. Ignatius. 
It is true, of course, that neither one of these makes explicit 
reference to Ordination at all, and consequently could not be 
expected to make such reference to its sacramental character. 
But both reveal such an exalted estimate of the regular hierarchy 
that the most probable explanation of their attitude is that they 
knew these men to have been ordained, and that in addition 
they attached to that Ordination the same efficacy which the 
authors of Acts, Hebrews, and the Pastorals have already been 
shown to have attached to it.

St. Clement says, “Christ therefore is from God, and the 
Apostles are from Christ.” Then he goes on at once to tell 
how the Apostles appointed their “first converts, testing them 
by the Spirit, to be bishops and deacons of the future be
lievers.” His point seems to be that in this way these “bishops 
and deacons” were from God, just as Christ and the Apostles 
had been. The whole context supports this view. We have 
already shown reason in Chapter XII to conclude that the ap
pointment of these men, to which St. Clement explicitly refers, 
would have been by Ordination, even though he does not digress 
to tell his readers what they already knew—how appointment 
was habitually made. We have also already seen good reason 
in the present chapter to conclude that the belief that the lay
ing on of hands was sacramental (whether in Ordination or in 
“Confirmation”) was firmly established and generally accepted 
by the last quarter of the first Christian century when St. 
Clement wrote. Thus, while St. Clement does not actually 
mention either the laying on of hands, or what we would now 
call “the grace of Orders,” he does mention the appointment 
and the succession to divine authority which it conferred. I 
think there can be little doubt that he held the same belief 
about Ordination which we have found in Acts, Hebrews, and 
the Pastorals. He would, in particular, be very close to the 
position of Acts 20:28. He would hold that the bishops and 
deacons are “from God” for the same reason for which, as we 
concluded above, St. Luke represents St. Paul as saying that 
it was the Holy Spirit who had made the Ephesian presbyters 
bishops.
210. I think we may with high probability attribute to St.



T
Ignatius the same conceptions just outlined. He believed (rightly 
or wrongly) that there were Bishops (monarchical) established 
to the farthest corners of the world.106 He held167 that with
out the threefold hierarchy “no Church is entitled to the name”* 
or “the name of ‘Church’ is not given.”108 He seems to have 
reckoned the Bishops among “the ordinances of the Apos
tles.”109 He certainly held that the Bishops as well as the 
presbyters and deacons (in other words, the whole ordained, 
hierarchy) were in accordance with the mind of Christ.170 
Finally, he argues, “Everyone whom the master of the house 
sends to do his business we ought to receive as him that sent 
him. Therefore, it is clear that we must regard the Bishop as 
the Lord Himself.”171 For the same reasons already given in 
discussing Acts 20:28 and I Clement 42, his whole attitude re
vealed by these and many other passages, and especially his 
unhesitating ascription of divine origin and authority to the 
hierarchy, is much more adequately explained by supposing that 
he held the view, which we have already seen good reason to 
hold was generally received in his day, that appointment to the 
regular hierarchy was by sacramental Ordination, than by sup
posing that some other and non-sacramental means of appoint
ment was in his mind as he wrote thus.
211. Just to forestall any possible misunderstanding, I want 
to make it quite clear that I do not maintain that either St. 
Clement or St. Ignatius or even Acts 20:28 would, taken alone, 
or even taken together, be sufficiently definite to provide primary 
and direct evidence that Ordination was believed to be sacra
mental in the early Church. But we have clear and direct 
evidence in the Pastorals that the laying on of hands in Ordi
nation was deemed sacramental, and in Acts and Hebrews that 
the laying on of hands was deemed sacramental in “Con
firmation.” We have also seen how this conclusion agrees 
perfectly with what we should have expected from the facts 
about the Jewish background. When taken together with this 
evidence, which is strong and definite, even if not very plenti
ful, the evidence of Acts 20:28, I Clement, and St. Ignatius is 
such as to provide secondary and confirmatory evidence. It 
supplements the evidence of the clearer sources not in the way 
of definiteness (in which respect they need no supplementing) 
but in showing that the belief so definitely attested in a few

166 Eph. 3 :2 .
187 Tral. 3 :1 .
* As Lightfoot translates ekklesia ou kaleitai.
168 As Lake renders the same Greek words.
180 Tral: 7 :1 . See on this point also Tral. 12:2.
170 Phil., Proem, and Eph. 3 :2 .
171 Eph. 6 :1 .

sources was, in all probability, in the minds of the writers of 
other sources, even if they did not have occasion to give clear 
and definite expression to it. Thus they greatly reduce the area 
of what can with any real accuracy be called silence.
212. After St. Ignatius we come to the period of silence. We 
find a probable end of' this silence in St. Irenaeus, and a certain 
end of it in St. Hippolytus. Their evidence we shall examine 
below. But we have already studied in Chapter XII the ques
tion whether this silence, in so far as it really is silence, can 
reasonably be used to foster positive doubts as to whether 
Ordination was universally used in appointing to the Major 
Orders of the regular hierarchy. The answer was a decisive 
negative. It is not necessary to repeat the arguments here. For 
it is clear that if the silence as to the use of the ceremony of 
the laying on of hands proves nothing in a negative direction, 
certainly the silence of the same sources as to the efficacy of 
that ceremony when used can prove exactly the same nothing. 
In fact, granted silence on the first point, silence on the second 
point is inevitable. Nor should we be at all surprised if some of 
the sources which do mention the laying on of hands should 
not give expression to the views of the author as to its efficacy. 
That, too, would be almost—though of course not quite—as 
inevitable.

Thus, when we find the silence about the sacramental char
acter of Ordination coming to an end about the same date as 
the silence about Ordination itself, and that the general doc
trinal tradition of the Church henceforth taught without ex
ception, so far as I am aware, that Ordination was sacramental, 
we can come to only one reasonable conclusion. That is that 
the belief that Ordination is sacramental has been the unbroken 
belief of the Catholic Church at least from the last quarter of 
the first century to the present day, and in all probability from 
the very beginning of Christianity, since it seems clearly to 
derive straight from the Jewish background out of which our 
religion sprang.
213. As said above, the silence, in the strictest sense, probably 
comes to an end with Irenaeus. For he speaks172 of Catholic 
Bishops as having a special charisma veritatis. No doubt it is 
linguistically possible to understand these words to mean “the 
gift of (that is, which consists in) the truth.” But in the highest 
degree this interpretation is improbable. For in that case, the 
argument begs the question by assuming the very point which 
St. Irenaeus has to prove. It would assume, so interpreted, that 
the tradition as the Catholic Bishops have it is the truth, rather 
than the alleged esoteric tradition which the Gnostics claim to

172 Adv. Haer. IV. xxvi. 2.



have. But this was just the point at issue. On the other hand, 
if we assume St. Irenaeus and the Gnostics to have shared with
out dispute the premise that Ordination was sacramental, be
stowing certain charismata, of which the charisma veritatis was 
one, then we can see how St. Irenaeus’ line of reasoning is an 
argument on premises which his opponents did not challenge 
rather than a dogmatic claim which they completely repudiated.
214. The very clear evidence of St. Hippolytus, which we are 
to notice next, gives us very strong additional ground for pre
ferring the sacramental interpretation of the charisma veritatis. 
For, while St. Hippolytus does not write until some forty years 
later, he must have been a full grown man about the time St. 
Irenaeus wrote. In view of his staunchly conservative and tra
ditionalistic tendencies, he is probably recording, as “the Apos
tolic tradition,” the same faith and practice which he had so re
cently learned at just about the same time St. Irenaeus wrote.

Nor is it in the slightest degree likely that the Roman tradi
tion, as learned by St. Hippolytus in the eighth decade of the 
second century would have differed materially, especially on 
such a point, from that held by St. Irenaeus a decade later. For 
if it did, it would have been suicidal for St. Irenaeus to have 
made so strong an appeal to it as he did in Aclv. Haer. III.iii.2, 
where he writes, “Ad hanc enim ecclesiam, propter potentiorem  
principalitatem, necesse est omnem convenire ecclesiam, hoc est, 
eos qui sunt undique fideles; in qua semper, ah his qui sunt un
dique, conservata est ea, quae est ah apostolis, traditio.” I shall 
not pause to refute the papalistic interpretation of this passage 
common among Roman Catholic controversialists. The words 
ah his qui sunt undique alone are fatal to it, since on the Roman 
theory it is the infallible Pope and not “those who are on (or 
from) all sides” who should receive the credit for the faithful 
preservation of the Apostolic tradition in the Roman See. But 
what matters crucially for our present purposes is that St. Iren
aeus here makes for the Roman tradition the same claim which 
St. Hippolytus makes for it about forty years later. He says ex
plicitly, “. . . in qua (i.e., the Roman Church) . . . conservata 
est ea quae est ah apostolis traditio.” St. Irenaeus had been in 
Rome for a considerable period during the Episcopate of St. 
Anicetus, and again not long before he himself was elevated to 
the Episcopate. The latter date was just about the time St. 
Hippolytus was in his late teens. The former date was probably 
before his birth, and takes us back very near to the middle of 
the second century.

Thus we have very good evidence, direct from St. Irenaeus 
himself, that his doctrinal beliefs must be assumed (on points



where he has not had occasion to express them) to be the same 
as those of St. Hippolytus, representing the Roman tradition, un
less we have good reason to suspect the latter of having inno
vated on a particular point, contrary to his usual strongly fixed 
tendency. Not only that, but we have also, by the same reason
ing, strong grounds to hold that whatever St. Irenaeus held was 
held both in Rome and in Asia Minor (whence St. Irenaeus 
originally went to Rome) just a bit after the middle of the sec
ond century. These conclusions are of tremendous importance 
for our purposes. They lead to the conclusion that unless we 
can produce valid reasons for supposing the teachings of St. 
Hippolytus on the sacramental character of Ordination to have 
been a departure from what he was taught as a boy and young 
man about 175-180 a . d . we must assume as highly probable, in 
the absence of any good reasons to the contrary, that the same 
views were shared by St. Irenaeus about 180 a . d . and by the 
generally received traditions of the Churches of Rome and Asia 
Minor about 160 a . d ., and how much earlier we cannot say on 
the basis of such direct and definite documentary evidence.

But if we have been able to push back the upper date with 
high probability as far as c. 160 a . d . and on the other hand to 
show that the lower date in all probability can be brought down 
as far as the Epistles of St. Ignatius c. 115 a . d . the “tunnel” has 
become so short as to reduce to the vanishing point any likeli
hood that the continuity was broken while the Church was “in 
the tunnel.” Under these circumstances only actual evidence 
could give the slightest plausibility to such a conjecture; and 
evidence there is none.

215. What, then, finally, does St. Hippolytus hold and teach 
about the sacramental character of Ordination? First of all, let 
us listen to the Proemium  of his Refutation of All Heresies. He 
there says,175 “No other will refute these errors save the Holy 
Ghost given in the Church, which the Apostles first received and 
then imparted to right believers; and forasmuch as we174 are 
their successors, sharing the same grace of high-priesthood and 
teaching,175 and accounted guardians of the Church, we shall not 
suffer our eyes to sleep.”

216. This same conception finds clear and strong expression in 
his The Apostolic Tradition, Chapters 2 and 3, in the rubrics and 
prayer for the consecration of a Bishop. In A. T. 2:3-4 we read, 
“While all give their consent, the Bishops shall lay their hands 
upon him, and the presbytery shall stand by in silence. All in-

173 I use Gore’s translation.
174 I. e., we Bishops.
175 Italics mine. Compare St. Irenaeus’ charisma veritatis.



deed shall keep silent, praying in their heart for the descent of 
the Spirit.” And in the actual prayer, which occupies the whole 
third chapter, we find these words:

“God . . . Thou hast appointed the borders of Thy Church by 
the word of Thy grace . . . leaving not Thy sanctuary without a 
ministry, Thou hast from the beginning . . . been well pleased to 
be glorified in those whom Thou hast chosen. Pour forth now 
that power, which is Thine, of Thy royal Spirit which Thou gav- 
est to Thy beloved Son (or  Servant) Jesus Christ, which He b e
stowed on His holy Apostles, who established the Church in 
every place . . . grant to this Thy servant whom Thou hast 
chosen for the office of a Bishop, that he may feed Thy holy 
flock, and may blamelessly serve as high priest before Thee, 
ministering night and day, to propitiate Thy countenance with
out ceasing, and to offer Thee the gifts of Thy Holy Church. And 
by the Spirit of the high priesthood  may he have authority to 
remit sins according to Thy commandment, to confer Orders 
according to Thy precept, to loose every bond according to the 
authority which Thou gavest to Thy Apostles, etc.”

217. I think there can be no reasonable doubt that “by the 
Spirit of the high priesthood” means “by the gift of the Spirit 
which is now being given to him as he becomes a high priest.”170 
In any case, there can be no doubt that to the author of that 
Ordination Prayer, Ordination is an efficacious sign of divine 
grace and authority, which is all that we mean when we call it 
“sacramental.” This appears again in the prayer at the Ordina
tion of a presbyter,177 which includes the petition “grant to him 
the Spirit o f grace and counsel of a presbyter . . .  as Thou didst 
command Moses to choose presbyters whom Thou didst fill with 
Thy Spirit which Thou gavest to Thy servant, etc.”

In 9:4, in explaining why the Bishop alone shall lay his hands 
upon one being ordained to the diaconate, we are told among 
other reasons, “He does not receive that Spirit that is possessed 
by the presbytery, in which the presbyters share. . . .  For this 
cause the Bishop alone shall make a deacon. But on a presby
ter, however, the presbyters shall lay their hands, because of the 
common and like Spirit of the clergy. Yet the presbyter has 
only the power to receive. Pie has no power to give. Etc.” I 
shall not pause to consider here the bearing of this passage on 
the question of the proper minister of Ordination. Our only 
interest in it here is for its bearing on the sacramental character 
of Ordination. In view of the consentient tradition of the Church 
a little later that the chief gift in Ordination is the gift of the

176 I. e., a Bishop, of course.
A. T. 8 :2 -3 .



Holy Spirit for the office and work to which the ordinand is be
ing ordained, there can be no reasonable doubt that we already 
have this doctrine in the A. T. of St. Hippolytus.

The same inference is supported by the petition in the Ordi
nation Prayer for a Deacon,178 “Grant the Holy Spirit of grace 
and care and diligence to this Thy servant etc.” Thus it seems 
clear beyond all reasonable dispute that St. Hippolytus* held the 
clear and unhesitating belief that Ordination is sacramental. 
The vitally important bearing of this conclusion on the belief of 
St. Irenaeus, and of the Roman Church and that of Asia Minor 
about 160 a . d. we have already pointed out.
218. It will not be necessary to follow Gore as he in Part II 
of his Appendix G marshals the later evidence to show that the 
belief we have found in the earlier sources is always that held, 
wherever there is any clear evidence, in the Church later than 
St. Hippolytus. I have nothing to add to his evidence, except to 
point out the fact that the unanimously accepted premise on 
which the pre-Augustinian Church rejected the validity of all 
Orders pretendedly given outside the Church was that the Holy 
Spirit cannot be given outside the Church. The implication is 
clear that in valid Ordination the Holy Spirit is given.
219. The only reasonable inference that can be drawn from 
the evidence taken as a whole is that from the beginning there 
is good evidence of the belief that Ordination was a true sacra
ment, effectively conferring the spiritual gifts needed for the 
office in prospect, and that this belief came straight through to 
the Christian Church from the pre-Christian Jewish Church. 
There is no evidence at all of any differing or alternative belief to 
set against this conclusion, but only silence. Nor is there any 
particular source that is silent under circumstances which make 
that silence difficult to understand, or probably significant. 
Hence our main conclusion stands as firmly established.

178 A. T. 9 :11 .



Chapter XIV

NOT EVERY CHRISTIAN COULD ORDAIN

220. In this chapter we are to present the evidence which 
shows that in the early Church the power to ordain was restricted 
to some, and not allowed indiscriminately to all Christians what
soever. We shall also ask the very important question as to 
whether this restriction was purely and simply a matter of what 
is sometimes called “Church order” or whether it involved some
thing more fundamental. Let us begin with the former point. 
We have already covered most of this ground briefly in Chapter 
IX, where we presented in summary the four principles on which 
the Catholic doctrine of Apostolic Succession depends, and also 
in Chapter X, where we marshalled the evidence for the first of 
these four principles, the theocratic principle. But we must 
now studv the evidence more thoroughly. For, while scanty, it 
has very important bearings. If the power to ordain was origi
nally quite unrestricted, that would be a strong point—quite pos
sibly a decisive point—in favor of the “congregationalist” theory 
of Church polity.

It is quite possible that a similar argument—only not so clear 
or so strong— could be drawn from the premise (if it could be 
securely established) that, although a restriction did originally 
exist, yet it was purely and simply a matter of Church Order, 
and involved no essential principle, nor any question of the 
lack of radical power in those not allowed to ordain. We can 
put this second issue differently by asking whether the original 
restriction (granting that there was one) was like the modern 
restriction in Catholic theology whereby the consecration of the 
Eucharist is restricted to a validly ordained priest, or was it like 
that whereby the reading of the Liturgical Gospel in the Eu
charist is restricted to one in Deacon’s Orders or higher.

Division I

221. We begin with the Jewish background, as usual. For 
there is at least a general presumption in favor of the view that 
early Christian belief and practice should be expected a priori 
to have followed Jewish precedent, if there was any Jewish pre
cedent. Of course this presumption is not so strong as to ex
clude refutation by evidence. But in the absence of evidence



to the contrary, it determines the a priori probabilities in the 
case. In the present case, the presumption is unusually strong. 
For the Jewish precedent is so clear and strong in the matter of 
ordination. Moreover, we have already seen strong reason in 
Chapters XII and XIII to conclude that the primitive Christian 
practice was derived from, and adhered closely to, the Jewish 
antecedents of Christian Ordination, at least as far as concerns 
the unfailing use of the ceremony of the laying on of hands in 
appointing to office in the regular hierarchy, and also in assign
ing a truly sacramental efficacy to the ceremony when so used. 
Hence it is antecedently probable that we shall find a similar 
dependence on Jewish precedent in the matter of the Minister 
of Ordination.

222. Now in contemporary Jewish practice, we find a very 
definite and unmistakable restriction of the power to ordain 
presbyters. It is, to be sure, a disputed point as to just what 
the facts are in the case. Some maintain that only colleges of 
presbyters, as colleges, had the power to ordain; and that nei
ther individual presbyters apart from the college to which they 
belonged, nor (a fortiori) those who were not presbyters, could 
have “validly” ordained a Jewish presbyter in true succession to 
those first seventy presbyters who were supposed to have been 
ordained by Moses, and to have handed down an unbroken suc
cession ever since, to the time of Jesus. The test of this “validity” 
would have been very simple—that one “invalidly” ordained 
would not have been recognized as a real presbyter and allowed 
to share in the prerogatives of a presbyter by those who had 
been validly ordained.

I shall show reason in Part IV of this book to take a different 
view of the matter, and to hold that a new presbyter in Judaism 
would not have been ordained by the college of presbyters of 
which he would henceforth become a member, but rather by 
the great “scholar” under whom he had studied and “won his 
spurs,” so to speak. We are not able to define with great pre
cision, as far as I know, just who these “scholars” were. But at 
least it seems clear that they were an inner circle within the 
total number of presbyters, so that every such “scholar” would 
have been a presbyter, but not every presbyter would have been 
a “scholar.”

223. Fortunately it is not necessary for our present pur
poses to reach a decision between these two competing theories 
at this point in our discussion. On either theory, the power to 
ordain would have been definitely and unmistakably and nar
rowly restricted. Nor do we need a bit more than that for the 
purposes of the present chapter. It may be well to add that, in



case any specialist in such matters should attempt to date as con
temporary with the first generations of Christianity still other 
practices of Jewish ordination which I am assuming to have 
arisen later, the same result for our present purposes will follow. 
For they all without any exception involve a narrow restriction 
of the power to ordain. But the two I have stated above are 
the only ones which seem to me to stand the slightest chance, 
on the evidence, of going back before the fall of Jerusalem, or 
even into the last quarter of the first Christian century.

Division II

224. Let us take next the question of the proper minister of 
“Confirmation” in the early Church. I take this next because it 
happens to be possible to settle the point more easily and de
cisively than is the case with Ordination, as far as the direct 
evidence goes; and because it has, as I shall endeavor to show 
below, a decisive even if only indirect bearing on the question of 
the primitive minister of Ordination.

225. The fact that St. Paul “confirms” (or is represented as 
“confirming”) in Acts 19:1-6 would not by itself necessarily in
dicate that the power to “confirm” in the early Church was lim
ited to Apostles. But if we can find other evidence pointing in 
that direction, it will provide some slight measure of confirma
tion of such a conclusion. And such evidence, by an almost in
credible coincidence, we do find in the only other passage which 
mentions “Confirmation” at such length as to leave open any 
possibility that the point might be made clear. The passage, of 
course, is Acts 8.

226. This passage tells us how St. Philip, one of the Seven 
chosen and ordained in Acts 6:1-6, went down to Samaria, made 
some converts, and baptized them. When the Apostles at Jeru
salem heard this, they sent down to Samaria Sts. Peter and John. 
The narrative does not explicitly assign the reason why they 
were sent—why it should have been deemed necessary to send 
them. But we can arrive at the answer to that question with a 
very high degree of probability. For the reason is not likely to 
have been to impart to them any secret teaching that was known 
only to the Apostles but not to St. Philip. If so, why impart to 
newly made converts secrets which even the tried and true man 
chosen to be one of “the Seven” had not been allowed to know? 
It was not to baptize them, for we are explicitly told in the nar
rative that they were already baptized before the Apostles ar
rived. Nor can any other plausible guess be made, except the 
one which the whole narrative favors.



That guess is that, although St. Philip was an eloquent 
preacher, and a worker of great signs and wonders, and an ade
quate teacher, and was fully able to baptize them, he was un
able to “confirm” them, to give to them the supreme gift of the 
Holy Spirit. We do later find just that same limitation on the 
power to “confirm.” Is it not logical and highly probable, es
pecially in the absence of any alternative explanation, to sup
pose that this later-attested limitation was already in force? 
That would explain fully and easily why it was necessary to 
send the Apostles down to Samaria, not to make additional con
verts, but to do something for those already made by someone 
below the rank of an Apostle.
227. This conjectural explanation receives overwhelming sup
port from the text of the narrative itself. To begin with, we 
are told just one thing that the Apostles did when they arrived. 
We read,179 “(The Apostles) prayed  for them, that they might 
receive the Holy Spirit, for as yet He was fallen upon none o f 
them, only they were baptized into the name of the Lord Jesus. 
Then laid they their hands on them, and they received the Holy 
Spirit.” Apparently our conjecture was right!
228. But someone may think that the evidence produced so 
far falls short of being clear enough to be completely decisive. 
Let us therefore notice certain added language which makes it 
utterly irresistible. We read in Acts 8:18, “Now, when Simon 
(Magus) saw that through the laying on of the Apostles’ hands 
the Holy Spirit was given, he offered money to them saying, 
Give me also this power, that on whomsover I lay my hands, he 
may receive the Holy Spirit. Etc.” It is hard to see how lan
guage could make it clearer that the Apostles had a power which 
Simon Magus did not have, yet greatly wanted. The reason 
they had it and Simon did not was because it was “the gift of 
God” and God had given this gift to the Apostles and not to 
Simon. Since there is no reason to suppose Simon to have been 
any different in this respect from any other layman, it follows 
that all laymen lacked the power to “confirm.” Nor can there 
be any reasonable doubt that St. Philip also lacked this power; 
for if he had possessed it there would have been no necessity 
for the Apostles to have sent some of their own number. Hence 
if St. Philip was a deacon, as seems probable to the present 
writer, we must conclude that deacons also lacked the power to 
“confirm” those they could baptize. If he was a presbyter, then 
presbyters also lacked the power.
229. It is worth noting that the implication of this whole nar
rative is that Baptism alone, when separated from “Confirma-

179 Acts 8 :15-17.



tion,” did not confer the gift of the Spirit. For we may be sure 
that Simon would not have cared by what means—baptism or 
the laying on of hands—he could “give” the Holy Spirit, as long 
as he could “give” Him at all. And as a layman he would have 
had the power to baptize. This conclusion confirms very strongly 
our decision in Chapter XII that “Confirmation” was universally 
practiced. For there is no doubt that every Christian was sup
posed to receive the gift of the Holy Spirit. Consequently, if 
this gift was not given in baptism as distinguished from “Con
firmation,” we would be forced to conclude that the two were 
always combined wherever an Apostle was present, and that in 
such a case the terms “Baptism” or “baptize” always include 
both the washing and the laying on of hands. On the other 
hand, since only an Apostle (and possibly but doubtfully a 
presbyter) could “confirm,” it would be necessary to separate the 
washing from the laying on of hands when no “competent minis
ter” of “Confirmation” was present.180
230. It may be objected that we dare not trust the historicity 
of the Simon Magus episode. I do not see any valid reason why 
we should distrust it. But for the benefit of those who do, it 
should be emphasized that St. Luke (or the author of his source, 
if he is here closely dependent on one) could not have credited 
the story, and could not have expected his readers to understand 
it, unless the presuppositions of the narrative had been gener
ally shared by Christians at the time the narrative was written 
down. So it would follow that the limitation of the power to 
“confirm” which we have found implicit181 in the whole narrative 
must have been axiomatic to Christians at least by the last quar
ter of the first century, since St. Luke very probably wrote Acts 
at some time during that period.182

180 An alternative possibility is that Baptism was found to bestow the gift 
of the Holy Spirit when ministered by an Apostle, and hence would not 
always, at least at first, include the laying on of hands when so ministered; 
but that it was found not to convey the Holy Spirit when ministered by 
a layman or deacon (and probably by a presbyter) and hence had to be 
supplemented by later action by an Apostle as soon as possible. Since 
“rebaptism” was apparently never practiced, even in the earliest days, 
the Apostles had to resort to a different means for mediating the gift of 
the.H oly Spirit. Naturally, for reasons already developed in Chapters 
XII-XIII, they resorted to the laying on of hands; and the outward evi
dences of the gift of the Spirit which were common in those early days 
showed that in so doing they had correctly read the will of God; if indeed 
some prophet, speaking obviously “in the Spirit,” had not explicitly told 
them what to do the first time the question arose. But either of these 
reconstructions leaves “Confirmation” a “sacrament” which only a few 
members of the Church (Apostles and possibly presbyters) would have 
the power to minister. So on either theory, it is a very important illustra
tion of our main thesis in this chapter.
381 And almost if not quite explicit!
182 If we agree with Harnack and a few others that Acts was written about 
62 a .d. the same conclusion will hold for even that very early date. If
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But even if the latest reasonable date be assigned to this 

narrative, and even if we refuse to grant that any direct eviden
tial value can be attributed to it for the period which it would 
represent if historical, we would still have very strong reasons to 
hold that the same restriction is more likely than not to have 
been in force in that early period. For we certainly do find that 
same restriction in existence as soon as we come to the end of 
the period of silence about Confirmation and Ordination. Nor 
does the evidence favor the conclusion that there was any nar
rowing of the right to “confirm” as we come down the early cen
turies.

231. An upholder of the presbyterian hypothesis would main
tain that the custom attested for the fourth century of allowing 
presbyters to “confirm” with chrism blessed by the Bishop was 
the same practice that was in use in the first three centuries, 
even though it completely lacks attestation (as far as I know) 
during that period. Some believers183 in the Catholic position 
would hold that during the first two centuries and a large part 
or the whole of the third century the power to “confirm” was 
limited to Apostles, deutero-apostles, and monarchical Bishops.

For myself I think that the acquisition of the right to “con
firm” by the presbyters came about as a result of a change of 
view as to what was the “essential matter” (as the later Western 
Church would express it) of “Confirmation.” I think that dur
ing the period before and after St. Hippolytus the right to anoint 
with the chrism previously blessed by the Bishop had been 
allowed to the presbyters, and that this ceremony had been a 
part of the complete Initiatory Rite. But I think that at that 
early date the question had not yet been raised clearly as to 
what was the essential part of “Confirmation.” If this re
construction is correct it will be seen that when the ques
tion was raised, and as soon as the view came to prevail in 
any locality that the anointing with chrism was the essential 
part of “Confirmation” rather than the laying on of hands, that 
change would automatically carry with it the inference that 
mere presbyters had the essential power to “confirm,” since they 
had been allowed already for a long time to anoint with the 
chrism blessed by the Bishop.

If this reconstruction is right, it will confirm very strongly the 
view I have expressed above that, far from the right to “confirm” 
having been more closely restricted as the Church came down

the narrative owes its present form (or even the bulk of its substance) to 
someone else, who wrote a source on which St. Luke is dependent here, 
the conclusion will hold for the date of that source; and that is quite 
likely to have been rather early.
183 With whom the present writer must express agreement.



the ages, it became less closely restricted. But even on the pres- 
byterian hypothesis it has not become more closely restricted; it 
has remained unchanged. Thus on neither theory has there been 
any narrowing of this right. There is no direct Jewish antece
dent of “Confirmation” and consequently there cannot have been 
any Jewish precedent as to the “proper minister” of “Confirma
tion” differing from the earliest attested Christian practice. So 
we have no reason to raise any question as to the possibility of 
a very primitive Christian practice agreeing with such a hypo
thetical Jewish practice rather than with the earliest attested 
Christian practice. Consequently, there is no justification for 
doubting that even in the earliest days of “Confirmation” the 
practice concerning the “proper minister” was the same as it 
certainly was when we come to our first evidence on the point. 
Thus the objection based on a rejection of the historicity of the 
Simon Magus story leaves our main conclusion quite unaffected.
232. From a very different standpoint it might be objected that, 
since the Simon Magus story probably is historical, it shows only 
that the power to “confirm” was thus restricted during the first 
decade of Christianity, and that the narrative has no historical 
value for the practice of the last half of the first century. But 
it is very unlikely that St. Luke could have told the story in 
the way he has, without saying a word in explanation of the 
“dogmatic” presuppositions of the strange episode, unless those 
presuppositions had been as axiomatic to him and his anticipated 
readers as it was to the characters in the narrative on the as
sumption that the narrative is strictly historical. Moreover, 
since we find the same restriction implied in the narrative to 
have been in existence as soon as we come to our next clear 
evidence at the end of the period of silence, and since there 
is neither evidence nor any a priori probability of any change 
between the Simon Magus episode and the established practice 
toward the end of the second century, and even earlier, the 
probability would be all in favor of the same restriction haying 
been in force throughout the first two centuries, even if the 
chronological gap in the actual evidence is from c. 35 a .d. to 
St. Hippolytus rather than from the date of Acts to St. Hip- 
poly tus.
233. There are two other phenomena in the early evidence 
which are too indefinite to be much more than straws in the 
wind, but which I am inclined to think are at least that, and 
thus to give some measure of confirmation to our main con
clusion. In St. Ignatius we find him emphasizing that “with
out the Bishop (i.e. apart from his permission) it is not lawful 
either to baptize or to hold a love feast.” I believe I have 
established in my book, The Early Eucharist, that the term



translated “love feast” would mean the Eucharist, along of 
course with the common community meal which the Eucharist 
began and ended. Also in the Didache we find careful directions 
given for the immersion part of Baptism and for the Eucharist. 
But neither St. Ignatius nor the D idache mentions the laying on 
of hands, and it appears that we would have a right to expect 
them to do so if the ministry of “Confirmation” and Ordination 
were not limited to the Bishop.

But if everyone knew and no one challenged that only the 
Bishop could “confirm” and ordain, then we can understand 
without difficulty why St. Ignatius did not have to forbid the 
schismatics to “lay on hands” without the Bishop’s permission. 
We can also understand in that case why the Didache, which 
presupposes local Churches in which there are normally only 
“bishops and deacons” but no resident Apostles, deutero-apostles, 
nor monarchical Bishops, should not include directions how to 
do what its resident ministers had no power to do—viz., to 
“confirm” and ordain. The Apostles, who are the pretended 
authors of the book, are presumably expected to do the “con
firming” and ordaining when they visit the local Churches peri
odically. The direction in the Didache to choose for themselves 
worthy men as “bishops and deacons” does not mean that they 
are to be ordained by those who elect them. The local Church 
did have the power to elect its own “bishops and deacons” and 
hence direction is given on the subject. But it did not have 
the power to ordain them, so no directions are given on that 
point. Of course this explanation is conjectural. But the alter
native explanation that the laying on of hands was not important 
enough to require mention in such contexts is negatived by its 
obvious importance in Hebrews 6:1-4. And it seems that if a 
satisfactory explanation can be found, it is more scientific to ac
cept it as probable than to attribute the double phenomenon 
to pure coincidence.
234. Thus is seems that the evidence is completely onesided 
in favor of the conclusion that the right to minister “Confirma
tion” was limited to presbyters or others of still higher rank. 
And it is very probable184 that for over two centuries not even 
presbyters were able to “confirm.”

Division III

235. What bearing has this on the subject of a restriction of 
the power to ordain, which is our immediate concern in the 
present chapter? The answer is that it seems safe to argue 
a fortiori that if there was this restriction of the power to “con-

181 As will be argued at some length in Part IV of this book.
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firm,” there would naturally be at least the same restriction, or 
else a still closer restriction, of the power to ordain. In other 
words, since the clergy certainly had added powers in addition 
to those which they had as laymen, it is highly improbable a pri
ori that the power to give the gifts common to laymen should be 
restricted while the power to give gifts which the laymen did not 
share should be unrestricted. Or again, to put the matter dif
ferently, we may look upon Baptism as birth into the Church, 
upon Confirmation as the conferring of full citizenship, and upon 
Ordination as conferring office. Now if no one below the rank 
of presbyter (and probably, I maintain, not even presbyters) 
had the power even to confer full citizenship, still less would 
those who could not even confer full citizenship be able to con
fer office in the Church. Thus we would expect, purely a priori, 
to find that only those could ordain who had the right to “con
firm,” and that quite possibly even some of these would not be 
able to ordain.
236. This a priori expectation we find to accord perfectly with 
the actual evidence. Since the reading of the evidence is in dis
pute, it will be safest to show that on all but one of the readings 
which have any serious claim to be based on real documentary 
evidence this a priori expectation is fulfilled. And even that one 
reading of the evidence supports the main contention of this 
chapter.

On the view accepted in this book, which would be sup
ported by many who hold the Catholic position, it is fulfilled. 
For on that view, presbyters did not have the power to ordain 
at any time inside the limits of the Catholic Church; nor did they 
have the power to “confirm” until at least the third century and 
(as far as actual evidence goes) until well into the fourth cen
tury. There are also some who hold the Catholic position who 
hold that presbyters never did have the power to ordain, but 
that from the first (despite the complete silence of the sources) 
they probably did have the power to “confirm.” On this theory 
there would have been a still closer restriction of the power to 
ordain than of the power to “confirm.”

Finally, upholders of the presbyterian hypothesis would hold 
that presbyters had the power both to ordain and “confirm” at 
first, and that later only the former but not the latter was taken 
from them. But on none of these theories does a deacon or a 
layman have any power to ordain or even to “confirm.”

There is a fourth reading which would be possible on the 
extant evidence, though not in my opinion as probable as any of 
the three already described, for reasons to be given in full in 
Part IV. That is that originally presbyters did not have the 
power to “confirm” but did have the power to ordain. It is true



that there is some prima facie  evidence of presbyterian Ordina
tion in the early Church, and none at all of presbyterian “Con
firmation” and that this fact would appear at first sight to give 
this fourth reading of the evidence some plausibility. But rea
sons will be given in Part IV for concluding that the prima facie  
evidence of presbyterian ordination breaks down under cross- 
examination and refutation. And we have already seen reasons 
just a little above to consider this view a priori unlikely. For
tunately, it is not necessary to consider further at this point this 
fourth reading of the evidence. It does, indeed, clash with our 
a priori expectation. But it, too, gives no particle of support to 
the idea that anyone below the rank of presbyter could ever at 
any time either “confirm” or ordain. And that is all we need 
for the contention of this chapter.

237. This difference of opinion about the reading of the evi
dence, reflected in the four views summarized above, results 
from the following actual state of the evidence:

1. There is evidence of Ordination by the Apostles in Acts 
6, where they ordain the Seven; and again in II Tim. 1:6, where 
St. Paul refers185 to his past act in ordaining St. Timothy. In 
view of our conclusion in Chapter XII that appointment, wher
ever mentioned, implies Ordination, we may also legitimately in
clude as evidence of Ordination by Apostles Acts 14:23, where 
“the Apostles, Paul and Barnabas” appoint presbyters in every 
city; and also 7 Clement 42-44, where the Apostles appoint the 
“bishops and deacons.” There are many references in the early 
Fathers, starting with St. Irenaeus, which assert186 that the Apos
tles ordained or appointed still others. I could name Sts. Linus, 
Clement, Polycarp, and Symeon.

2. There is also evidence of Ordinations by those whom we 
are calling in this book deutero-apostles. For the evidence in 
favor of the idea that the Apostolic Office was extended to others 
besides the original Twelve and a few added “pillars” like Sts. 
James and Paul, see187 Chapter XVIII. Once the general concep
tion is vindicated, there can be little doubt that Sts. Timothy 
and Titus were examples of this class.

Now in the Pastorals, St. Titus is authorized188 by “St. Paul” 
to “appoint presbyters in every city.” That would be, we have 
decided, by Ordination. Also it is clear that St. Timothy was 
authorized to ordain. He is exhorted189 to “lay hands suddenly

185 Or else is represented as referring.
180 Correctly, as I hope to show in Parts III and IV.
187 See also the Index of this book under the title “deutero-apostle” where 
the relevant passages will be listed.
388 Titus 1:5.
180 In I Tim. 5 :22 .



on no man.” If this is a reference to Ordination, it settles the 
question; and reasons will be given in Part IV, in the chapter 
where we consider the question of possible presbyterian Ordi
nations in the first century, for thinking that it is.190 Also the 
careful directions he receives as to the qualifications of “bishops 
and deacons” is a probable indication of his responsibility for 
choosing and ordaining these. The injunction in 11 Tim. 2:2 to 
commit to faithful men the things which he had heard from St. 
Paul among many witnesses is also probably an allusion to the 
choice and ordination of faithful men for the presbyterate, one 
chief function of which was to preserve and teach the Christian 
tradition faithfully. Moreover, it would be just about inevitable 
that deutero-apostles ( granted the conception to be valid at all) 
would have the power to ordain, even if it were not restricted to 
them, which is an issue we need not raise in this paragraph.
238. 3. Monarchical Bishops had the right to ordain as soon
as we come to the end of the period of silence about the laying 
on of hands near the end of the second century. There is, as far 
as I know, no passage in which actual Ordination by such Bish
ops is attested until we come to the Church Order of St. Hip- 
poly tus. But the ultra-conservative and strictly traditionalistic 
character of its author by itself strongly favors the view that the 
practice which he straitly enjoins and believes to be the sacro
sanct “Apostolic Tradition” is what he had been first taught when 
instructed as a boy, probably during the eighth decade of the 
second century. Moreover, this conclusion is enormously 
strengthened and confirmed by his teaching that the presbyters 
do not have any share at all in the laying on of hands on a 
Bishop-elect or deacon-elect; and that even when they join in 
the laying on of hands for a presbyter-elect, they are not really 
ordaining but only “sealing.”

We shall see in Part IV, in the chapters where the question. 
is investigated fully as to whether mere presbyters had the 
power to ordain in the early Church, that the traditional prac-' 
tice and belief of the Church between St. Plippolytus and St. 
Jerome is with one voice the same as that of the former, unless 
the latter is correctly understood to attest and is right in attest
ing presbyterian ordination at Alexandria as late as the second 
quarter of the third century. But we shall see later that it is 
doubtful whether he means this, and also doubtful whether he 
is well-informed, even if he did mean it.

There is no direct and clear attestation of ordination by mo
narchical Bishops before the period of silence. But as there is no 
writer who clearly attests such Bishops before St. Ignatius, this

190 See also a footnote to See. 174, where these reasons have already been 
given briefly.



amounts to no more than saying that St. Ignatius does not hap
pen to have told us who, in his day, had the power to ordain. 
This can be of no negative significance, however. Especially is 
this true when we add that neither does he make explicit men
tion of Ordination at all, nor even of appointment at all. How
ever, I have suggested above that the reason he does not men
tion the laying on of hands in the one passage where it might 
seem prima facie  reasonable to expect such mention is that he 
knew, and supposed all his readers would know, that while it 
was possible for someone other than the Bishop to baptize and 
celebrate the Eucharist, it was not possible for anyone but the 
Bishop to “confirm” and ordain. Additional reasons will be 
given in the chapters referred to above in Part IV for coming to 
the same conclusion.

239. Reasons will also be given below in Chapter XXVIII for 
interpreting the “eminent men” in I Clement 44 as deutero-apos- 
tles, some of whom were still itinerants, and some probably lo
calized as the monarchical heads of certain of the greater local 
Churches, such as Rome, Antioch, Ephesus, Smyrna, and Jeru
salem. If this is correct, we would here have attested ordina
tion by both deutero-apostles and monarchical Bishops, since it 
is clear that, in addition to the Apostles, these “eminent men” 
(whoever they were) had the power to ordain. At least they had 
the power to appoint the later “bishops and deacons,” and in 
Chapter XII we saw reason to conclude that such appointment 
was at least normally, and in all probability invariably, by Ordi
nation through the laying on of hands.

240. 4. There is one piece of direct evidence from our period 
which, at least prima facie, seems to attest ordination by mere 
presbyters, acting as a college. This is Z Tim. 4:14, where St. 
Timothy’s deutero-apostolic charismata are said to be in him 
through “prophecy, with the laying on of hands of the presby
tery.”

There is also one piece of indirect evidence which is sup
posed by supporters of the presbyterian hypothesis to be a relic 
of this primitive practice, and thus to confirm its historicity. 
This is the practice attested in the Apostolic Tradition of St. 
Hippolytus of allowing the college of presbyters to join in the 
laying on of hands for a presbyter-elect. This practice is also 
attested elsewhere later, and has survived in the Western Church 
even to this day.

There is also the evidence of St. Jerome, which although it
self coming from a later date (the last quarter of the fourth cen
tury) makes certain assertions about the practice of the Alexan
drian Church prior to the second quarter of the third century,
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and is usually supposed to imply presbyterian ordination there 
until the date mentioned.

Finally, there are other less weighty bits of evidence which 
are held by supporters of the presbyterian hypothesis to attest 
the same primitive practice, or a survival of it in certain places, 
or at least to point in this direction. The two best pieces of ad
ditional evidence are the Canons of Hippolytus (so mis-called) 
and Canon XIII of the Council of Ancyra.

All of this evidence will be examined at Parts III and IV, 
and reasons will be given there for concluding that presbyterian 
ordination is not an adequately attested historical fact, and is 
indeed historically improbable. But for our present purposes it 
is unnecessary to use this conclusion. Our thesis in this present 
chapter would be entirely unaffected if we had to admit that 
mere presbyters primitively had the power to ordain and “con
firm.” For all we are maintaining for the present is that not all 
Christians had the power to ordain and “confirm” but that these 
powers were limited to certain ranks of the Ministry only. This 
would cover Ordination and “Confirmations” by mere presby
ters, if such ever actually took place.

241. 5. As to “Confirmation,” the evidence is even slighter.
The Apostles, Sts. Peter and John, “confirm” in Acts 8, and St. 
Paul in Acts 19. Some scholars think that II  Tim. 1:6 refers to 
“Confirmation,” and if so we have there again an Apostle “con
firming.” In this book I am following the opinion of most 
scholars, who seem to me to be right in interpreting II  Tim. 
1:6191 of St. Timothy’s Ordination rather than of his “Confirma
tion.” Apart from the possible or probable inference to be 
drawn from the silence of St. Ignatius and the Didache con
cerning Ordination and “Confirmation” at the place where we 
might reasonably expect to find a reference to both of these, 
there is no other evidence concerning the minister of “Confirma
tion” until we come to the Apos. Trad, of St. Hippolytus.

There we find that the laying on of hands which follows the 
immersion is to be performed by the Bishop, and he also anoints 
the newly baptized persons with the oil. But the presbyters 
also anoint them with the same oil. If I am right, in agreement 
with most of the experts, in holding that at this date the laying 
on of hands was the “essential matter” of “Confirmation,” then 
the Bishop alone has the power to “confirm.” The same is true 
throughout the third century, and as far as I know there is no 
actual evidence of presbyters “confirming” until after the Coun
cil of Nicea, and indeed until after the middle of the fourth cen
tury. But I cannot think it likely that this practice gains at

191 The gift that is in thee through the laying on of my hands.



testation as soon as it began. So it is not improbable that it 
must have had its beginning some time during the first half of 
the fourth century or possibly even during the last half of the 
third century. But it does not seem likely to have been primi
tive.

242. So far we have seen actual documentary evidence that 
Apostles, deutero-apostles, and monarchical Bishops could  or
dain and “confirm,” and that it is possible but doubtful and 
hotly disputed whether mere presbyters could ordain and/or 
“confirm,” until they admittedly acquire the latter right in the 
fourth century or possibly a little earlier. It remains to ask 
whether this right was restricted to those named, or did deacons, 
laymen, and the “pure charismatics”102 103 also have the same 
power, at least latently and for use when necessary. I think the 
most probable answer is that they did not have the power either 
to ordain or “confirm” at any time—not even, as far as our evi
dence goes, in an emergency. My reasons are:

1. There is not a single trace, as far as I know, of any 
layman, deacon, or “pure charismatic” who was not an Apostle, 
deutero-apostle, Bishop, or presbyter having ever ordained or 
“confirmed,” or of any responsible theologian or other repre
sentative Churchman having made even such a theoretical claim 
for them, even for an emergency.

2. We have seen reason above to think that the Simon Ma
gus narrative in Acts 8 clearly implies not only that Apostles 
could “confirm” but that the Seven and (a fortiori) those of lower 
rank definitely could not. Also, the A. T. of St. Hippolytus defi
nitely rules that, although the college of presbyters shall be al
lowed to join in the imposition of hands on a presbyter-elect, 
yet in doing so they are not ordaining, but only “sealing,” and 
adds explicitly that the presbyter has only the power to receive, 
he has no power to give. It clearly implies that by the time St. 
Hippolytus received his initiation into the sacrosanct Apostolic 
tradition, it was a completely settled point that presbyters totally 
lacked the power to ordain. For otherwise there would be no 
reason for his going out of his way to deny so explicitly that 
they are really doing so when they are authorized to perform an 
act in which they might seem to be doing so.

3. Then, there was the fact that the theocratic principle was 
generally held in the early Church. This carries with it not only 
the inference that no one could give what he had not himself re
ceived, but also that he could not give even what he had  re
ceived unless authorized to do so by God Himself.193 For ex-

102 Other than those, if any, of the ranks already named above.
103 Either Incarnate or unincarnate, either immediately or mediately, either 
explicitly, or at least implicitly.
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ample, Simon Magus did not lack the gift of the Holy Spirit, 
but only the pow er to transmit that gift to others. Nor did the 
presbyters contemplated in the A. T. of St. Hippolytus lack the 
power which they “had no power to g iv e” For it is made per
fectly clear that they had the “power to receive” it, and cer
tainly they had actually done so at their own prior Ordinations.
Nor could every “confirmed” layman “confirm;” nor could dea
cons ordain other deacons; nor could all those who had received 
absolution absolve others. Yet all of these inferences would 
have followed if any man could give whatever he had received.

If St. Philip had no power to “confirm,” it follows that if he 
was a presbyter, then even presbyters had no power to “confirm;” 
and if he was a deacon, then at least deacons had no such power.
If they did not, a fortiori laymen did not. Nor is there much 
doubt that St. Philip was either a presbyter or a deacon.

Similarly, since presbyters had by the time of St. Hippolytus 
no power to ordain, a fortiori deacons did not, and still less lay
men.

Hence we come to the conclusion that in all probability the 
reason that there is no trace of any deacon or layman ordaining 
or “confirming” is because it was clearly understood by all that 
they had no right to do either, even in an emergency.

Division IV

243. Finally, let us ask the question which we have purposely 
left open as we went along. That question, expounded more 
fully at the beginning of this chapter, is, “Was this restriction of 
the power to “confirm” and ordain purely and simply a matter 
of so-called Church order, or did it involve something more fun
damental?” The evidence out of which we can attempt to an
swer the question is very scanty. But such as it is it very 
strongly suggests that the latter answer is correct.

We must not, of course, draw any negative inferences from 
the scantiness of the evidence. For the sum total of evidence 
about Ordination and “Confirmation” is slight; and not all of 
this could be expected to contain any information about the min
ister of either; and not all that did could be expected to exclude 
the possibility of a different and lower minister than the one at
tested in the passage; and not all even of this small remainder 
could reasonably be expected to reveal to us on just what ground 
this restriction rested. It is rather a fortunate and surprising 
accident194 that any at all of the small residuum should throw 
any light on the point. Yet fortunately some does.

First of all, the Simon Magus story does not seem to mean
m Catholics may be excused for suspecting that it is divinely providential.



that Simon had the power to “confirm,” and lacked only the 
right, which is what he was trying to buy with money from the 
Apostles. We do not get the picture of Simon as so conscien
tious an individual that he would scruple to “confirm” unless 
first authorized to do so, even though he knew perfectly well 
that he could have done so had he been willing. Nor can there 
be in this case any question of what the West calls “regularity” 
but which the East includes under the conception of “validity.” 
In this the element of mere authorizedness, of “Church order,” 
would be prominent. We do not have to do in this narrative 
with some inward spiritual gift alone, as to which there would 
be no other way of telling whether the sacrament was “valid” 
except by inquiring whether in its ministration all the essen
tials of due “Church order” had been observed. Here we have 
to do with a tremendous inward spiritual gift, to be sure, but 
one which could be identified by visible outward manifestations. 
Hence, if these manifestations had been within the power of 
Simon Magus to produce, we have every reason to think he 
would have been perfectly satisfied. To put this reading of the 
passage into later language, a “Confirmation” by Simon Magus 
would have been not only “irregular” but completely “invalid” 
as the developed Western theology would express it. Simon 
Magus lacked not only the authority to give the Holy Spirit; he 
lacked also the power, the very ability to do so.

Moreover, if we read the narrative carefully, in the light of 
what has just been established, we must conclude that the same 
was true, in all probability, of St. Philip, one of the Seven, who 
was very probably either a deacon or a presbyter. Thus we 
conclude that the restriction of the powder to “confirm” was a 
matter of something far more fundamental and essential than of 
mere “Church order.”
244. The same conclusion seems to follow for the restriction 
of the power to ordain. First of all, it follows a priori, by argu
ing a fortiori from the case of “Confirmation” of which we have 
just disposed. But in addition, the passage used above from the 
A. T. of St. Hippolytus strongly favors the same conclusion. For 
what, on the basis of mere “Church order,” can the author mean 
by his denial that the college of presbyters are really ordaining 
when they join in the imposition of hands at the Ordination of a 
presbyter-elect? He cannot mean that they do not join in the 
outward visible act, for he explicitly orders them to do so. He 
can hardly mean only that they do not join in the utterance of 
the prayer. For if that is all he meant, he would have been 
forced to say exactly the same thing about all the Bishops ex
cept one, the one who says the Ordination Prayer, the “chief 
consecrator” as would be said nowadays, at the consecration of



a new Bishop. But in fact, he says nothing of the sort. On the 
contrary, he either draws the inference, or else reproduces (as I 
think far more probable) the inference195 which was already 
traditional when he was a boy, that “the presbyter has no power 
to give, he has only the power to receive.”196 It would have 
been clearly impossible for him to draw this inference from the 
silence of the rest of the Bishops at an Episcopal Consecration. 
So he must have something else in mind.

I think the only thing we can reasonably interpret him as 
meaning is that in an Ordination there is given what was later 
called in the West both Orders and Jurisdiction, and that nei
ther one of these gifts is—nor could be—mediated through the 
laying on of the hands of a college of the presbyters, but only 
through the Bishop. But if so, it is clear that here also there is in
volved much more than just “Church order” pure and simple. 
There is not only a question of right to confer the new office and 
the charismata accompanying it, but of the very pow er—the 
very possibility—of doing so. How else could he know, or think 
he knew, that the presbyters were not ordaining, but only “seal
ing,” when they did exactly the same which all the Bishops but 
one did at an Episcopal Consecration? The conclusion seems 
to me inescapable.

This inference is further strengthened by the fact that later 
on it was possible for strictly orthodox and conservative theo
logians like St. Augustine to allow “validity” to Orders conferred 
outside the Church. On any showing, this was a startling revo
lution in the traditional attitude of the Church. But it was far 
less so if, underlying all questions of “Church order,” it had been 
understood all along, even if only somewhat vaguely, in both 
East and West, that there was an even more fundamental matter 
of sheer power, sheer ability, that might possibly be separable 
from the other grave issues that had hitherto caused all Orders 
outside the Church to be rejected as invalid. The less revolu
tionary we make St. Augustine, the more likely we are to be 
reading correctly not only his mind, but the mind of the Church 
in the tradition of which he certainly had every sincere inten
tion of standing. And the less radically we make him fail in 
this intention, the more likely we are to be correct in our reading 
of the history.

245. The conclusion at which we have arrived, then, is that 
in the early Church the right to ordain and “confirm” was quite 
narrowly restricted, and that this restriction was not just a mat
ter of “Church order,” not just a matter of “having permission”

165 Or quite possibly the premise!
»98 A. T. 9:7-8,



to do what all really had the power but not the permission to do. 
Rather, it was a matter of something far more fundamental than 
even these. It was that those who were not allowed to ordain 
and “confirm” were not so allowed for the good and sufficient 
reason that they totally lacked the divinely bestowed POWER 
necessary to enable them to do so. This conclusion agrees per
fectly with all we have said above about the understanding and 
acceptance of the theocratic principle in the early Church, and 
the charismatic (i.e. sacramental) character of Ordination, and 
about the implications of these two truths or principles for the 
problem we have been studying. Ordination conferred not only 
authorization to do certain things, but also the pow er to do them, 
without which they could not have been done at all. For they 
were of so stupendously supernatural a character that no one 
could possibly do them of his own innate power. He could do 
them only if supernaturally empowered by God.



AN UNBROKEN CHAIN OF ORDINATIONS, OR A 
TACTUAL SUCCESSION

246. I intend to marshal in this chapter the evidence which 
supports decisively in my opinion, the Catholic contention that 
there has been an unbroken chain of Ordinations by the laying 
on of hands stretching all the way from the Apostles down to 
the Bishops of the present day.

Division I

247. When I say that the evidence supports this thesis deci
sively, I do not mean of course that the evidence is so clear and 
conclusive that all possibility of reasonable dispute is removed. 
It would be, to be sure, a very serious matter for Catholic apolo
getics if the extant evidence favored clearly and strongly (even 
though not decisively) the conclusion that there had been no 
such chain of Ordinations as we claim; or even the less radical 
conclusion that, although there had been such a chain by and 
large, yet there have been one or more breaks in the chain 
which had not been subsequently repaired. But it would be 
nothing disturbing at all if the evidence in support of our claim 
should be found to favor its truth, and only to fall short of prov
ing the matter conclusively. The truth of the Catholic position 
depends not at all on whether such a chain of ordinations can 
be conclusively proved  to exist, out of the comparatively small 
amount of documentary evidence still extant to-day. It depends 
entirely on whether that chain actually exists. As long as the 
evidence shows that from an early time the Catholic Church b e 
lieved  such a chain to exist, and favors rather than disfavors the 
truth of her long-standing belief, we have all we can reasonably 
demand of ancient history. I hope that enough has been said 
on this point above in Chapter III, where we raised the ques
tion, “How much does Catholic apologetics need to ask from 
ancient history?” The answer was, in a nutshell, that probability 
is sufficient. Certainty, in any reasonably strict sense of the 
word, is seldom attainable in matters of ancient history.
248. We do not claim, then, to be able to name the succes
sion of Bishops with reasonable confidence in any Church ex
cept ( as will be maintained in Part III of this book) at Rome and



possibly or probably (but with much less confidence) at Alex
andria and Antioch. Even if we could, that would not be equiv
alent to naming an ordinational succession (which is what we 
mean by a “tactual” succession). For, since a new Bishop was 
not ordained until the See was vacant (and that nearly always 
meant by the death of the prior Bishop), it is clear that seldom 
if ever can one Bishop have ordained his own successor in the 
Episcopate. In not a single case (not even at Rome) can we 
name197 the ordinational succession which we hold to have been 
preserved intact everywhere. Furthermore, in most of the few 
cases where we can name the Bishop, we cannot produce direct 
documentary evidence to show that there was a valid Ordina
tion, or even any Ordination at all. We cannot even prove this 
with certainty from indirect evidence. And of course all this is 
even more true in the cases where we cannot even name the 
Bishops at all.

249. But while all of this requires of us the admission already 
made in Sec. 247, that we cannot prove conclusively the existence 
of such a tactual succession as we assert, it does not tell—even in 
the slightest degree—against the historical probability of the 
existence of such a succession. How little the absence of such 
evidence really proves it will be well to make luminously clear 
by several illustrations before we go on to present the evidence 
which establishes the probability of our contention.

250. The clearest and most compelling illustration of the utter 
lack of significance to be attached to the absence of decisively 
probative evidence—or even of any evidence at all—is to be 
found in the similar absence of any serious documentary or other 
historical evidence of the family tree of most of us; and indeed 
of all of us, if the search is carried back far enough. Yet of 
course no one will doubt that there has been an unbroken suc
cession of physical (if not of legal) parents reaching back thou
sands and hundreds of thousands of years beyond the earliest 
available documentary evidence; nor that the method of origin 
is the same in the cases of which no documentary evidence has 
survived as in the cases in which it is available. Of course our 
confidence in this rests on the fact that we know how human 
beings come into existence.198 The lack of historical, documen
tary evidence does not in the least diminish our confidence on 
this point. Needless to say, I do not intend to suggest that we 
can be as certain of the existence of an ordinational or tactual 
succession reaching back to the Apostles as we can of a genera
tional succession. For our certainty in the latter case rests on a

107 Even conjecturally, and with even slight plausibility!
1,18 Unless, of course, in the special case of a miracle.



law of physical nature, to which only God (or possibly some 
creature empowered by Him to work miracles) can ever make an 
exception; while in the former case an exception is, of course, 
easily possible without any miracle. I make the point only to 
show how little right we have to expect, or even hope for, reli
able documentary evidence of every name in every succession 
(or even in only one succession) in dealing with such a matter 
and at such a date. Of course, if it is not even to be expected, 
then clearly no adverse conclusions can rightly be drawn from 
its absence.

Two further examples of the same point would be the mat
ters of the Baptism and Communions of the early Christians. 
Our direct evidence attests this in only a very few special cases. 
Yet I suppose that few if any competent scholars will dispute 
that all early Christians were baptized as the means whereby 
they were made Christians, and made their Communions regu
larly after that, unless hindered by some serious cause. Here 
once again I do not intend to imply that the evidence to estab
lish the customariness of Ordination is as abundant as in the 
case of Baptism and the Eucharist. But the point is that the 
mere absence of documentary evidence fosters at most what 
logicians call a “negative” doubt. And “negative” doubts must 
give way before comparatively slight positive evidence, unless 
coupled with “positive” doubts, which is the name by which 
logicians call doubts based not on mere silence, but on actual 
evidence seeming, at least, to point in the contradictory direc
tion. Of the latter there is none in the present case, as far as I 
know.

Division II

251. Leaving aside, then, any effort to find certainty in the 
matter, let us study the probabilities of the case; and the kind of 
probabilities, of course, which have to suffice time and time 
again in writing ancient history, which is usually much more 
open to reasonable doubt than cases in modern history that can
not be settled with more than probability. Surely, with this 
important qualification, the Catholic case has all the best of the 
evidence.
252. First of all, we know with extremely high probability that 
by the middle of the second century ( and in all probability con
siderably earlier) it was commonly believed exerywhere in the 
Church where we can ascertain the prevailing opinion on the 
subject that the Bishops in several of her chief Sees stretched 
back in an unbroken series to the Apostles or to those called in 
this book deutero-apostles. The evidence adducible in support



of this contention will be presented rather fully in Part III of 
this book. It does not admit of summary treatment without 
losing a great deal of its force. But I think it will be seen in 
Part III that the probability in favor of this conclusion is quite 
overwhelming.
253. However, even if one remains unconvinced that the mo
narchical Bishops connect directly with the Apostles or deutero- 
apostles at enough points to sustain the claim of a tactual suc
cession without the intervention of colleges of presbyters, that 
would not in the least undermine the case for a tactual succes
sion, but only for the exclusive power of the later monarchical 
Bishops to ordain.199 Now there is even less doubt that the 
Church believed its colleges of presbyters to reach back serially 
to the Apostles and deutero-apostles than that it believed this 
about its first monarchical Bishops in the great Apostolic Sees.
254. What we have established so far, even if confirmed as 
certainly historically true, would not give us a tactual or ordina- 
tional succession, but only a serial succession, an official succes
sion, a ruling succession, and a teaching succession. But in ad
dition to this, it is overwhelmingly probable, though we lack di
rect documentary evidence for quite so early a date, that the 
belief of the early Church in an ordinational succession is as 
early as the belief just mentioned in a serial succession to an 
office which involved among its chief functions those of ruling 
with inherited Apostolic authority and preserving faithfully the 
Apostolic tradition of teaching.

We saw7 in Chapter XII, from the evidence of St. Hippolytus, 
and from that of St. Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian inter
preted in the light of the clearer Hippolytan evidence, that the 
beliefs (1) that appointment to office in the Threefold Ministry 
was invariably by Ordination, and (2) that this practice had 
been inherited from the Apostles, were prevalent almost cer
tainly as early as the date when these three important witnesses 
received their instruction in what they unhesitatingly believed 
was the authentic Apostolic tradition. That carries us back to a 
date much earlier than the date of their actual writings, which 
would be approximately 220 a . d . for St. Hippolytus, 200 a . d . 
for Tertullian, and 190 a . d . for St. Clement. Tertullian was a 
recent convert, so his date of instruction in the Christian Faith

1110 And even this last-mentioned result would not follow unless coupled 
with the established premise that whatever powers any Order of the Three
fold Ministry had at one time must have been inalienable, and thus have 
remained theirs forever, despite what must be considered, ex hypothesi, 
an effort to take one of those powers away later. This effort, incidentally, 
if it is historical at all, must have been done with approximate unanimity, 
and without any trace of protest then or for many centuries later, and 
with apparently the unanimous belief that it was not ultra vires.
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may not have been much earlier than the date of his Catholic 
writings. But the decade from 170-180 a .d . is the most proba
ble date for the adolescent instruction of St. Hippolytus. And 
for St. Clement of Alexandria it is in all probability even earlier, 
perhaps by twenty years or even more.

Nor is it at all likely that their several teachers were giving 
them novelties that they had just recently invented or heard. In 
all probability, they were making at least a sincere effort to hand 
down to their pupils in its integrity the Apostolic tradition as 
they in turn had received it. Thus, if they were (on the aver
age) middle-aged men, that ought to take the age of the tradi
tion which they taught to our three authors back another twenty 
or thirty years. But that would take us back at least to the mid
dle of the second century at Rome, and even earlier than that 
date in Asia Minor and Egypt, where St. Clement received most 
of his information. Of course this second backward step in our 
effort to authenticate the tradition is less secure than the first 
backward step. But at least it has all the probabilities in its 
favor, and especially in the complete absence of conflicting evi
dence, even if the probability is less overwhelming than in the 
case of the first step.
255. Thus we seem justified in concluding with considerable 
confidence that the belief in a succession of Bishops (or at least 
of presbyters) reaching all the way back to the Apostles, and the 
further belief that these had always been appointed to office by 
Ordination, were generally held beliefs by the middle of the 
second century, and in all probability considerably earlier, even 
if these beliefs are mistaken, and therefore not continuous with 
the beliefs of the first century.

Nor can we reasonably refuse to consider, in estimating the 
weight to be attached to these twin convictions, that the Church 
at that time was in a far better position than we are to-day to 
know the true facts in the case. For (1) they had many written 
documents of the highest value that have not come down to us 
to-day, and (2) they also had a luxuriant oral tradition which 
has been vindicated by modern scientific historical research as 
having been right far more often than it was wrong, and (3) 
there were individual links in the chain of information like St. 
Polycarp200 whose personal memory could give completely reli
able information around 150 a . d . as to whether beliefs held at 
that time were the same as those held when he was a boy, in 
the ninth decade of the first century. In Part III we shall con
sider much more fully the last argument summarized so briefly 
in this paragraph, and at that point still other reasons will be

200 And in all probability there were others, even though we do not happen 
to know their names.



given for trusting the tradition on points where it does not clash 
with earlier and more nearly contemporary evidence.

256. Far from doing so, the earlier evidence coming from the 
period before the beginning of the silence of our sources about 
Ordination and “Confirmation” confirms the accuracy of the be
liefs we have just traced back with much confidence to the mid
dle of the second century and very probably beyond. As to the 
belief that the presbyterate and the monarchical Episcopate 
reach back to the Apostles and deutero-apostles, and were in
stituted by them, I hope to be able to show in Part III of this 
book that this belief was quite certainly right in regard to the 
presbyterate and very probably also in regard to the Episco
pate.

As to the belief that Ordination had been from Apostolic 
days the regular and (as far as we have any evidence) exclu
sive manner of appointment to office in the Threefold Ministry, 
we have already seen strong reasons in Chapter XII for conclud
ing that this belief is also correct. While the direct positive evi
dence is too scanty to justify more than the conclusion that Ordi
nation was the normal and regular method of appointment to 
office in the Threefold Ministry, more than this consclusion is 
favored strongly by the added fact that in all the pages of ante- 
Nicene Church history not a single case is attested in which 
earthly (i.e. m ediate Divine) appointment to Major Orders 
was made in any other way except by Ordination. We have, of 
course, many cases in early Church history (just as we have 
many similar cases to-day) in which appointment is mentioned 
without saying just how it was done. But in no single case is 
there any direct evidence that it was ever done in any other 
way. Nor is there any other good reason (than direct evidence) 
so to think.
257. Not only is there no known exception, nor any case which 
we have good reasons to suspect of being an exception, but the 
practice of the Church was based on principles201 consciously 
and explicitly held in the early Church. This last-mentioned 
fact makes any exception a priori unlikely.
258. Finally, both the practice of Ordination by the laying on 
of hands, and the principles in question (i.e., of a theocratic 
hierarchy, and of Ordination being sacramental, and restricted 
as to its possible minister) come straight through to the Church 
of the New Covenant from the Church of the Old Covenant. 
There is no trace of any break, nor any sound reason to suspect 
one. This fact removes any slightest reason for supposing that 
there was ever a stage in the development of Christianity, how-

201 Established in Chapters X-XIV.
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ever early and primitive and undeveloped, in which the practice 
was different. In short, we do know how the succession was ex
tended wherever any evidence at all is available, and that this 
was always by the laying on of hands in Ordination.
259. There are, then, strong reasons for asserting as highly 
probable the existence of a tactual succession reaching all the 
way back to the Apostles. And there are no valid reasons what
ever for doubting it except the purely negative one that the ar
guments adduced above in its support do not amount to a com
plete, iron-clad, scientific, historical proof. Surely, under such 
circumstances, the Church has every right, and even the sacred 
duty, to adhere steadfastly to her traditional position. The 
“burden of proof” is not on her; at least not beyond such rea
sonable limits202 as those within which we have just shown her 
to be able to shoulder it successfully. The Church is “in pos
session” on this.point, and no flaws can be found in her title 
deeds. Nor can anyone else make out even a plausible counter
claim. Her case, then, if not completely overwhelming, is at 
least sufficient, and more than sufficient.

Division III

260. But before we can accept this summary conclusion as 
final, we must hear certain objections and difficulties which 
might seem, at least prima facie, to refute our statement in the 
preceding paragraph that there are no reasons whatever except 
negative ones for doubting the existence of an unbroken tactual 
or ordinational succession reaching all the way back to the 
Apostles.
261. Let us first consider the objection sometimes based on 
the fact that apparently Sts. Matthias, James “the Lord’s broth
er,” and Paul were never ordained. This can conveniently be 
considered along with the second objection based on the fact 
that as far as our records enable us to judge, none of the Twelve 
were ordained by Christ by the laying on of hands. The first 
objection is really nothing more than a part of this second ob
jection. For if the three Apostles first named were not ordained, 
as seems to be true, it was undoubtedly because God or Christ 
was conceived to have appointed them to the Apostolate by 
direct action of the same sort by which Christ had appointed 
the original Twelve. There were objective, tangible, verifiable 
reasons for so thinking. And the early Church, after weighing 
those reasons, seems to have come to the conclusion that those 
reasons were conclusive. But this only puts the three named on

202 i. e., for such matters of ancient history.



the same footing with the Twelve.203 These fourteen men were 
all conceived as having their Apostolic authority by direct Divine 
appointment; and not by means of Ordination, but by some other 
method of appointment.

But this does not create the slightest difficulty for our belief 
in a tactual succession. It would invalidate it only if we could 
truthfully assert that God or His Messiah could not have given 
to them in any other way except by Ordination the tremendous 
powers which they were believed by the early Church to pos
sess, and which our Bishops are held by the Catholic doctrine 
to have inherited from them by an unbroken chain of Ordina
tions. But such a thesis is devoid not only of any evidential 
foundation whatsoever, but also of all reason. We creatures 
are not at liberty to substitute some new and therefore doubtful 
means for the one means of Ordination by the laying on of 
hands which is sanctioned by both the inspired Scriptures and 
age-long Catholic teaching and practice. But the reason we are 
not is that we can have no secure means of being sure that 
God will choose to do, by a new means so proudly and rebelli- 
ously substituted for Ordination, the same things which He 
does choose to do by the means He has apparently sanctioned 
and approved. It is not that God could not do the same thing 
by another means if He chose. God is not bound to confine 
Himself always to the means He has chosen to use normally, 
either by lack of power to do otherwise, or by any moral obli
gation; unless, of course, He has promised in any particular 
case never to act otherwise, which we have no good reasons 
to believe.

The very fact, then, that God has chosen to use some other 
means than Ordination by the laying on of hands to bestow 
spiritual gifts and authority is (provided the fact is adequately 
attested) sufficient reason to conclude that He is pleased so 
to do, and shows without more ado that the means He has 
chosen, even if unusual, is just as good and just as effective 
for God to have used  as Ordination through an earthly agent 
would have been. Now we have seen in Chapters IV-VIII of 
this book that Jesus did actually confer on all of the Twelve 
except Judas the tremendous stewardship, involving the power 
of “binding and loosing,” which He had promised to the Twelve 
before the Crucifixion, and for which He had trained them. 
Whether He conferred this stewardship upon them by the lay
ing on of hands204 or by some other means is obviously of no 
essential importance. The crucial question is, of course, whether 
the Apostles had  the great supernatural powers and authority

203 Except Judas, of course.
204 As is not at all impossible, but totally unevidenced.



which we claim our Bishops inherit by a tactual succession or 
unbroken chain of sacramental Ordinations. It would not matter 
how  they came to possess them.

Exactly the same things would apply to the cases of Sts. 
Matthias, James, and Paul, and also of course to any additional 
cases if there were any others that the early Church recognized 
as Apostles or deutero-apostles without Ordination.205 Hence 
they raise no additional difficulty, unless one challenges the cor
rectness of the decision reached by the early Church as to the 
reality of their Divine commission to the Apostolate. There are 
no good reasons to make such a challenge, I think.
262. The cases of “charismatic” or immediate Divine appoint
ment so far considered are all cases of men who stand at the 
beginning of the tactual succession, not within it. But it is 
obvious that if such cases occurred within the chain, rather than 
at its very beginning, that would not make any essential differ
ence whatsoever. In either case, the chain would be unbroken 
unless someone were mistakenly admitted without Ordination.
263. What, finally, would be the consequences if the early 
Church made a mistake by accepting as “charismatically ap
pointed” someone whom God had not really appointed directly 
at all to any office or function in the Church, or only to some 
different office or function from the one the Church mistakenly 
allowed him to exercise? We must consider every class of 
possible cases separately.

It is clear at once that no such mistake would have any 
bearing on our problem of a tactual succession if it concerned 
only a prophet, miracle worker, speaker with tongues, interpreter 
of such speech, healer, givers, showers of mercy, or any other 
similar class outside the regular Threefold Hierarchy. The rea
son is that there is no reason to think that any of these ever had 
the power to ordain, and in investigating the existence of an 
unbroken chain from one ordainer to a second to a third etc., 
only those who actually had the power to ordain can either 
make or break such a succession. This, then, would apply also 
to those sometimes called “teachers,” IF  they were not either 
mere presbyters, or deutero-apostles, or some other rank of the 
regular hierarchy called by some pre-technical or possibly post- 
technical but untechnical name. These possibilities are con
sidered at some length elsewhere in this book, especially in 
Part III.

For the same feasons, a mistake in regard to one or more 
deacons would have no bearing on the existence of a tactual

203 The three named are the only ones that are adequately attested, but of 
course there is no sufficient reason to hold a priori that adequate attesta
tion of every such case must necessarily have been preserved.



succession. For deacons never at any time seem to have had 
the right to ordain, or even to join in the laying on of hands 
while others were ordaining.

In regard to ordinary presbyters, we have to distinguish three 
possible cases. If, as is maintained at length in Part IV of this 
book, presbyters never at any time had the power to ordain 
within the limits of the Catholic Church, of course a mistake 
in regard to one or more presbyters would have no more effect 
on a tactual succession than a mistake in regard to deacons, 
and for the same reason.

If, on the other hand, upholders of the presbyterian hypoth
esis are right in claiming that at one time mere presbyters had 
the right to ordain, then we have to distinguish two very differ
ent contingencies. One of these is the case where one or more 
presbyters were mistakenly accepted after the presbyters had 
ceased to have the power to ordain, or at least had ceased to 
exercise it. Clearly, under such circumstances the error could 
have no more bearing on a tactual succession than if they had 
never had the right to ordain at all. It is either this second 
possible case or else the first one discussed just above which 
would cover the case of the unordained confessor-presbyters 
allowed by St. Hippolytus in his little sect, if his practice on 
this point was copied by, or was in agreement with, the practice 
of the Catholic Church at Rome, or indeed anywhere else. 
What bearing such unordained confessor-presbyters would have 
on the subject of the necessary minister of the Eucharist will be 
considered in a later chapter. But it is already clear that in no 
way whatsoever can they possibly impair the case for a tactual 
succession.

The third possible case would be the mistaken acceptance of 
one or more mere presbyters before  presbyters lost their right 
to ordain, on the presbyterian hypothesis that they ever had 
such a right. But we must remember that the presbyterian hy
pothesis does not maintain that individual presbyters ever had— 
or at any rate ever actually exercised—the right to ordain except 
as members of a college. Thus it is clear that the presence of 
one or more who were not true presbyters among such a col
lege, when it went to ordain, would not in any way impair the 
validity of their Ordinations. Hence, only if all the presbyters 
of a particular college were mistakenly accepted as having been 
“charismatically appointed” could the tactual succession be 
broken, even temporarily; and such a contingency is the very 
summit of improbability. We shall see below that even if some 
temporary breaches occurred, they would in all probability be 
repaired later. It is worth adding that there are no attested or 
probable cases of any men being accepted as presbyters, either



correctly or mistakenly, at any time and place where mere pres
byters were still ordaining, even if we could accept the pres- 
byterian hypothesis that at one time they did so in at least 
some places.
264. We come at last to the question of what would be the 
consequences if someone had been mistakenly accepted as 
having been “charismatically appointed” an Apostle, deutero- 
apostle, or monarchial Bishop. Here, of course, there would 
be at least a temporary breach in the tactual succession if such 
a case ever really occurred, and if in addition the person so 
mistakenly admitted had occasion to be the sole ordainer of 
later links in the ordinational chain. In view, therefore, of the 
abstract possibility of so serious an event, it is well to notice 
carefully these three very important considerations:

1. There is not a single trace of evidence of anyone having 
been accepted as “charismatically appointed” to the Apostolate, 
deutero-apostolate, or Episcopate except the original Twelve 
(minus Judas, of course) and Sts. Matthias, James, and Paul.

2. Even if there were other cases of which attestation has 
not survived, there is no reason to think that any of them would 
be mistaken. Nor is there any sound reason to challenge the 
reality of the Apostleship of any of those named just above as 
the only attested cases.

3. Even if there was a case of such a mistake, God could 
find ways and means of preventing this mistake from wrecking 
the tactual succession, if He were at all interested in doing so. 
And we cannot safely assert that He would not be interested 
unless we beg the question by assuming that the Catholic doc
trine of Apostolic Succession is an error. Such begging of the 
question would be an obvious and grave logical fallacy, and 
thus entirely illegitimate. Of course, it would be an equal 
begging of the question for us, at this stage o f our argument, 
to assume that the Catholic doctrine is correct and that there
fore God would be interested. All we need for our present 
argument is that, if the doctrine is true, God could and would 
prevent such a hypothetical (but totally unattested) mistake 
from breaking the tactual succession, which would in that case 
be of crucial importance. If, on the other hand, the doctrine 
is not true, it would make no difference whether a tactual suc
cession has been preserved or not.

So the upshot of the matter is that we cannot be sure a priori 
whether or not God would prevent or else repair such a breach 
until we have, on the basis of our other arguments, decided 
whether the evidence favors or disfavors the truth of the Cath
olic doctrine of a tactual Apostolic Succession. If our conclu
sion is that the evidence favors its truth, we shall then be con



fident a priori that God would either prevent a mistake of this 
character from being made; or else prevent the person so mis
takenly accepted from being called upon to be the sole ordainer 
(which would by no means befall everyone); or else bring it 
about that any temporary breach thus allowed should be re
paired later.

This last possibility would be easy, even if we accept the 
view that only the “chief Consecrator” really ordains, and the 
other Bishops who join in the ordination are only assenting 
witnesses. For in that case, God would have to do no more 
than providentially provide that only Bishops with a valid suc
cession should be called upon to act as “chief Consecrators.” 
But if we accept the far more probable view, which is at least 
as old as St. Cyprian, that all of the acting Bishops are co- 
consecrators, it is not only possible and easy but almost if not 
quite inevitable that any breaches in the succession should be 
quickly and completely repaired. In the meantime, the twin 
doctrines of invincible ignorance and uncovenanted grace would 
adequately take care of any such untoward consequences of a 
temporary breach in the succession as invalid Eucharists, Abso
lutions, or Ordinations of presbyters and deacons.
265. There is, then, no historical evidence at all of any breach 
in the tactual succession, nor any evidential reason to suspect 
one. And as to a priori probabilities, they will depend on wheth
er it is first decided on other grounds that the Catholic doctrine 
is true or false.

Division IV

266. It is true, of course, that “succession language,> is applied 
first of all by the orthodox Fathers to the successions of lawful 
Bishops in the various Sees, in their capacity as rulers and 
teachers, and only later to the succession from ordainer to or
dained, which is of course what we mean by a tactual or ordi- 
national succession. But we have already seen strong reasons 
in the three preceding chapters, and especially in Chapter XII, 
to conclude that no one would have been allowed to hold the 
teaching and ruling succession in any Catholic See, or be rec
ognized by other Bishops as the Catholic Bishop in that See, 
unless he had been appointed either directly by God, or else 
indirectly through some duly authorized agent or ambassador of 
God. We have seen further that there are no known cases206 of^ 
direct appointment of monarchical Bishops by God and that as 
to indirect or mediate appointment it was apparently always by 
Ordination. Hence we arrive at the conclusion that no one could

206 Though it would in no way undermine our thesis if there were.



he a Bishop without being duly ordained. Nor would anyone 
have been allowed to ordain unless he had first himself been 
legitimately ordained, and to an office or order of which the 
power to ordain was understood to he one of the proper func
tions. But this constitutes the whole substance of the idea  of a 
“tactual succession.” Thus the idea  of a tactual succession is 
strictly primitive and hence authentically Catholic, even if the 
terminology is not. And it is too obvious to need saying that it 
is things, ideas, substance, and not names, phrases, or terminol
ogy that really and essentially matter. In this case the thing— 
a tactual, ordinational succession—was not only present but 
treated as indispensable from the beginning.
267. We have even seen above that such a succession was 
treated in pre-Christian Judaism as a matter of sufficient impor-

prohibitions, at the cost of his life, in order to preserve the tact
ual succession of Jewish presbyters that was believed to have 
come down all the way from Moses. The improbability that 
the Jewish succession was historical in the form just mentioned 
has no bearing on our problem. But the idea underlying it and 
thus available to be inherited by Christianity has a vital bearing  ̂
not only as adding further weight to the direct evidence favor
ing the prevalence of such an idea in primitive Christianity, but 
also as indicating the importance probably attached to it where 
it prevailed.
268. The very simple reason why this aspect of the succession 
was not stressed as early as the other aspects of the present doc
trine of Apostolic Succession was in part that the heresies com
batted did not always set up rival succession of Bishops, but of 
teachers and teaching, and in part that where the heretics and 
schismatics against whom the orthodox Fathers had to wage con
troversial warfare had  set up rival successions, they had in all 
such cases preserved a tactual succession, and hence there was no 
way in which the tactual succession preserved in the orthodox 
Churches could be used against them controversially, nor did it 
in any way enter into the debate that had to be carried on with 
them. Thus it was not mentioned in the controversies that then 
divided the orthodox from the heretics and schismatics, any more 
than the question of infant baptism enters into books dealing 
with the Roman controversy. But a controversial book by either 
a Roman or Anglican Catholic, if directed against Baptists, 
would be quite certain to deal with the question in such a way 
as to show that both Romans and Anglicans hold to the prac
tice, and consider it a very important issue. And we may be 
quite confident that the same would have been true of a treatise 
written by an ancient Catholic Father, or even by one of the

early heretics, against a sect which had not preserved an ordina
tional succession, had there been any such sect. The fact that 
there was no such sect in itself speaks volumes for the Catholic 
contention.

On the other hand, the heretics and schismatics of early days 
had rejected the ruling authority of the Catholic successions of 
Bishops, and had departed from their official tradition of teach
ing. Hence the teaching and ruling successions were a major 
issue with them, and the argument from these successions could 
be used against them with great force. Quite naturally the 
champions of the orthodox Faith do so use them, and in so do
ing are led to lay great stress upon them. But this does not in 
the least support the idea that they would have laid any less 
stress upon the preservation of a tactual succession had any of 
their opponents challenged the Catholic practice, either theo
retically or by departing from it in practice.
269. There is not, in fact, the slightest reason207 to doubt that 
both the fact and the idea of a tactual succession were in exist
ence, and deemed important, and indeed essential. There is not 
a single shred of evidence that any single orthodox Father would 
have recognized any man as the legitimate Catholic Bishop in 
any place unless he had been legitimately ordained in addition 
to having been properly chosen to and installed in the same 
chair in the teaching and ruling succession of Bishops which his 
recognized predecessor had first held. Even St. Hippolytus, who 
will in his little sect admit confessors to the presbyterate or dia- 
conate without Ordination, will not similarly admit one of them 
to the Episcopate, unless he first be duly and properly ordained.
270. Thus, while “succession language” is applied to the ideas 
of the ruling and teaching successions earlier than to the idea of 
the ordinational succession, there is no good reason to doubt and 
good strong reasons to affirm that the idea of a tactual succes
sion was at least equally primitive. In fact, if we leave aside for 
the present the dispute as to whether the tactual succession has 
any merely presbyteral links in it, and grasp the fact that if it has 
this would in no way break the chain, but only require a revi
sion (possibly) of the present Catholic doctrine concerning the 
necessary minister of Ordination, then I think we are safe in say
ing that a tactual succession reaching all the way back  to the 
Apostles everywhere is even more certain than is a ruling and 
teaching succession of monarchical Bishops, except no doubt in 
Jerusalem and probably, as will be contended in Part III of this 
book, in Rome, Antioch, and some cities of Asia Minor. Cer-

207 Except the poor old sickly argument from silence down to the time 
when the first application of “succession language” to this aspect of the 
total Apostolic Succession began to occur!



tain it is that the succession of monarchical Bishops in particular 
ruling and teaching successions does not reach back to the Apos
tles except in the so-called Apostolic Sees; nor even to deutero- 
apostles, except in what, by a similar usage, I shall call deutero- 
apostolic Sees. But the tactual succession reaches back to the 
Apostles, through other and older Churches, in all Catholic 
Churches.
271. Thus to distinguish “the Historic Episcopate” from “Apos
tolic Succession” and to insist on the former while treating the 
latter as either doubtful or non-essential is not only to insist on 
the more doubtful while waiving the less doubtful, but in addi
tion to surrender the only thing which makes it illegitimate to 
surrender the one which we rightly refuse to surrender.208 A 
worse paralogism would be hard to find!

208 Just to avoid any possible misunderstanding, I had better say explicitly 
that I do not intend to imply that we should hold the idea of a tactual 
succession rather than those of a teaching succession and a ruling succession. 
All three ideas enter essentially into the true conception of a legitimate 
Catholic Bishop in the Apostolic Succession to-day. I insist only that the 
idea of a tactual or ordinational succession is important, and indeed essen
tial; and that it is authentically primitive and Catholic, and (as far as our 
evidence enables us to determine the historical probabilities of the case) 
true to the actual facts. What more can reasonably be demanded?



Chapter XVI

THE PURE CHARISMATICS

272. The time has come to consider more thoroughly the bear
ing of the so-called charismatic ministry on the truth or falsity 
of the Catholic doctrine of Apostolic Succession. It has been un
avoidable that this subject should engage our attention at sev
eral points above, and in the process a large part of what must 
now be said has had to be said already. But it has not been 
necessary or practicable to treat the whole subject in a system
atic manner before this point in our discussion. Now it is de
sirable to do so, even at the cost of considerable repetition, be
cause of the very important bearing the subject has209 on the 
subject of this book. At least a part of this bearing is real, or 
rather would be if the historical facts about the charismatic min
istry were what is sometimes blandly assumed.

Division I

273. Let us begin by reemphasizing that the very term “char
ismatic ministry” is quite misleading. For, if the term be taken 
as applying exclusively to the unordained ministry, as is usually 
done, it suggests that only the unordained ministry was con
ceived to be endowed with supernatural divine charismata or 
spiritual gifts. This is very far from the actual facts in the case. 
We have seen above in Chapter XIII that Ordination was be
lieved to be truly sacramental; and this fact in itself would suf
fice to prove that the ordained ministry was conceived as being 
just as truly endowed with supernatural divine charismata as 
was the unordained ministry.

There was an important difference between these two kinds 
of ministries, to be sure; but that difference lay in the way in 
which they had come to possess their respective charismata. It 
was not thought that the unordained ministry really had such 
charismata, while the ordained ministry did not.210 The unor
dained ministry was held to have received abnormal charis
mata211 by a direct, unmediated gift from God; and after a while,

200 Or rather, for the most part, is mistakenly believed to have.
210 This point is very well made in Dr. Armitage Robinson’s essay (the 
second one) in Dr. Swete’s well-known collection, The Early Histoiy of 
the Church and the Ministry.
211 E. g., prophecy, tongues, the interpretation of tongues, miracles, heal
ing, etc.



some of these gifts simply ceased to be received, for reasons 
which we must presume to be good and sufficient in God’s sight, 
even though we can assign them only conjecturally. On the 
other hand, the official, ordained  ministry was believed to receive 
the normal charismata, needed for the regular, normal, perma
nent ministry of Bishops, presbyters, and deacons, and their 
predecessors, only mediately from God, through sacramental Or
dination. The Church has always believed that these gifts have 
continued to be given, in the original way, even unto this day; 
nor is there any sound reason to challenge this belief.

But both ministries, the “charismatic” ministry and the offi
cial ordained ministry, were equally held to possess true, super
natural divine charismata. It would be utterly foreign to the 
thinking of the early Church to imagine anyone, cleric or even 
layman, not endowed with the charismata necessary to equip 
him to perform his proper functions in the Church, the Body of 
Christ; and especially if that function was an important one, as 
some of the functions of the ordained ministry were considered 
to be. We saw above that apparently the desire to m ediate these 
charismata to men chosen for the regular ministry and apparently 
not yet possessing them212 was probably the reason for borrow
ing from Judaism the method of the laying on of hands, already 
believed to be an efficacious means of mediating spiritual gifts 
and authority in Judaism. Thus it would be far more accurate 
and less misleading to contrast the “ordained ministry” with the 
“purely charismatic ministry” rather than with simply the “char
ismatic ministry.” I shall, therefore, usually speak of “the pure 
charismatics” when referring to those who received their charis
mata directly from God, without the intervention of any human 
medium as God’s agent or ambassador.

274. The existence of a “purely charismatic” ministry in the 
early Church seems attested beyond any reasonable doubt, un
less The Ascension o f Isaiah  is a Christian document dating near 
the turn of the first Christian century, as some scholars think. 
If it is, then it seems to attest the practice of ordaining prophets; 
and in that case, since prophets have always been the group or 
class which have been thought least likely to be ordained in the 
early Church, it might be necessary to revise our present opin
ions very drastically. But unless and until this premise can be 
established—or at least gains wider acceptance than it has won 
so far—it seems far more probable to conclude that prophets 
were not ordained. The same has usually, and in all probability 
rightly, been taken to have been the case with those who spoke

212 Even though they did possess other important charismata making them 
seem appropriate choices.



with tongues, those who interpreted these tongues, those who 
had the power to heal the sick, those who had the power to per
form miracles, and possibly with those St. Paul lists213 in Romans 
and I Corinthians a.s “ministry, teaching, exhorting, giving, rul
ing, showing mercy, helps, governments, teachers, and Apostles.” 
It is, I think, very likely that some of these did refer to members 
of the regular hierarchy, while others almost certainly did not.
275. I qualified the above statement by saying “if some of 
these do not refer to the regular hierarchy by pre-technical titles.” 
But in addition to the probability that those outside the regular 
hierarchy were not ordained, there is some evidence that those 
within the hierarchy were not always and without any single ex
ceptions ordained. Let us at once guard this statement against 
misunderstanding, for otherwise it might appear to contradict 
the conclusions at which we have arrived in Chapters XII-XV. 
In the few cases where anyone was accepted as an Apostle, a 
presbyter, or a deacon without Ordination, it seems always to 
have been done on the premise that God Himself had already 
appointed that individual directly to the office or Order211 in 
question, and hence that any effort to endow him with the same 
charismata through the medium of Ordination at the hands of a 
human agent or ambassador would have been otiose. In no case 
does there seem to be any case of appointment through such a 
human agent in which any other means of mediating the charis
mata (for Major Orders) was employed except the laying on of 
hands.
276. Within the regular hierarchy there are fairly good reasons 
to hold that none of the original Twelve was ordained by the 
laying on of hands. The same is almost certainly true of St. 
Matthias and of St. Paul. It is also probably true of St. James, 
“the Lord’s brother,” even if he is not one of the Twelve, as he 
quite possibly is. As far as I know, there are no other cases. 
But of course it is always possible that some historical case has 
remained unattested, at least to-day. As to deutero-apostles and 
monarchical Bishops, there are no attested cases; nor any that 
(apart from attestation) are probable, as far as I know.

There are no cases of presbyters or deacons, to my present 
knowledge, which are adequately attested as having been ac
cepted within the Catholic Church. But there is the case of the 
practice authorized by St. Hippolytus within his little sect at 
Rome around the year 220 a. d. He allows confessors who have 
suffered severely and have survived to be presbyters or deacons

213 If some of these do not refer, by pre-technical titles, to the regular 
hierarchy.
2U Or else at least endowed him with the charismata necessary for that 
office or Order or with equivalent or higher charismata.



without Ordination. There are some scholars who think that, 
due to his ultra-conservative, traditionalistic tendenz we are 
safe in assuming that the same practice would have been allowed 
in the Catholic Church at Rome, and probably in other Catholic 
Churches as well. Reasons for doubting this inference will be 
given in Part V were we study the question of the proper min
ister of the Eucharist. It is also argued that because certain of 
his translators—and still more, some of his redactors—have fol
lowed him in making this concession, that his practice must have 
been at least not very abnormal or shocking, even to Catholic 
Churchmen. I shall give my reasons in the same place for hesi
tating about this inference.

Finally, there are many fine scholars who would consider it 
a settled point that in the early Church “pure charismatics” who 
were not members of the regular hierarchy were allowed freely 
to celebrate the Eucharist. Reasons will be given in Part V 
for doubting that this was ever allowed within the limits of the 
Catholic Church. Rut if the Didache is valid historical evidence 
for the Catholic Church, and if the “prophets” mentioned therein 
were not deutero-apostles, then the point will be established. 
Likewise, if the “teachers” mentioned in the Didache are “pure 
charismatics” and the D idache is Catholic evidence, then the 
point must be conceded as probable (though not so unambigu
ously clear as in the case of its “prophets”).

Division II

277. What bearing does the existence of “pure charismatics” 
in the early Church, within the limits just admitted to be clearly 
or possibly attested, have on the truth of the Catholic doctrine of 
Apostolic Succession? I hope I have already considered suffi
ciently in Chapter XV its bearing on the question of a tactual 
succession. Its bearing on the question of the proper minister 
of the Eucharist will be considered below in Part V. It is un
necessary, therefore, to consider either of these questions here, 
even in summary. Are there any other bearings besides these 
on the Catholic doctrine?
278. The fact that God has seen fit to choose and endow some 
men directly certainly provides no ground for thinking that the 
Apostles and those who after them had the duty of ordaining 
were mistaken in thinking that they had the right and power to 
delegate their own powers and functions to others, either in 
whole or in part; or to choose the men to whom they would 
delegate them, in the absence of such direct indication from the 
Holy Spirit as was sometimes, but apparently not always nor 
even usually, forthcoming; or to equip them for their new duties



by endowing them with supernatural divine charismata; or in 
thinking that the laying on of hands was an efficacious means 
for conveying such charismata to them. Of course this provides 
no positive proofs that they were right in thinking and doing all 
of these things—only negative “proofs.” Our conclusion as to 
whether they were right will depend in great part on the results 
of the historical inquiries being made in this book, and also in 
considerable measure on such largely non-historical issues as the 
inspiration of the New Testament and the supernatural divine 
guidance of the Catholic Church. For example, history alone 
can never tell us whether the author of the Pastorals was right 
in believing that some spiritual gift was in St. Timothy as a re
sult of the laying on of St. Paul’s hands. History alone can 
prove only that he believed this. But all that we need for our 
present argument is that the facts and conceptions about the 
“pure charismatics” raise no valid objection to any of the four 
vitally important points listed in this paragraph. And this much, 
at least, seems clear.
279. Nor is any valid objection or serious difficulty raised by 
the fact that in the early Church some of the “pure charismatics” 
were more highly esteemed than some of the Orders of the regu
lar hierarchy. This is true most clearly of prophets, and quite 
possibly of those who spoke with tongues. It was also appar
ently true of some of those to whom we find the term “teachers” 
applied. But in view of the great difficulty of fixing the precise 
meaning of that term in the several contexts where it occurs, it 
would be impossible to draw any important inferences from 
these “teachers.” The term is discussed rather fully in Part III 
of this book. It is even possible that the possessors of the gifts 
of healing and working other miracles were at one time more 
highly esteemed than the deacons or even the (collegiate) 
bishops.

But we are certainly not in any way committed to agree for
ever with the estimate of the relative importance of these various 
gifts which we find in the early Church, especially with I  Cor. 
12-14 as an authority for questioning that estimate. Nor will 
most moderns be inclined to agree with it, once it is remembered 
just what “prophecy” was in their vocabulary, and that it did 
not at all mean what is meant to-day when someone demands 
the “liberty of prophesying.”

But even if we had to agree with it, that would not mean 
that we must recognize those who had the greater gifts as pos
sessing also, ipso facto, the lesser gifts belonging to the presby
ters and deacons, let alone greater gifts belonging to the mo
narchical Bishops and Apostles. And only if it called for such an 
inference could it affect adversely the Catholic doctrine of Apos



tolic Succession. For only on that premise could it reasonably 
be pleaded that we must allow all who seem to possess to-day 
gifts held by the early Church in higher esteem than those pos
sessed by the early presbyters and deacons to execute any of the 
functions of these Orders which we at present rigorously re
serve to them as a matter of theological principle.

280. The essential principle involved in the acceptance of the 
“pure charismatics” certainly does not raise the slightest diffi
culty for the doctrine of Apostolic Succession. For that princi
ple is nothing more than that God can, whenever He wills so to 
do, bestow on anyone He wishes, and on as many as He wishes, 
whatever spiritual gifts or authority He wishes; and in any man
ner He wishes, whether directly or indirectly, whether without 
or with the use of any human medium or ambassador, whether 
by some sacramental means, or by a non-sacramental means. 
Such a principle seems to me so obvious and certain that I do 
not see how any intelligent Catholic could think for an instant of 
questioning it, or could have the tiniest reason for wishing to do 
so.
281. It is obvious that this principle does not in any way un
dermine the Catholic doctrine. Rather it leaves the way wide 
open for it. It does, of course, force us to decide a posteriori 
rather than purely a priori, the question of whether or not to 
recognize to-day any claims to such “purely charismatic” ap
pointment as may be presented to us. But this is no difficulty. 
If it is clear that God has directly commissioned someone to an 
office, and if it is clear what that office is, we ought to be only 
too happy to welcome him into that office. If, on the contrary, 
the claim seems doubtful, or probably mistaken (and this does 
not at all necessarily mean insincere) then we would have to re
fuse to recognize it.
282. For to recognize any such claimant to the Episcopate 
would—if a mistake were made, and one could be made if the 
case were doubtful—not only result in invalid Ordinations and 
Confirmations in that Diocese, but as a result of the invalid Or
dinations in many invalid Eucharists and Absolutions. It is even 
possible that the Apostolic Succession itself might be imperiled. 
It would be absolutely wrong to risk such dire consequences, 
even if the risk seemed a fairly good gamble. For we have no 
right to expect invincible ignorance and uncovenanted grace to 
take care of situations which were known beforehand to be 
doubtful. Such ignorance would not be invincible ignorance, if 
indeed it could be called ignorance at all. And uncovenanted 
grace always, by its very nature and essence, depends completely 
on invincible ignorance.



If the claimant asks only for acceptance as a presbyter, the 
consequences would be less serious, but would still involve the 
risk of invalid Eucharists and Absolutions in a smaller area, and 
these risks would be far too serious to tolerate knowingly.

If the claimant desires acceptance as a deacon, no such seri
ous consequences would seem to arise, unless one doubts the 
validity of Ordination per saltwn, which would be involved in 
case a mistake were made in the case, and the man in question 
later was advanced to the priesthood. Hence, it would not be 
necessary to be quite so certain in accepting such a claimant to 
the diaconate.
283. It is, however, of the utmost importance to emphasize 
these two points. First, recognition is not permissible, at least 
in the case of claimants to the Episcopate and the presbyterate, 
unless the claim has been proved beyond all reasonable doubt. 
Secondly, no claim can be allowed where it rests not on “purely 
charismatic” appointment, but on an alleged ordination which 
Catholic principles require us to hold invalid. That would not 
be a case of “purely charismatic” appointment at all. So the im
portant principle we have been studying would have no appli
cations whatsover to such a case. It should, of course, be added 
that no case may legitimately be accepted if it is presented in 
such a form, or is so involved with other issues or cases, that it 
cannot be accepted without implying some false doctrine.

284. In passing judgment on any such cases, we have to dis
tinguish two very different classes of cases. One of these classes 
would be cases in which someone claims to have received a di
rect and unequivocal commission from God to a particular defi
nite office; for example, the Apostolate, Episcopate, or presby
terate. The case of St. Paul would be a perfect example. The 
Church had only to decide whether he was telling the truth 
about what he said had happened to him on the road to Damas
cus; and, if so, whether he was deluded, whether his vision was 
an illusion. His conversion and sufferings for the Way proved 
conclusively that he was at least sincere. And the nature of 
the story he told combined with the tremendous fruits of the 
Spirit he showed to dispose of the possibility of an hallucina
tion, as we would call it. There was no question what he 
claimed.

285. Quite different, and far more complicated and difficult 
to decide, would be cases of the second class, in which someone 
presents the claim to have received charismata which are the 
equivalent, or more than the equivalent, of those of (say) the 
presbyterate; but without making any claim to have been defi
nitely and explicitly commissioned to that very identical Order.



Such cases we probably have in one form in early Church his
tory if confessors were ever accepted within the Catholic Church 
(as they seem clearly to have been in the sect of Hippolytus) as 
presbyters or deacons without Ordination. Such cases we have 
in a different form if “prophets” who were “pure charismatics” 
were allowed to offer the Eucharist. The two cases differ in that 
in the former the office or Order itself is directly conceded, on 
the basis of the charismata manifested, while in the latter one or 
more of the functions of the office is conceded without any indi
cation that the “prophet” would be looked on as a presbyter in all 
respects, or allowed to execute all of the presbyteral functions; 
though this last is quite possible, if such prophets were ever al
lowed to offer the Eucharist by the Catholic Church.

286. Now it is clear that, even where direct divine appoint
ment to some definite Order in the regular hierarchy is claimed, 
it would be very difficult to be sure whether any such claim were 
bona fide. But even if it were certainly bona fide, that would not 
prove that the man making the claim was not mistaken. It is 
easy to invent a case where there could be no doubt, once the 
man’s veracity was satisfactorily determined. But rarely if ever 
do such clear-cut and easy cases occur in actual life. Especially 
is it difficult to be sure where the only basis of certainty assigned 
is an internal “call.” For in such a case sincerity alone definitely 
cannot suffice to authenticate the alleged “call.”

287. But far more difficult still is it to decide with security 
cases of the second class in which the real problem is what I 
may for brevity and convenience call that of the “equivalence of 
charismata.” Here the question is whether we can safely equate 
the undisputed charismata which an unordained person is seen 
to possess with those of the Episcopate, presbyterate, or diacon- 
ate, so as to be able to conclude with security that the person in 
question is entitled to be recognized as having been directly 
appointed a presbyter by God (as, for example, in the case of 
the confessor-presbyters) or else is entitled to be recognized as 
able to perform one or more presbyteral functions, though not 
a member of that Order ( as was the case if “purely charismatic” 
prophets were ever allowed to offer the Eucharist). It will not 
suffice to be satisfied that the charismata one possesses are as 
great as or greater than those of a deacon (say) or of a presby
ter. For they could be greater—even much greater—and still 
not be analyzable into “the charismata of the presbyterate” plus 
others in addition. We can all see, for instance, that a diamond 
can be admitted to be far greater than an orange, without being 
definable as an orange plus.

288. The difficulties involved in making decisions on cases of



either class, but especially the second, are so great as to make it 
quite unsafe (unless in some very clear and exceptional case, 
which it would be rash to attempt to exclude a priori) to make a 
practice of recognizing such cases to-day.

To what extent—if any—this is a reversal of the practice of 
the early Church depends to a great extent on whether the Cath
olic Church ever allowed confessors to become presbyters or 
deacons without Ordination, and also on whether she ever al
lowed “purely charismatic” prophets to celebrate the Eucharist.

But if, and in so far as, it is a reversal of primitive practice, it 
is a fully justified reversal. For it is not based on a correspond
ing reversal of the theology and principles of the primitive 
Church, as are the Protestant denials of ( say) the Real Objective 
Presence, the Eucharistic Sacrifice, and Apostolic Succession. 
Rather, as has been shown immediately above, the more reserved 
and cautious attitude which seems to have prevailed since the 
time of St. Hippolytus is the one dictated by common ordinary 
prudence, for those who hold the Catholic doctrines and prin
ciples shown in Part II of this book to be primitive and au
thentic, once those tenets have had time to develop more fully 
than they had in the first two or three centuries, and once their 
implications have become clearer, and the difficulties and com
plications involved in the early and unreflecting practice of the 
primitive Church have been more clearly perceived. There has 
been only development, not reversal or fundamental change. 
And that development has only made more clearly explicit what 
was always implicit, and to a considerable extent explicit, from 
the beginning, as we have shown in Part II of this book. So the 
facts and conceptions about the “pure charismatics” raise no 
valid objection for the Catholic doctrine of Apostolic Succes
sion.



EPILOGUE TO PARTS I AND II

289. We have now completed the case for the defense of our 
second line of trenches by which the Catholic doctrine of Apos
tolic Succession can be securely and impregnably defended, if 
that should ever seem necessary. There remains the task of pre
senting in Parts III, IV, and V the case for our first line of 
trenches. I think we shall see in Parts III-V that even this first 
line of trenches, though it has been heavily bombarded, and is 
still being attacked vigorously by our opponents, will stand up 
successfully against any and all attacks. If it does, it will com
bine with the case already presented in defense of our second 
line of trenches, to give us an even stronger total case for this 
Catholic doctrine than is provided by the second line taken alone. 
But it is a very great advantage to have seen already that, even 
without making any use of the contention that our first line of 
trenches215 can successfully withstand all assaults, we have a 
completely sufficient case.
290. We have purposely refrained so far from letting our ar
gument depend in any essential way, or at any essential point, 
on the view now to be developed in Part III as to the precise

215 I have used this same metaphor in a recent pamphhlet, in which I 
summarized briefly the case now being presented more adequately, I hope, 
in this present book. In view of tire fact that one of my courteous ancl 
gracious reviewers has misunderstood my meaning, I shall take this oc
casion to correct that misunderstanding in this footnote, and make my 
meaning clearer, and at the same time to reply to a different criticism that 
has been made to me orally.

As to the latter first, I use the metaphor of two lines of trenches only as 
a figure of speech, which must not be pressed. To objections that it im
plies a static position, or at least a static defense of the position, even if 
the position itself is not static, I reply first of all that I am not sure that 
there is any valid reason why a true position, based on a Divine Revela
tion, or on Divine or Apostolic acts done once for all in ancient history as 
the starting point of a supernatural Ministry intended to last as long as 
the Church of God itself, should not be in a very true sense of the word, 
“static.” Nor am I able to see that a “static” defense of such a position 
need necessarily be inferior to a defense that is not “static.” But if there 
is anything wrong with either of these alternatives being static, that is 
neither increased by using a metaphor such as the one I have chosen, nor 
would it be decreased—let alone avoided—by using a different and “dy
namic” metaphor, or by avoiding metaphors altogether. Only I ask that 
my metaphor not be pressed unduly.

As to the more important point, the misunderstanding of my meaning in 
thus speaking of a “first” and “second” “line of trenches” by Professor 
Sherman Johnson of the Episcopal Theological School in Cambridge, Mass., 
in a kind but vigorously dissenting review of my pamphlet in The Anglican 
Theological Review during 1947, I can say only that my good friend has 
entirely missed my meaning. And I fear he has done so as a result of not 
having done me the honor of reading me carefully enough to master my



way in which the Threefold Ministry reached its final form, and 
in particular as to just how the Monarchical Episcopate devel
oped. We have done this, not because we have any fear that a 
better case can be made out by anyone for a different theory on 
these points, but because we fully agree that the matter cannot 
be settled with certainty, and we are aware of the enormous va
riety of theories that have at different times commended them
selves to the judgment of scholars of eminence.

Of course I do not mean to say that it would be unimportant 
whether the development of the Threefold Ministry, and of the 
Monarchical Episcopate, took place in a way consistent with the 
four great principles established in Chapters X-XIV. What I 
mean is that, in view of our inability to settle with anything ap
proaching decisiveness the exact way in which this development 
took place, we are fully justified in assuming that, whatever that 
way may have been in details, the facts would have been in 
harmony with those four great principles, and would not have 
violated them fundamentally.
291. We are justified in assuming this because we have now 
seen that there is sufficient evidence at all points, and at most 
points abundant evidence, to show: (1) that these four princi
ples were consciously present to the mind of the early Church 
and were accepted by her; and (2) that all her well attested

main argument. He has misunderstood me as meaning the supernatural 
teaching authority of the Catholic Church when I speak of my second line 
of trenches. Now it is true that in the third chapter of my pamphlet I 
have maintained the validity of the claims of the Catholic Church, as 
understood in Anglo-Catholic theology, to be possessed of supernatural 
and mediately Divine authority as a teacher; though I made no attempt 
in that brief chapter to vindicate those claims. I was only indicating in 
that chapter my own attitude toward those claims, and trying to show how 
they affect the requirements of Catholic apologetics in the sphere of his
tory in regard to points that “precede” the establishment of those claims 
in what I may be allowed to call “the apologetical sequence” and how very 
differently they affect those same requirements in regard to points that 
“follow” the claims in “the apologetical sequence.” And I referred to an 
article of mine published elsewhere—in The American Church Monthly, 
now unhappily defunct, for November and December, 1936—entitled The 
Anglican View of Catholic Teaching Authority, for a brief vindication (as 
I hope) of those claims, as well as for a more careful delineation and de
limitation of them on truly Catholic premises.

But, if I had extended my metaphor of several “lines of trenches” to cover 
the idea of Catholic teaching authority, I would have had to call them 
my “third line of trenches.” They are not at all what I meant by our 
“second line of trenches.” By our “second line” I mean the line of argu
ment presented in Chapters IV-X of that pamphlet (and in Chapters IV- 
XVI of this present book). That “second line” makes no use of any par
ticular theory as to how the Threefold Ministry originated and reached 
its present fully developed form. Nor does it depend in any essential way 
on the contention (which, however, I believe to be correct) that mere 
presbyters never at any time had the power to ordain inside the Catholic 
Church, nor did anyone below the rank of presbyter have the power to 
celebrate the Eucharist within her limits. And by our “first line of



practice harmonizes perfectly with them, while not a single point 
of practice inconsistent with them is securely attested.
292. It is worth pointing out, in this connection, that we do 
not claim that this assumption is necessarily sufficiently strong 
to persist against a fairly clear preponderance of the actual evi
dence in favor of a theory inconsistent with our four great prin
ciples. What we deny is that there is any such preponderance 
of the evidence in favor of any such theory—even a slight pre
ponderance. This point is made sufficiently clear by the fact 
that most of the different theories have been unable to win the 
assent of any considerable number of scholars, and to prevail 
either long or widely.

As to the theory which we may perhaps be allowed, for the 
sake of convenience and brevity, to speak of as Lightfoot’s the
ory,210 which has had a greater prevalence, with slight varia
tions, than any other theory except ( again with slight variations) 
the one defended in this book, it can as easily be stated in a 
form consistent with the theocratic217 principle, the principle 
that Ordination was always “from above,” as in a form incon
sistent with that principle.

trenches” I mean the two latter contentions, coupled with such a theory of 
the origin and development of the Threefold Ministry, and in particular of 
the Monarchial Episcopate, as is presented in Part III of this book. My 
opinion is that the evidence favors all three of these major contentions, 
quite clearly if not decisively, and that with them there is no reasonable 
doubt that the Catholic doctrine stands fully vindicated. But I maintain 
further that, even without a one of them, it still stands sufficiently justi
fied anyway, even though not so decisively as with them. It is this latter 
contention which has so far been developed in this book, and which is 
now to be summarized very briefly in the Epilogue to Parts I and II, to 
which this regrettably long discussion is a footnote.

So our “first” and “second” lines of trenches are both purely historical, 
and presuppose no agreement with the author’s convictions as to the super
natural teaching authority of the Catholic Church. Hence any competent 
and objective historian ought to be able to weigh them on an even footing 
with the author, and without having to stop to debate the further issue 
which would indeed be raised if the historical facts required us to fall 
back on our “third line of trenches.” Needless to say, I do not main
tain that this “third line of trenches” can be so securely established as 
to be sure a priori to withstand any and every historical attack, however 
strong it might be in abstract possibility. I maintain only that it would 
suffice to justify continued adherence to doctrines and practices which 
can justly claim to be the authoritative doctrines and practices of the 
whole Catholic Church, even if the historical evidence were quite neu
trally disposed toward them, or even a little worse than neutrally disposed, 
as long as it did not point strongly toward the conclusion that the real 
facts of history are incompatible with what Catholic apologetics must 
claim. Of course, if the claims made for the teaching authority of the 
Catholic Church are true, the historical evidence, without being forced, 
will always be found to fall within the limits here described.
316 The theory, that is, that the Monarchical Episcopate arose by “eleva
tion out of the presbyterate.”
317 There is no question at all of Lightfoot’s theory violating any other of 
our four great principles except the theocratic principle!



293. It seems to the present writer quite likely that Lightfoot 
himself had not perceived very clearly, if at all, at the time he 
first wrote his celebrated Essay, the distinction—so crucial from 
the standpoint of Dogmatic Theology and Apologetics—between 
the form of his own theory which is consistent with the principle 
of Ordination “from above,” and the superficially very similar 
form which involves Ordination “from below.” Lightfoot’s orig
inal statement of his famous theory was really quite ambiguous 
on this score, and I do not believe that he had any right to ob
ject to, or to be surprised at, the efforts made by presbyterians 
and even congregationalists to turn his Essay to controversial 
advantage in the service of their cause. But at a later date, he 
explained that he considered his theory to be in agreement, in 
all essential respects, with the theory set forth by the Old Catho
lic writer, Dr. Langen, who, to quote Lightfoot, “. . . gives an ac
count of the origin of episcopacy precisely similar to my own, as 
set forth in”218 his celebrated Dissertation.

Now Gore219 summarizes Dr. Langen’s position as follows: 
“. . . Dr. Langen’s account of the matter is given in complete ac
cordance with the principle of the apostolic succession as con
tended for above. He never speaks as if the Church created her 
ministry originally, or created subsequently a new office of the 
episcopate by elevation from below. He speaks of the episco
pate as always handed down from the Apostles, and simply rec
ognizes, whether rightly or no, that, having been originally held 
by all the presbyters, at least in the West, it subsequently was 
limited to one. Etc.”

This at least makes it clear that, as I have asserted above, 
Lightfoot’s theory admits of being stated in a form consistent 
with the theocratic principle. And it makes it at least quite 
possible, if not definitely probable, that Lightfoot himself had 
this form of it in mind when he set it forth, and allowed himself 
to state the matter ambiguously only because he either did not 
perceive the theological importance of the difference between 
the two forms, or else did not see any decisive reasons in the 
evidence to prefer the one form to the other.
294. If the latter was his real reason for stating his theory so

2,8 Ignatius, Vol. I, page 390, note. I owe this information in the first 
place to Gore, The Church and the Ministry, p. 311 in the new edition 
of 1919. However, Gore gives the reference in Lightfoot’s Ignatius as 
p. 376. This must have been the first edition, as in the edition I own, 
which is the second, the page is as given just above. I mention this differ
ence in paging only for the convenience of any reader who might be a bit 
perplexed, as I was at first, if he fails to find the reference on the page I 
nave given. I am relying on Gore’s summary of Dr. Langen’s position 
without: checking the latter in his Geschichte aer Romischen Kirche, 1881, 
p. 95f., Vol. I.

219 The Church and the Ministry, pages 311-312.



ambiguously, I think we must conclude that the evidence we 
have given above in Chapter X of the conscious prevalence of 
the theocratic principle in the early Church gives us entirely 
sufficient reasons for choosing between the two differing forms of 
the theory, and for choosing the form consistent with the theo
cratic principle, even though Lightfoot hesitated.

Moreover, the most natural interpretation of St. Jerome’s ac
count of the alleged primitive situation at Alexandria gives us 
further reason for choosing the form of Lightfoot’s theory that 
is compatible with the theocratic principle; if indeed either form 
of it is entitled to our acceptance, as the present writer cannot 
believe, for reasons to be developed at length in Parts III and IV 
of this book. For St. Jerome’s story, though it is certainly highly 
ambiguous, seems to favor rather strongly the idea that the 
Bishop at Alexandria down to the second quarter of the third 
century succeeded to the Monarchical Episcopate of that See 
upon mere election by his fellow-presbyters, and without any 
additional Ordination at their hands. This would not give us a 
case of Ordination “from below” at all, but would be quite con
sistent with the theocratic principle, and would favor Dr. Lan- 
gen’s theory that the Episcopate was originally held by many or 
at least several in the same local Church, and was only later 
limited to one. I shall argue this point at the proper juncture in 
Part III.220 But for myself I am convinced that St. Jerome does 
not mean either this, or that the Alexandrian presbyters both 
elected and. ordained  their Bishop down to the aforesaid date. 
I think he meant something which reduces the difference be
tween Alexandria and the rest of the Catholic world to some
thing much smaller than it would have been on either of these 
common interpretations.

295. Neither does our second line of trenches depend on the 
view that in the early Church mere presbyters never at any time 
or place had the power to ordain. I believe this to be the his
torical fact, and reasons for thinking so will be given quite fully 
in Part IV of this book. But I have been careful in Part II not 
to let my argument rest on that premise. On the contrary, I 
have built my argument so far on the essentially different prem
ise that certainly no one below the rank of presbyter was allowed 
to ordain; and that, if presbyters did actually at one time have 
that power, (1) it was later taken away from them, that (2) the 
Church was within her rights in withholding it from the later 
presbyters, and that consequently (3) when they presumed to 
ordain in the sixteenth century and later, they were acting ultra 
vires, and had no more real power to do so than a deacon or a

220 See Chapter XXV, Division III, Sections 474-479.



layman. I have also reenforced the preceding argument, and 
made it doubly secure, by pointing out that this conclusion can 
be challenged only on the premise that the original presbyters 
not only had the power to ordain, but that it was inalienable; 
and that this latter claim is not only contrary to all reason, as I 
show in Appended Note IV, but that the very effort to assert it 
greatly increases the difficulty of upholding the already weak 
case for the premise that presbyters originally had the power to 
ordain. Finally, I have pointed out that even if mere presby
ters to-day really do still have the radical power to ordain, as 
presbyterians usually claim, that would not in the least over
throw the case for Apostolic Succession, but would only require 
us to recognize its existence where at present we think we are 
not at liberty to recognize it, even for the sake of so great a gain 
as organic Christian unity. Such a conclusion would not be in 
the least unwelcome, but rather very gratifying. I regret only 
that the historical evidence seems to me to make it impossible to 
accept that conclusion as even slightly probable. And unless it 
could be securely established  we would have to “reordain” 
those having presbyterian “ordination” at least conditionally.
296. Neither, finally, does our second line of trenches depend 
essentially on the historical premise that only presbyters and 
other ordained men of equal or higher rank ever had the power 
to offer the Eucharist. This also I believe to be the historical 
fact, within the limits of the Catholic Church, for reasons to be 
given at length in Part V of this book. But, as will there be 
shown,221 even if it were true that unordained prophets, or un
ordained confessor-presbyters, or even (as Tertullian is held by 
many to attest) laymen were at one time allowed to offer the 
Eucharist within the limits of the Catholic Church, that would 
still not prove that the later restriction of this power to presby
ters and those of still higher rank was wrong, or even unneces
sary,

The earlier practice could quite easily be due to the fact that 
in the first two or three centuries of the Christian era the Eu-
221 Unlike the matter of alleged presbyterian ordinations in the early 
Church, it has not proved practical to discuss this issue in Part II of this 
book. I have had, therefore, to postpone the consideration of both our 
“first” and “second” line of trenches, on this particular point, to Part V. 
I discuss it very briefly here in the Epilogue to Parts I and II only in 
order to make it as clear as possible to my readers just what our “first line 
of trenches” is, and also just how our “second line of trenches” is related 
to it. This much seems desirable for the sake of completeness at this point 
of our study. Of course I shall be careful, when I come to discuss our 
“second line” of defense on this particular point in Part V not to argue 
“in a circle” by letting my arguments hinge in any way on points I claim 
to have established in Parts III and IV, which together with the chief 
contention of Part V (viz. that only presbyters and those of still higher 
rank ever were allowed to offer the Eucharist within the limits of the 
Catholic Church) constitute our “first line” of defense.



charistic doctrine of the Church was not very fully developed, 
especially in regard to the sacrificial aspect of the Eucharist, and 
that this fact made it impossible for all in the early Church to 
perceive the necessity of a man who had been duly “called of 
God, as was Aaron” to offer “validly” the supreme sacrifice of the 
Church. The connection between the sacrificial doctrine of the 
Eucharist, and the restriction of the power to offer the Eucharist 
to those who from the latter half of the second century began to 
be called “priests” or “high priests,” is so close that it would not 
be surprising if there was at least some irregularity if not (from 
the later viewpoint) real laxity about the minister of the Euchar
ist before the Eucharistic doctrine was even sufficiently devel
oped to motivate that application of sacerdotal terminology to 
the ministers of the Eucharist, which was inevitable sooner or 
later. If there really was such laxity, it would not in any serious 
measure tell against the correctness and necessity of the later 
limitations, as long as the change was caused by some such ex
planation as the one here given, and was not rather a matter of a 
usurping sacerdotal class arrogating to itself exclusively a power 
which really belonged by right to all, as a consequence of the 
“Priesthood of the laity,” and had been recognized so to belong 
by all for quite a while.

God could easily secure, by providential means, that at least 
normally a person duly authorized by sacramental Ordination 
to offer the Eucharist should do so. And uncovenanted grace 
and mercy, called into play by good faith and invincible igno
rance, could easily take care of any invalid Sacraments or pre
sumptuously offer Sacrifices that might occasionally and very 
exceptionally take place; if, indeed, God could not secure by 
providential means that no exceptions at all should occur. This 
might well have been brought to pass by causing Christianity to 
inherit for the Eucharist the authentically Jewish principle that, 
at such a meal as that of which the Eucharist was in its origins 
the salient parts, the person of greatest eminence present would 
preside by a sort of strict right, and especially when coupled 
with the fact that the Eucharist was from the beginning a defi
nitely and strictly corporate Rite (or rather corporate a c t) and 
consequently would not be even attempted except at the assem
bly of the whole local Church, at which some of the higher 
clergy would always be present.

Of course there is the added possibility that from the very 
first strictly sacerdotal principles might have been fully and con
sciously explicit to the belief of the early Church as a result of 
the fact that the things that happened at the Last Supper at 
least easily admitted of the interpretation that our Lord had 
committed the Great Memorial of His Passion to the Apostles 
alone, and consequently that only they, or others to whom they



had definitely delegated this power by sacramental Ordination, 
were duly “called of God as was Aaron.” If the sense in which 
the Eucharist is a sacrifice was not very fully thought out in the 
primitive Church, at least there was no doubt that in some real 
and transcendent sense it was a sacrifice. On the evidence for 
this assertion, I hope I may be allowed to content myself with 
referring the reader to Chapter V and other relevant portions of 
my book, The Early Eucharist. If the sacerdotal principles ex
plicitly held by the Church at least as early as the latter half of 
the second century are true, the Holy Spirit could easily have 
mediated this truth to the mind of the Church from the very be
ginning of the Eucharist by inspiring her to put such an inter
pretation on the facts about the Last Supper, which at least 
easily admitted of that interpretation, as already noted above.
297. So much, then, for our second line of defense, which222 
has been developed so far in Parts I and II of this book. It 
seems to me completely sufficient, and if we had to do so, as a 
result of anti-Catholic historians making good their attacks on 
our first line of defense, we could fall back on this “second line 
of trenches” all along the battlefront, without being in any dan
ger of being forced to surrender as a result so great and impor
tant a part of the Catholic Faith as the doctrine of Apostolic Suc
cession. It is in order to make this point clear that I have care
fully separated the arguments for our two different “lines of 
trenches” even at the cost of being obliged to sever Part IV, in 
which I discuss the presbyterian claim that mere presbyters 
originally had the full power to ordain, from our other chapters 
on Ordination.223 I would call the attention of the reader to 
the fact that if he wants to study that particular problem, the 
problem of Ordination, without going into the other issues that 
relate to Apostolic Succession, he can do so by simply reading 
Chapters XII-XIV consecutively with Part IV, and of course the 
Appended Notes relating to these portions of the book.
298. But now that the case for our second line of defense is 
complete, we must go on to study in detail the case for our first 
line. This will be done in the three remaining Parts of the book. 
In Part III I shall develop at considerable length the evidence 
which in my opinion supports the view that the Monarchical 
Episcopate developed in a way which, apart from comparatively 
minor modifications, is the same in substance as the way de
fended in Bishop Gore’s justly famous book, The Church and 
the Ministry, with the aid and therefore presumably at least 
general agreement of the late Professor C. H. Turner, one of the 
greatest, most thorough, and most widely learned historians of 
the present century.

222 Apart from the point dealt with in Sec. 296!
223 That is, Chapters XII-XIV.



In Part IV I shall examine quite fully the question as to 
whether or not mere presbyters ever really had the power to or
dain within the limits of the Catholic Church, and show reasons 
for answering that question in the negative. This conclusion, if 
well founded, will give strong added support to the theory as to 
the origin of the Monarchical Episcopate which is set forth in 
Part III, because the most plausible alternative theory, that set 
forth by Bishop Lightfoot,224 seems to be intimately and indeed 
inextricably bound up with the view that in the earliest days of 
the presbyterate the colleges of presbyters had the full power 
to ordain. Consequently, any evidence that mere presbyters 
never had any such right will ipso facto be evidence against 
Lightfoot’s theory.

Finally, in Part V, I shall study carefully the vexed issue of 
the primitive Minister of the Eucharist. As explained above, it 
has not seemed expedient to try, in dealing with that particular 
issue, to separate our first line of defense from our second line, 
and to study the latter in Part II. Consequently, both of these 
lines of defense will have to be studied together in Part V. 
There it will be shown, if I mistake not, that there is no sufficient 
evidence to justify the conclusion that any unordained prophets 
or unordained confessor-presbyters or laymen were ever allowed 
to offer the Eucharist within the limits of the Catholic Church, 
but that, even if the facts were different, no consequences fatal 
to what is commonly called Catholic sacerdotalism would fol
low, for the reasons adumbrated so briefly in Section 296 of this 
Epilogue. Moreover, the doctrine of Apostolic Succession is not 
so dependent on the tenet that only ordained priests can validly 
offer the Eucharist that the overthrow of the latter doctrine 
would invalidate the former.
299. If the contentions of Parts III, IV, and V225 are judged to 
be well-evidenced, the case for our second line of defense will 
be strengthened still further, even if the case for our first line of 
defense be deemed only more probable than any alternative 
theory, but not conclusive. For we shall have supplemented our 
contention that we have sufficient reasons to assume a priori that 
the Episcopate must have originated in a manner consistent with 
the four great principles established in Chapters IX-XIV by 
showing further that the theory of the origin of the Episcopate 
which is de facto the most probable on the evidence definitely 
confirms this a priori expectation, since it is in perfect harmony 
with all four of the same fundamental principles. To the pres
entation of our first line of defense we now proceed.

224 This theory is criticised at various points in Parts III and IV, and espe
cially in the final chapter of Part III, which is devoted entirely to sum
ming up the case against Lightfoot’s theory.
225 Or even, for the reason last explained, only Parts III and IV!



r
PART III

■j-

THE MOST PROBABLE EXPLANATION 

OF THE ORIGIN OF 

THE THREEFOLD MINISTRY 

CONFORMS PERFECTLY 

TO ALL OF

THESE FOUR PRINCIPLES





Chapter XVII

THE TWOFOLD LOCAL MINISTRY

300. Having now concluded our study of the institution of 
the Apostolate, we must go on to study how the Apostolate 
grew and developed and became differentiated into the three
fold ministry. The evidence makes it clear, from the deeds of 
the Apostles as well as from their writings, that they understood 
that they had the power and the right to transmit their office 
to others, either in whole or in any part they deemed wise, 
and that they repeatedly and consistently acted on this under
standing from the earliest times down to their deaths. The 
threefold ministry of Bishops, presbyters, and deacons was the 
final result. But as there are controverted points all along the 
line, we must go over the entire ground carefully. Moreover, 
there can be little doubt that the first stage of the development 
was the appointment of a twofold local ministry in all local 
Churches (with the possible exception of Jerusalem) at a time 
well before the threefold ministry is to be found. Even at Jerusa
lem it is very probable that we must understand a stage—even 
if a comparatively brief one—in which there were presbyters 
and probably deacons but as yet no one single Apostle who 
had the Jerusalem Church as his particular province in the sense 
in which James, “the Lord’s brother,” did a little later.

Thus Jerusalem would have had a threefold ministry in the 
sense that the whole Church did from the time bishops and 
deacons were anywhere appointed, or presbyters and deacons; 
and also in the sense that various local Churches, having nor
mally only a twofold local ministry, would have it during the 
residence, more or less brief, of an Apostle or deutero-Apostle, 
or of several of these. But she would not have had from the 
first one particular, permanent, assigned leader or ruler of Apos
tolic (and therefore clearly of super-presbyteral) rank as she 
had a little later in James. When I say of super-presbyteral 
rank I mean only that no one would have doubted for an instant 
that an Apostle was of a definitely and unmistakably higher 
rank than any mere presbyter. I do not mean to deny or forget 
what we shall show in our chapter on the primitive meaning 
and usage of the term—that Apostles could also be called pres
byters, and that the reason probably was that the term was 
(or at least became in the Gentile Churches) a generic term. 
It may have been such in Jerusalem also. For these reasons



just given, we shall begin by studying the origin of the two 
inferior orders of the later threefold ministry before we study 
the Episcopate.

Division I

301. According to Acts 11:30; 15:2, 4, 6, 22, 23; 21:18 there 
were presbyters in the Jerusalem Church at a date too early 
to have been copied from the organization in the Pauline 
Churches. There is no conflicting evidence to force us to ques
tion this evidence. Its probability is confirmed by the similarity 
of Christian presbyters to the Jewish presbyters. Also, we find 
in Acts 6:1-6 an account of the appointment of seven men who 
have been traditionally taken as, and may well be, the first 
deacons.

Now it is at least probable, a priori, that the Apostles would 
copy in other local churches which they founded the same 
organization they had found it wise to set up in the great mother 
church of Jerusalem. And this is exactly what St. Clement of 
Rome, writing about 95 a .d. describes as their general practice. 
He writes (42:4) “They preached from district to district, and 
from city to city, and they appointed their first converts, testing 
them by the Spirit, to be bishops and deacons of the future 
believers.” Now St. Clement was already a prominent man in 
the Roman Church at the time SS. Paul and Peter were in 
Rome in the 60’s. He must have seen them a great deal, and 
known them well. He had every opportunity of getting accurate 
information from them, as well as from many others at that 
time and later. And though he wrote the passage I have quoted 
only some 30 years later, his best opportunities of information 
were within 20 years of the “first missionary journey.” Thus 
his evidence is very weighty, and is entitled to acceptance and 
trust by an “objective historian,” unless better evidence can be 
produced to contradict it. Can this be done?

Not at all. On the contrary, he can be strongly confirmed. 
St. Ignatius says, about 20 years later, that the Threefold Min
istry is extended to the farthest corners of the world, and that 
without it no church is entitled to the name. And he seems 
clearly to imply that it is one of the apostolic institutions. Now 
this, even if erroneous, implies quite a history for the Three
fold Ministry, including the Monarchical Episcopate. It can
not be of very recent origin, or he could not speak of it in such 
exalted terms. But there can be no doubt whatever that, how
ever the Monarchical Episcopate originated, it arose much later 
than the local ministry of presbyter-bishops and deacons. The 
uniformity in the Threefold Ministry at the time of St. Ignatius 
implies, then, a much earlier uniformity in the ministry of pres-



bytei-bishops and deacons. Thus St. Ignatius strongly confirms 
the statement of St. Clement by implication. Of course I know 
that many question the statements just quoted from St. Ignatius. 
But is there good reason for this? He is good evidence for 
events that have transpired during his adulthood, which must 
reach back to about 75 a .d., or earlier. And he is contem 
porary evidence for 115 a .d. Objective historians ought to re
spect such evidence unless it can be broken down by stronger 
evidence to the contrary effect. And this is certainly not forth
coming.

302. The Pastorals also confirm St. Clement in considerable 
measure. If by St. Paul, the confirmation is very weighty, in fact 
decisive for what it attests. But if pseudonymous, they must (see 
Appended Note VI) come from a period before the Ignatian 
polity and terminology triumphed in and around Ephesus. That 
would be about 70-90 a .d. They must also agree closely enough 
with the existing tradition about St. Paul’s customs and activities 
to escape detection as from an impostor. Thus a great measure 
of historical value must attach to what they pretend  to repre
sent. And they are contemporary evidence for their own date, 
unless one holds them to be intentionally archaistic for the 
purpose of securing their acceptance as Pauline. Only in that 
way can they be as late as Dr. Richardson dates them. But 
then their later date is compensated for, as far as historical value 
goes, by the fact that, in order to escape detection, they must 
contain a representation which no living person who saw them 
was able to challenge as not actually true to the life of St. Paul. 
Yet we can hardly suppose that all who knew the facts were 
dead by 70-90; or even by 120 a .d.,—the less likely date.

Now the Pastorals attest the local ministry of presbyter- 
bishops and deacons as so self-evidently to be assumed every
where that they give very strong confirmation, by implication, 
to the statement of St. Clement that the Apostles (or at least 
St. Paul) set up deacons and bishops habitually in the churches 
they founded. St. Titus is represented as “left in Crete (by St. 
Paul) for this cause, that he should set in order the things that 
were wanting, and appoint elders in every city, as (St. Paul) 
gave (St. Titus) charge.” Timothy is given a description of 
the qualifications to be desired in bishops and deacons, as if 
the officers were quite normal. The office of a bishop is a fixed 
office to which a man might aspire. And there is a “faithful 
saying” that he who does so desires a good work. This involves 
its general existence in the Church.

303. Acts also confirms St. Clement’s statement rather strongly. 
We find presbyter-bishops in Ephesus, in a “we-section” that



must be dated about 58 a .d., although we had not been told 
earlier in the book of St. Paul having appointed them there 
Probably this was because the account in Acts 14:23 like that 
in Acts 6:1-6 and others elsewhere in Acts, was intended by 
St. Luke to be taken as one of what I may call his ‘ type” or 
“precedent” narratives, intended to show us what was habitually 
done, and leave it to us to understand that the precedent was 
followed in all similar cases. Acts 14:23 definitely asserts that 
St. Paul and St. Barnabas appointed for them elders “in every 
church.” And this agrees with Titus 1:5 and the picture given 
us by St. Clement.
304. The D idache also implies very clearly that bishops and 
deacons are to be taken for granted as the regular local ministry 
in every church. And it must never be forgotten that the Didache 
professes to be directions given by the twelve Apostles to local 
churches in general. In this it almost certainly is making a false 
claim. But if it is from the date Dr. Richardson seems to sug
gest (c. 90-100 a .d . ) , it is early enough to be strong evidence 
of what St. Clement asserts. And even at the date I prefer 
(c. 130-140 a .d . ), it is evidence of an independent tradition, ex
actly in line with that of St. Clement, as to the Apostles institut
ing bishops and deacons in every local church.
305. These pieces of evidence all support Clement for more 
than isolated local churches. Less general but earlier confirma
tion is supplied by:

1. I Peter, which attests presbyter-bishops in the more re
mote sections of Asia Minor, at a date about 65 a .d ., if it is 
genuinely Petrine, as I am convinced. If not, it attests the same 
for a date about 93 a .d., along with the conviction that the same 
situation existed at the end of St. Peter’s life. A forger would 
have to be careful to seek verisimilitude; and his letter would 
probably have been rejected had he failed to attain it.

2. “Ephesians” attests one class of men who have an office 
as “pastors and teachers.” As this exactly expresses the office 
of presbyter-bishop, they are probably the same officials, only 
called by an earlier or non-technical description. If “Ephesians” 
is genuinely Pauline, as I am convinced, it is evidence for a 
date not later than 62 a .d . If spurious, it is still quite early, and 
almost certainly earlier than the Pastorals, on the probable date 
of which see above.220 * What I said just above about a pseudony
mous writer for I Peter would apply equally here.

3. Philippians a t te s ts  “b is h o p s  a n d  d e a c o n s ,” and its Pauline 
a u th o rs h ip  is n o t  s e r io u s ly  c h a lle n g e d  to d a y . This is c . 61 a .d.227

220 And for a much fuller study, see Appended Note VI.
227 At the latest! It may be earlier.



4. James also attests elders. In view of the greater proba
bility of a late date, this is of more doubtful weight. But the 
remarks about the evidence of pseudonymous writers would 
apply here also.

In the remaining documents, there is nothing but silence to 
set against all this evidence. And even in some of these there is 
evidence of officials or leaders who may well be bishops and dea
cons, only referred to by non-technical and descriptive titles or 
phrases.
306. Thus we are left with this result. We have the explicit 
and certain testimony of St. Clement of Rome that the local 
ministry of bishops and deacons was instituted by the Apostles. 
St. Luke, as we saw above, probably intends us to understand 
the same thing by Acts 14:23, and he definitely asserts it for the 
Galatian Churches. The author of the Pastorals clearly thought 
the bishops and deacons reached back to the time of the Apos
tles, and were instituted by them or by their lieutenants. So 
did the author of the Didache. The evidence of Ignatius strongly, 
though not so explicitly, supports the same belief. And if 7 Peter 
and “Ephesians” are not genuine, their respective authors cer
tainly must have thought the same thing, at least as concerns 
presbyters. But we shall see in our chapter on the primitive 
usage of this term that it probably includes deacons as well 
as bishops. Moreover, if I Peter and “Ephesians” are genuine, 
and if the so-called “we-sections” of Acts are from a contem
porary diary by the author, then we have three documents 
actually dating from the lifetime of Saints Peter and Paul which 
attest the accuracy of this later conviction, to add to Philippians 
which is admittedly from so early a date. Nor is it at all likely 
that St. Luke would have read back into the portion of St. Paul’s 
ministry before  he joined his entourage a practice which did 
not yet exist when  he first joined it. In fact, St. Clement, St. 
Luke, and probably all the authors of the doubtful books except 
the Didache must have been of such an age that they would 
have been grown men before the deaths of St. Peter and St. 
Paul, and so could have known of their own certain personal 
knowledge whether these had instituted bishops and deacons. 
Hence, the case for the historicity of their so strongly attested 
representation is very weighty. Are there any sufficient reasons 
for doubting it, despite its great prima facie  strength?

Division II

307. I cannot see that there are. The only serious arguments 
against the accuracy of their common representation are (1) the 
possibility that they might be wrong, since they are not fully



contemporary with the events they attest, and (2) the silence 
of “all the contemporary sources,” indicating that they were 
actually wrong, and have (unintentionally, of course) read back 
into the lifetime of St. Paul what really originated after his 
death, or at least very near the end of his life. We shall consider 
these two arguments carefully.
308. As to the first, of course even contemporary writers can 
be wrong. They can knowingly misrepresent the facts, or they 
can be misinformed, or they can misunderstand what they have 
been accurately told by others. For we must remember that 
even strict contemporaries know only a small part of what is 
happening by their own personal knowledge. And of course 
it is even easier to see how writers who are not contemporaries 
can err. But the truly scientific and objective historian must 
do a great deal more than prove that his authorities can be 
wrong, before he has any right to conclude that they are wrong. 
The whole science of history rests on the assumption that the 
best evidence available must be trusted, unless after being tested 
by sound objective historical methods it proves so late or for 
some other reason so unreliable that we are forced to surrender 
all hope of writing the history of that event or period.

Of course it is legitimate and necessary to test all evidence. 
But the test should not take the form of asking, “Can we prove 
that this evidence is reliable?” Bather the question is, “Do we 
have any sufficient reason for refusing to trust this evidence?” 
If the question is taken the other way around a great part of 
ancient history that is commonly supposed to be well assured 
would be completely undermined. I wonder how historians 
of the Pentateuchal period would fare if they undertook to 
write history only after first winning positive proof of the his
torical reliability of the separate sections of J or of E in cases 
where J is silent. These sources are much further removed from 
the events they describe or attest than any of the New Testa
ment documents, even those most certainly not proceeding from 
their supposed authors. But Old Testament scholars (except 
the most “radical”) do not reject their testimony en bloc  and 
a priori because of their lateness. They reject it only where 
special tests give good reason for doing so. Of course the late
ness of these sources makes them less cogent as evidence, even 
where they stand up under the usual tests. For instance, no 
one would claim as much security for the history of the Exodus 
as for the period of the Kings, or even of the time of the Judges. 
And of course the period before the Exodus is even less secure. 
Certainly somewhere in the history told in Genesis, we get 
entirely off the field of history into the quicksand of legend or 
even myth. But the Old Testament historian has to get a great



deal further from the events narrated in his source than St. 
Ignatius, St. Clement, Acts, the Pastorals, and even the Didache 
are from the missionary journeys of St. Paul before he begins 
distrusting his evidence just because it could be mistaken.
309. I think that this quite fundamental point in the canons of 
sound criticism is the chief reason why we get such “amazingly 
conservative” results when great scholars in the general field 
of ancient history, like Eduard Meyer or Professor Olmstead, 
turn their attention to the subject of New Testament criticism. 
They have had too much experience in the application of sound 
critical methods to ancient documents of all sorts and kinds to re
main long under the delusion that ancient history can be written 
at all if one insists on the impossibly rigid canons adopted in 
practice, if not always in conscious theory, by the “radical 
school” of New Testament specialists. I do not deny that oc
casionally one of these superlatively great historians in the 
broader field proposes to us conclusions which would be modi
fied by a more specialized knowledge of the subject. But it is 
not his canons of criticism which are responsible for this occa
sional error. It is not, therefore, any reason why those who 
have the specialized knowledge should undertake to apply to 
the New Testament stricter canons of criticism than have come 
to prevail in the writing of ancient history in general. I repeat, 
we must ask not, “Can we prove our best authorities to be 
right?” but rather, “Do we have any sufficient reason for calling 
their testimony in question?” If not, we must accept it or 
abandon all claim to write scientific, objective history, at least 
for ancient times.

310. Of course, the sources may be tested as complete sources 
as well as to their detailed parts. For instance, it is a case of 
the former with the Fourth Gospel. We have come to the con
clusion, on the basis of a careful and thorough study of the 
whole document, that this Gospel as a whole is of low historical 
value compared with the Synoptics, and that this applies especi
ally to the discourses. In the case of such a document, the scien
tific historian does not need special reasons for distrusting a say
ing attributed to our Lord when it occurs in that Gospel. The 
generally low historical value of the discourses is sufficient reason. 
The burden of proof is shifted to the other side, so that one who 
trusts a saying as genuine must be able to give special reasons 
for doing so in this case; in other words, he must give reasons for 
making an exception in this case. On the other hand, St. Mark’s 
Gospel has on the whole stood the same test which the Fourth 
Gospel failed to stand, and the same thing is even more emphati
cally true of the great source Q. Hence in those cases, the bur
den of proof is on the one who doubts an event or saying attested



by either of these. He must give good and sufficient reasons for 
doubting it. It will not suffice to show that it easily could be 
explained without being genuine or historical. Except in a very 
few cases, particular reasons of real weight can never be pro
duced for particular episodes or sayings. It suffices that they 
are attested by a source found generally trustworthy, and that 
no valid reasons can be given for treating the particular case 
as exceptional.

311. If these canons of criticism be rejected, we are logically 
forced to set aside as untrustworthy nearly all the sayings in 
the whole Synoptic tradition, and nearly all the historical facts 
attested by Acts, and even by the Pauline Epistles. For all or 
almost all of these sayings and facts could be wrong and do 
not admit of any further vindication than that they are attested 
by sources which have been tested as a whole, and have not 
been found wanting. Moreover, even this general test had to be 
conducted on essentially the same canons of criticism. Of course, 
I do not mean to imply that the reasons for treating a saying 
or event as an exception to the generally established value of 
the document containing it need be overwhelming. But they 
must be good and sufficient not only prima facie  but even after 
being thoroughly cross-examined. If they can be shown to be 
indecisive, they leave the presumption in favor of the normal 
rather than the exceptional.

312. Moreover, we must remember that at least St. Clement 
and St. Luke were eyewitnesses of the events they attest, at 
least in part. Of course the same is true if I Peter, “Ephesians,” 
and the Pastorals are genuine; and in the two former cases this 
seems probable. St. Luke, of course, is not demonstrably an 
eyewitness for the first missionary journey. Nor is St. Clement 
for the Pauline, travels before St. Paul came to Rome. But neither 
is at all likely to have read back into the parts of St. Paul’s 
history with which they were not acquainted first-hand practices 
not yet established when they did first begin to be eyewitnesses. 
Besides, they must have heard St. Paul, and probably also St. 
Peter, tell many times of their past activities. And if they did 
not write these things down at the time they happened, at least 
they were alive and in a position to see them or to verify them 
at first hand. Hence, while of course they could be mistaken, 
there is no general and a priori reason for thinking that they 
were so mistaken.

Furthermore, even if I Peter, “Ephesians” and the Pastorals 
are not genuine, it is at least supremely probable that they were 
in that case written by men old enough to know by their own 
memories what things were being done in the sixth and seventh



decades of the first century. As to the Didache, this is more 
doubtful. But the present writer is inclined to think that much 
earlier sources underlie parts of the Didache, and if so this 
would increase their historical value for the period in question. 
As to St. Ignatius, our argument does not depend on his per
sonal knowledge of the events in the lifetime of St. Paul, but 
on the time taken to develop the three-fold local ministry to 
the point and age where he could speak of it as he does, and 
on the additional time taken to develop the two-fold local min
istry to the point presupposed by the origin of the monarchical 
Episcopate. Nor must it be forgotten that Hermas, if he is to 
be dated during the life of St. Clement, attests bishops and 
deacons for the whole Church and not just for a number of local 
Churches. Finally, there can be no doubt at all about the Pauline 
authorship of Philippians. Nor can there be any serious doubt 
that Acts 20 represents the testimony of an eyewitness, though 
it is not certain that he wrote his account in these same words 
at the very time the events took place. But this is not at all 
improbable. And it may be worthy of note, in view of what 
we shall say a bit further on, that while he himself calls the 
summoned officials “presbyters,” he does not represent St. Paul 
as calling them such, but rather “bishops.”

While the evidence is not, then, as strong as it would be if 
it came from the undisputed Pauline Epistles, it is very cogent 
none the less. Let us now pass on to the only worthy attack 
that can be made upon it by those who doubt it. That, of 
course, is the effort to shoulder the burden of proving from 
earlier and better evidence that the later and weaker evidence 
is mistaken.

Division III

313. The argument is essentially one “from silence.” For no 
objection to the existence of bishops and deacons in every local 
Church can be drawn from the fact that other highly esteemed 
officials or pure charismatics, such as Apostles, prophets, teach
ers, evangelists, etc. were present in those same local Churches. 
It does, indeed, seem probable that at least some of the pure 
charismatics were at first, and indeed for a considerable time, 
more highly esteemed than the bishops and deacons. But that 
does not prove that the latter were not there. In fact, it may make 
it easier to understand why they are not mentioned—IF  they 
are not. By implying doubt on this last point, I mean to suggest 
that in my opinion it is not accurate to say that they are not 
mentioned in the undisputed Pauline Epistles. We must confine 
ourselves to saying that they are not mentioned by the later 
names and until we come to Philippians. But we shall postpone



consideration of this last point for a few minutes, and consider 
first the worth of the argument from silence, if the silence is to 
be predicated of the things and not only of the later titles.
314. We must insist at once that any argument from silence is 
devoid of serious force unless the body of literature is consider
able; or unless, in a brief source, there is some definite occasion 
for the writer to mention the subject if he knew of it. But the 
volume of the Pauline Epistles is not very great, if we leave out 
Romans, the Corinthian Epistles, Philippians, and the disputed 
Epistles. And this we should do. For the Corinthian Epistles 
must be considered separately, as they are sometimes supposed to 
provide a case in which St. Paul would have been certain to men
tion—and to use—the bishops and deacons (or the presbyters) 
if he had instituted such at Corinth during his first long stay 
there. It is quite possible (though of course by no means cer
tain) that there were still no ordained ministers at Rome when 
St. Paul wrote to them, not because the Apostles organized 
different local Churches differently, but because no one having 
the power to ordain had yet visited Rome; and if this be the 
case, the silence proves nothing against the position I am taking 
in this book. As to Philippians, it is not silent about bishops 
and deacons, but only about presbyters, and we shall devote 
a fairly long chapter to showing that the presbyterate probably 
includes bishops and deacons, and certainly includes (or else is 
identical with) the bishops. The Pastorals are certainly not 
silent. And “Ephesians” as we have seen elsewhere (page 224) 
probably refers to the presbyters (or the bishops if they are 
not identical) under the name (or description) of “pastors and 
teachers.” Nor is there any passage in the remaining Epistles 
in which there seems to be any occasion to mention presbyters 
or bishops and deacons.
315. The only lists, in which mention of such officials might 
be expected, are those in Corinthians, Romans, and “Ephesians.” 
And a careful study of such lists does not encourage the basing 
of any arguments from silence on what is not included in them. 
If the omissions from these several lists are significant, we 
should be forced to the conclusion that Corinth had no “min
isters” or “exhorters” or “givers” or “rulers” or “showers of mercy,” 
all of which appear in the Roman list but not in the Corinthian. 
On the other hand, we should have to conclude that Rome had 
no Apostles, no workers of miracles, no healers, no “helps,” no 
“governments,” no speakers with tongues, no interpreters, all of 
which appear in the Corinthian list, but not in the Roman. Nor 
would either Rome or Corinth have any “evangelists” nor “pas
tors and teachers,” if these two words together designate only 
one office, as many good scholars think. Nor would Laodicaea



(nor whatever Church is represented by “Ephesians”) have 
any of those named above as lacking in either the Roman or 
Corinthian lists except Apostles. Surely the silences of these 
lists are not safe bases for negative inferences. It seems more 
likely that we have (1) no effort in any of these lists to be 
exhaustive; and (2) a list of officials in “Ephesians,” of functions 
rather than officials in Romans, and a list that started out in 
Corinthians to be a list of officials, but became a mixed list under 
the difficulty of finding words to name the persons who work 
miracles, who “help,” who “govern,” and who have the gift of 
tongues; and (3) the use of a very fluid, tentative, non-technical, 
undeveloped system of nomenclature—or lack of system—except 
for Apostles and prophets. In addition, we have to consider 
the possibility mentioned above that Rome had not yet been 
visited by an Apostle, and hence that it was for this reason that 
the Roman list lacked Apostles as well as any other appointed 
or ordained officials, and possessors of miraculous spiritual gifts. 
But, if this hypothesis is true, such a Church would still have to 
have men who carried on the functions of teaching and ruling in 
some form until an ordained ministry could be given her.
316. As to the Corinthian Epistles, we have already said 
enough about the silence of the famous list in I Cor. 12:28. The 
rest of the argument runs thus:

If St. Paul had instituted presbyters (or “bishops and dea
cons”) at Corinth, he would have been sure to make use of these 
officials to handle the strife and other difficulties that arose 
there after he left. They would have had the authority to do so, 
and would have been just the right men to call upon to perform 
this task. For this reason the silence of St. Paul concerning such 
officials provides a very powerful argument that there were none 
such available. Let us cross-examine this argument.

It is generally agreed that presbyters and bishops, where 
they did exist, were officials whose two chief duties or powers 
were ruling or governing and teaching; and that the deacons 
were officials of a lower rank. Now we do find at Corinth, in 
the list given in I Cor. 12:28, evidence of the existence of per
sons whom St. Paul calls “governments.” If the argument from 
silence stated above concerning presbyters or bishops were valid 
at all, it would be in virtue of their office as rulers or governors, 
not as teachers. But why, by all that is reasonable, should the 
same argument not be equally valid against the existence at 
Corinth of those called “governments?” If the reader will take 
the trouble to reread the summary of the opposing argument 
given in the paragraph immediately above, and to insert in 
place of the words “presbyters or bishops and deacons” the 
word “governments,” or the words “governments and helps,” he



will see that the argument loses not a particle of its force by 
these substitutions. It is just as logical, just as reasonable. Yet 
it is demonstrably false (like most arguments from silence). 
For we do in fact have explicit mention in the Epistle of the 
very men whose non-existence at Corinth we could convincingly 
prove, IF  the argument we are criticising were really valid. 
Then it must not be valid, it must contain some flaw not obvious 
at first sight. This is clear even if we cannot discover the flaw. 
But if we can, our discovery will make the invalidity of the op
posing argument from silence even more certain. Can we?
317. I think so. The trouble at Corinth was that many people 
had come to doubt or reject the authority of St. Paul himself. 
Under such circumstances, it would be of no avail to rely on his 
own appointees in local offices not yet as highly esteemed as 
were some of the pure charismatics. Those who accepted St. 
Paul’s own authority would not need correction by these local 
appointees. Those who rejected it, and took St. Peter or Apollos 
as their authority, would a fortiori not honor the authority of 
his lesser appointees. The ideal thing for St. Paul to do would 
be to go in person to settle the trouble; and this he seems prob
ably to have done, perhaps after trying milder measures first, 
but without success. Insofar as other duties required his pres
ence elsewhere, he would try to deal with the problem through 
personal letters, plus the personal presence of his chief lieuten
ants, who would have far more prestige and authority than the 
bishops and deacons he had appointed. Hence the neglect to 
use the bishops for quelling the rebellion is perfectly under
standable. It becomes even more so if we can suppose that 
Apollos and the leaders of the Petrine party (or either of these) 
had also ordained some bishops of their own at Corinth; and 
this is quite probable a priori, though of course unattested. For 
in that event, the very question would have been which bishops 
to obey when they took opposite lines following their leaders 
and ordainers. This seems to me a completely sufficient expla
nation of the silence of St. Paul in these Epistles concerning 
presbyters or bishops, IF  he really is silent.
318. But I doubt very much if we can accurately describe 
these Epistles as silent concerning the officials in question. I 
think we must confine ourselves, as suggested above, to the 
much more reserved statement that they are not mentioned 
under the later names of “presbyters,” or of “bishops and dea
cons.” I shall propose a reconstruction of the history of the 
nomenclature of these officials which will support the view that 
they are in fact referred to, both in these Epistles and in other 
undisputed Epistles besides Philippians, by earlier non-technical 
or descriptive titles or designations because the names “bishop”



T h e  T w o-F old L ocal M inistry 233r ^
and “deacon” had not yet come into being, and there were rea
sons why the term “presbyter” should not be used by Hellenis
tic Christians any more than it was by Hellenistic Jews. I shall 
begin by summarizing and quoting from an article in the March, 
1923, issue of The Anglican Theological Review, by Dr. Burton 
Scott Easton, entitled Jewish and Early Christian Ordination.

After establishing that Palestinian Jews had presbyteries and 
called them by that name, he goes on to discuss extra-Palestinian 
conditions, and says:

“The Jews of each (non-Palestinian) locality were organized 
rather fully, and the Palestinian model seems to have been fol
lowed as closely as local conditions would permit, except in the 
matter of nomenclature.228 Each community was administered 
by a collegiate body, the gerousia; . . . But the members of this 
body are rarely called ‘elder,’ the usual word is simply ‘ruler’ 
(archon ) .  . . . Indeed, the evidence for ‘elder’ prior to 300 a . d. 
seems limited to the Epistle o f Aristeas, 310 (ca. 100 b . c .) . .

And more than a page further down (page 319) he says:
“That is, the ‘archons of Hellenistic Judaism were simply the 

‘elders’ of Palestinian Judaism, neither more nor less, just as the 
gerousia was simply the sanhedrin. And the duties of archons 
and elders would-be the same, barring the natural restrictions 
that came from the different conditions . .

Dr. Easton explains the non-use of the title “elder” by non- 
Palestinian Jews in this way:

“Fresbuteros as the title of an official was not good Greek; 
the word in literary usage means simply ‘older’ . . . for the most 
part, to express rank, words of different derivation were pre
ferred, generally compounds of a r c h ........... Now . . Hellenistic
Jews had no specific Greek dialect of their own . . . Jews gener
ally would not use unliterary forms when literary forms were at 
hand, and ‘archon  was literary, while ‘elder’ was not.”

He apparently foresees an objection based on the use of the 
word “elder” among Greek-speaking Palestinian Jews, and an
swers it as follows:

“In Palestine things would be different, for the Greek spoken 
there was a translation language, and the tendency would be to 
represent Hebrew or Aramaic words by the most direct Greek 
equivalent. So, as in Hebrew and Aramaic both, the local offi
cials were called ‘elders,’ a Palestinian speaking Greek would 
naturally call them presbuteroi. But the terminology would 
have a barbarous sound to Hellenistic Jews from the outer 
world, and they would avoid it; it would be a constant source of 
offense to sensitive ears, and would require continual explana
tion.”

228 Italics mine.



This summary of the relevant facts concerning the Jewish 
background of our problem seems quite convincing, and appears 
to be well evidenced. It suggests the following reconstruction 
of the substantially parallel Christian facts:
319. We have the evidence of Acts for the existence at Jeru
salem of presbyters, and there is no reason whatsoever to ques
tion this evidence. St. Luke visited Caesaraea and Jerusalem 
with St. Paul at the end of the “third missionary journey,” and he 
was in the vicinity for about two years while St. Paul was in 
prison at Caesaraea. Thus he had excellent opportunities to 
know the facts at first hand for a date around 57-59 a . d . But in 
addition, he had access to many who had been Christians be
fore him, and had lived in Palestine and Jerusalem all or most of 
their lives, including many who had been Christians from the 
beginning. The name of Philip “the evangelist” and his daugh
ters comes to mind as an example. In addition he had access to 
St. Paul and many others before this trip to Jerusalem, and again 
after they left Caesaraea. So his authority must stand very 
high, and is probably confirmed by the sources used in the first 
half of Acts on the point in question, for there is no reason to 
think that he has altered these in the passages229 in which pres
byters are mentioned as functioning at Jerusalem. Moreover, 
the character of Christian presbyters in the gentile Churches, 
when we do unmistakably meet them, is so closely similar to 
that of Jewish presbyters as to leave no reasonable doubt that 
Christian presbyters are modeled on Jewish. But if this is the 
case, the probability is all in favor of the attested Christian pres
byters at Jerusalem being the medium through which this in
stitution passed over from the Jews to the gentile Christian 
Churches. The history of nomenclature which we are about to 
reconstruct will serve to increase this probability. Hence we 
need have no hesitation in concluding that the early Christians 
in Jerusalem (and presumably elsewhere in Palestine) had pres
byters modeled on the Jewish presbyters, and called them by 
that name.

Now it is a priori probable that the Apostles, when they car
ried the Gospel out into the gentile world, would set up in the 
new Churches founded there the same kind of presbyters which 
they had already ordained in Jerusalem. This ought to predis
pose us to trust the evidence marshalled above to show that they 
had done just that. But we ought not to be surprised or puz
zled if we find that, although the same officials were set up in 
the gentile Churches, the same title would not be used. This 
was, as we saw above in the quotations from Dr. Easton’s article, 
exactly the case regarding Jewish presbyters outside Palestine.

See Acts 11 :30 ; 15 :2 , 4, 6, 22, and 23; and 21:18.229



The Christians would have the same reasons which he assigned 
why Jews of the Dispersion did not call their archons presbyters. 
Nor need we suppose that they would automatically call them 
archons. Our evidence concerns St. Paul entirely. And we can 
easily imagine him, with his effort to be all things to all men as 
far as was consistent with essential principles, avoiding what 
might needlessly antagonize the Jews of the cities he visited. To 
set up gerousia against gerousia and archons against archons 
would be in itself gravely provocative. But to call them by the 
same titles would be to fan the flames of strife quite needlessly. 
Certainly the names could not be deemed by him a matter of 
essential principle. Thus he would naturally avoid making the 
schism any more overt and prominent than was necessary.

But if he did not call his newly ordained presbyters either 
by that name or by the name of archons, what would he call 
them? I suggest that he did not bother to name them at all for 
a while. They could be called by non-technical titles expres
sive of the two chief functions of presbyters and archons. Those 
were ruling and teaching. Or they could be referred to by 
purely descriptive expressions. If we had to guess by what 
titles or designations such officials would be called under such 
circumstances, we would at once guess “rulers” or “leaders” or 
“teachers.” What could be more probable, then, than to see in 
the teachers referred to in Gal. 6:6 those whom St. Luke, writing 
later, calls presbyters in Acts 14:23, and explicitly tells us that 
St. Paul and St. Barnabas had instituted in these same Galatian 
Churches before Galatians was written, even though the Greek 
word used is not didaskaloi but the word from which the word 
catechumens was derived? Likewise the only reason why we 
should hesitate to see the Corinthian presbyters in the didas
kaloi mentioned in I Cor. 12:28 is that the “governments” in the 
same passage provides a tempting alternative. Similarly, if, as 
I suggest in the chapter on the primitive meaning of the term 
presbyters, the presbyterate was composed of the bishops +  
deacons, and if consequently Acts 14:23 implies the institution 
of deacons as well as bishops in the Galatian Churches, and prob
ably in all Churches founded anywhere, we shall naturally find 
the deacons in the “helps” of I  Cor. 12:28. The term seems 
fairly enough descriptive of the subordinate position the meagre 
evidence suggests for the early deacons. At Borne, if there had 
been anyone present before St. Paul wrote who had the power 
to ordain, we shall naturally see the bishops in “those who teach” 
or in “those who rule” or ( less plausibly) in “those who minister” 
or in “those who exhort.” The deacons may be represented by 
“those who minister” (the Greek word is from the same stem as 
diakonoi) or (less plausibly) in “those who show mercy.” We



have already seen that “the pastors and teachers” in “Ephesians” 
are widely identified with presbyters or bishops. But “those 
who labor among you, and are over you in the Lord, and admon
ish you etc.” in 1 Thess. 5:12 are so close an equivalent that it 
would be arbitrary to see bishops or presbyters in the former 
case and to refuse to see them in the latter case, just because it 
is earlier. If we had anything approaching proof that the 
bishops or presbyters began to exist between the dates of 1 
Thessalonians and “Ephesians,” the matter would, of course, be 
different. But the only proof we have is that the evidence for 
the later date is stronger than for the earlier; and that of course 
is no proof at all. I think it fits in better, then, with the rest of 
the evidence, taken as a whole, to find the bishops and deacons 
of slightly later documents or the essentially identical presby
ters of pre-Pauline Jewish Christianity referred to in the pas
sages used above by the several non-technical or descriptive ti
tles or appellations we have seen St. Paul there employing.
320. I would suggest, further, that when first used, the term 
bishops was also a non-technical description rather than a tech
nical title of these same officers, or of the higher order of them. 
But it seemed more appropriate than any of the other terms used 
above, and for that reason was soon widely adopted as a title 
for the higher order of the local ministry. St. Paul himself seems 
to have welcomed and adopted230 this new term though he 
seems never to have used the term presbyters unless the Pas
torals are authentic. But it was only after he had written the 
Epistles usually said to be “silent” that this new title can be 
shown to have come into use. Hence his failure to use it in the 
earlier Epistles is of no significance.

321. At a still later date, after the schism with the Jews had 
become hopelessly final, the gentile Christians brought into 
general use the term for these officers commonly used in Pales
tine. In fact, it is quite possible that the earlier reticence re
garding the use of this term may have been confined to St. Paul 
and some of those most under his influence. Acts 20:17 (if from 
a diary written at the time) and I Peter 5:1 (if genuinely Pe
trine) would suggest this possibility, and the fact that St. Paul 
had much more difficulty with the Jews than other Apostles 
would explain why he should have gone to greater lengths than 
the others to avoid giving offense by the appearance of overt 
schism. But either of the alternatives mentioned in this para
graph will adequately explain the silence of the early Pauline 
Epistles concerning officials called  “presbyters” or “bishops” 
without requiring or even slightly favoring the theory that they

230 Phil. 1:1 supported by Acts 20 :28 .



did not exist at all under those or any other names or appella
tions.
322. Finally, we must remember that Hebrews still does not 
mention presbyters or bishops at a date very probably late 
enough to leave no doubt of their existence, and that I John  and 
11 Peter are both totally silent about them at dates even later, 
and when the twofold ministry was quite certainly widely es
tablished, and even, in my opinion, the threefold ministry. Nor 
should we forget that St. Paul does not mention the Eucharist 
in more than one of his extant Epistles. He mentions “bishops 
and deacons” in one also. We can draw no negative inferences 
from his silence in the one case any more than in the other. In 
fact, the case for the argument from silence would be more 
plausible when applied to the Eucharist than when applied to 
presbyters. For there is no possibility of the Eucharist being re
ferred to in the other Epistles under some other name or desig
nation; and there is at least a possibility, if not a very strong 
probability, of that being done in the case of presbyters.
323. Perhaps one “aside” may be allowed before we draw our 
conclusions. If the history of early Christian nomenclature on 
these points is as I have reconstructed here, it will be clear at 
once that, when the term presbyter was finally carried out into 
the gentile Churches, the two-fold local ministry had already 
acquired regular technical titles, and were called bishops and 
deacons. It would not be surprising if, in bringing the Pales
tinian term presbyter into use, it should be applied to the en
tire local hierarchy, instead of to the bishops only, even if ( as is 
possible but by no means certain) it was restricted in Palestine 
to mere presbyters (and Apostles), or if (as seems still less 
likely but not impossible) there were no officials in Palestine at 
that early date corresponding to those later called deacons in 
the gentile Churches. Thus, even if either of these last men
tioned possibilities should be a fact, that would present no de
cisive objection to the conclusions we reach in the chapter on 
the primitive meaning and use of the term presbyter.
324. We may now draw our main conclusion very briefly. It 
is that the evidence of the earlier Pauline Epistles provides no 
sufficient reason to reject the picture painted for us by St. Clem
ent, St. Ignatius, Acts, the Didache, the Pastorals, I Peter, 
Hennas, “James,” and “Ephesians.” The probability, then, is 
that the Apostles did institute bishops and deacons in all the 
Churches they founded, from the very beginning, on the Pales
tinian model.



Chapter XVIII

THE EXTENSION OF THE APOSTOLATE

Division I

325. We have seen in Part I of this book that our Lord and 
Saviour, Jesus Christ, chose the Twelve to succeed the existing 
stewards of the Old Testament Church after the latter should 
have forfeited their stewardship by the definite overt act of 
procuring His rejection and crucifixion. During His ministry 
they were chosen, trained for the position they were to hold, 
and told in advance that they were to share it. They were also 
told that they would have the tremendous “power of binding 
and loosing,” which the existing stewards were acknowledged to 
hold, and which was indeed characteristic of the stewardship. 
Finally, all of these intentions were fulfilled by our Lord Him
self on the first occasion on which He saw His Apostles as a 
group after His crucifixion. From that time onward the Apos
tles were recognized as holding in the early Church an authori
tative stewardship with the power of binding and loosing.
326. Despite denials which were examined in Chapter VIII, 
Division II, the Twelve and the Apostles were originally the 
same group. But quite early this office was extended by name to 
others. The evidence for this is as follows:

St. James, “the brother of the Lord,” is called an Apostle by 
clear implication in Gal. 1:19 when St. Paul says, “But other of 
the Apostles saw I none, save James, the Lord’s brother.” The 
only doubt about this case arises from the possibility that this 
same “James” may be “James, the son of Alphaeus,” and hence 
one of the original Twelve. But most scholars think this un
likely.

St. Barnabas is twice called an Apostle. St. Paul implies this 
clearly in I Cor. 9:5-6 when he says, “Have toe no right to lead 
about a wife that is a believer, even as the rest of the Apostles, 
and the brethren of the Lord, and Cephas? Or I  only and Barn
abas, have we not a right to forbear working?” And in Acts 
14:14 we read, “But when the Apostles, Barnabas and Paul, 
heard of it, etc.” There is no chance of Barnabas having been 
a member of the original Twelve. Hence this case is quite 
clear. It is not permissible to try to escape by suggesting that 
in Acts 14:14 apostles (messengers) of the Church231 of Antioch

221 See Appended Note III on “Apostles of the Churches.”



are meant. For Gal. 1:1 shows that St. Paul would decisively 
reject this interpretation; and it is not likely that his intimate 
companion, St. Luke, would take a lower view of St. Paul’s 
Apostleship. Nor is it likely that the word was intended to ap
ply to St. Barnabas in a different sense than to St. Paul. Be
sides, the passage in I Corinthians is decisive, even if it stood 
alone.

In Romans 16:7 we read of “Andronicus and Junias . . . who 
are of note among the Apostles, who also have been in Christ 
before me.” It is probable that we have another case here, 
though this is not certain, for it is possible that the meaning of 
“among the Apostles” is “in the opinion or esteem of the Apos
tles.”

In II Cor. 11 and 12, we find several references to “the very 
chiefest Apostles,” which is invariably rendered in the margin of 
the American Revised Version as “those preeminent Apostles.” 
At first sight we might be inclined to interpret the former trans
lation as referring to the same outstanding Apostles who are 
called “pillars” in Galatians. But the marginal rendition,, which 
is certainly to be preferred, is not favorable to this view. And 
several things said about these particular Apostles in this section 
of the Epistle and elsewhere in the same Epistle are very un
likely to have been said by St. Paul of St. Peter, St. James, or St. 
John. So others are very probably meant. These others may be 
“apostles (messengers) of the Jerusalem Church.” At least they 
seem to have had recommendatory letters from others. But 
they may also be Apostles in the same full but “extended” sense 
as Barnabas.

In I Thess. we find the Epistle signed232 by “Paul, Silvanus, 
and Timothy.” Then, in 1 Thess. 2:6 we read “when we might 
have claimed authority (or been burdensome) as Apostles of 
Christ.” Here it is clearly implied that more than one233 of the 
signatories is an Apostle, and the natural meaning is that all 
three are included. Thus St. Silvanus and St. Timothy are added 
to St. Barnabas and possibly or probably to St. James, “the 
Lord’s brother,” Andronicus and Junias, and “those preeminent 
Apostles” who were causing trouble at Corinth as men who are 
definitely called Apostles by St. Paul or St. Luke but who were 
not members of the original Twelve.

With this point well established, it is important to remember 
that there are also cases of men being called apostles of local 
Churches. For the evidence, see Appended Note III.
327. We may pause to ask how these extra Apostles of Christ,

232 At the beginning rather than the end, as was the usual custom in those 
days.
233 Notice “we”—the plural.



or these “apostles of the Churches,” became such. As to the 
latter, all that was needed was, presumably, a commission from a 
local Church. This would probably be attested usually by a 
letter, and would not necessarily, or usually, be more than a 
temporary commission. As to those who were Apostles in the 
higher sense (that is, Apostles of Christ) yet not original mem
bers of the Twelve every case had better be considered sepa
rately.

The first, of course, is St. James; unless, indeed, as the present 
writer is inclined to think (in disagreement with most), he was 
a member of the original Twelve. If he was not, he probably 
owes his Apostleship to something said to him by our Lord on 
the occasion of the personal post-resurrection appearance 
granted to him, as attested in I Cor. 15:7, and to subsequent 
recognition of this by the Apostles or the Church as a genuine 
commission to the Apostolate by our Lord Himself. In that 
event, his case will be exactly identical, at least in principle, 
with the case of St. Paul.

The second will be the case of St. Matthias. Here we have 
the choice of one by the strange method of the lot, but conceived 
as the direct choice of God or Christ, just as much as if he had 
been chosen by Jesus visibly present on the occasion of a post
resurrection appearance. He is chosen, of course, to fill the va
cancy caused by the death of Judas in a definite number, the 
Twelve, known to rest on the explicit appointment of Jesus in 
His pre-crucifixion ministry. Since this took place after the as
cension, and the appearance to St. James before the same event, 
it is hard to see why St. James would not already have filled the 
vacancy unless he was one of the Twelve. But the answer may 
be that, although the commission took place at that appearance 
before the ascension, it did not gain clear recognition until after 
St. Matthias had been chosen.

The third case may be St. Paul. He believed himself to have 
received, in the famous appearance on the road to Damascus, 
just as definite and personal a commission from Jesus as any of 
the Twelve had ever received. It was not conceived as an in
ternal call only, but as clearly and unmistakably external and ob
jective. The only question was whether the Apostles would be
lieve his testimony. They did for numerous reasons, and so rec
ognized him as a true Apostle of Christ. It is worth noting that 
apparently St. Paul’s recognition (at least by St. Peter and St. 
James) as having received a genuine call to the Apostolate took 
place much earlier than the recognition that he had received 
“the Apostleship of the gentiles” (Gal. 2:8, by implication). 
The latter took place after fourteen, if not after seventeen, years. 
The former can hardly have been allowed to remain in doubt so 
long.



328. It seems quite clear that in none of these cases was the 
new Apostle ordained. But this raises no difficulties, either his
torically or theologically. The reason was the same for which 
none of the original Twelve was ordained—that they had been 
directly appointed by Christ. Of course, no external sign or 
means was used in the case of the spiritual gifts possessed by the 
so-called “pure charismatics,” for God Himself had obviously 
done in their cases the same thing He had done all down the 
religious history of the Jewish race—had given them His various 
gifts directly, and without the use or need of any human minis
ter, whenever He wished to do so. No one could, either then or 
now, think of questioning His power and right to do so. But, of 
course, it was of the greatest importance to determine whether 
or not He had done so. And in cases where God did not di
rectly endow with the appropriate spiritual gifts those the 
Church chose to supplement the ministry of the “pure charis
matics,” the Church believed the Apostles had the power to give 
them the gifts needed by the means already widely used in pre- 
Christian Judaism, and used also by Christ Himself; namely, the 
laying on of their hands. Furthermore, the clear and unmistak
able experience of the early Church seemed to prove beyond 
doubt that, at least in the case of those gifts whose presence was 
conspicuous to general observation, they really had the power 
they believed themselves to have. This would seem to justify 
the same conviction concerning gifts whose effects could not be 
visibly perceived. Consequently, the Church did not hesitate to 
consider those who had their gifts by means of some “sacramen
tal” medium to be just as much “charismatics” as those endowed 
directly. The only essential difference was in the way they re
ceived their respective gifts.

For the reasons given in the last paragraph, and much more 
fully in Chapters XII-XIV, I think the probability is that in the 
other cases yet to be considered of those who were deemed 
Apostles but were clearly not members of the original Twelve, 
they were appointed by the existing Apostles to their Apostle- 
ships, and that the means commonly used for mediating spiritual 
gifts would be employed; namely, the laying on of hands. But 
of course we have always to allow the possibility that anyone al
ready seen to bear unmistakable indications of divine appoint
ment or charismatic equipment might be accepted as an Apostle 
by simple recognition of what God had obviously done rather 
than by sealing it, or supplementing doubtfully equivalent char
ismatic equipment, by the laying on of hands.
329. Such may have been the case with St. Barnabas, the next 
name on our list of Apostles outside the original Twelve. His 
gifts as a preacher might possibly have been deemed an ade-



quate token of sufficient charismatic equipment to attest a call 
directly by God to the Apostolate similar to those of Sts. James 
(?'), Paul, and Matthias. But I cannot believe this likely. 
Rather does it seem probable that his great gifts in this line 
vvould have been the occasion or reason for his choice and ap
pointment as an Apostle by those who were already Apostles. 
In other words, such gifts would have suggested the idea that he 
would make a good Apostle, and hence would have motivated his 
appointment. But they would not have been likely to take the 
place of that appointment. I am inclined to conjecture that 
quite early the Twelve found the need of lieutenants, just as St. 
Paul did later, and that they chose for that purpose those of the 
disciples most able and most obviously endowed with the ap
propriate spiritual gifts, and then formally appointed them as 
fellow-Apostles. That seems to me to be the most easy and 
natural explanation of the words of St. Paul at the beginning of 
Galatians. He is, I think, not simply naming and rejecting the 
abstract possibilities in the case. He definitely knows some who 
are Apostles of Christ, yet through men; and others who are not 
apostles of Christ or God at all, but only of men (that is, apos
tles of local Churches, as we saw above). I would suggest that 
St. Barnabas was an example of the first class; and that those at 
Antioch who had begun making trouble and who had come 
“from James” (Gal. 2:12) or “from Judea” (Acts 15:1) were ex
amples of the second class. In order to emphasize his own posi
tion and independence, St. Paul stresses that he belongs to nei
ther class, but to the same class as the original Twelve, though 
of course he does not mean, as we know from I Cor. 9:5 and I 
Thess. 2:6, to deny that a man can be a true Apostle, even if he 
is one “through men.”

I would suggest that not only St. Barnabas, but also Ananias, 
who received St. Paul into the Church at Damascus, was an 
Apostle “through men,” and that these two had been sent to 
Damascus much as St. Peter and St. John were later sent to Sa
maria, or St. Barnabas (with the intention that he should enlist 
the assistance of St. Paul) to Antioch when new Churches were 
found to have sprung into existence in those two places. The 
silence of Acts concerning St. Barnabas would be explicable if 
Ananias were the leader of the two, just as St. Peter was in Sa
maria. We know that St. Barnabas was already acquainted with 
St. Paul when the latter came to Jerusalem, for the first time af
ter his conversion. It appears that St. Paul had not been any
where else, since his conversion, except to Arabia and Damas
cus. It is hardly likely that St. Barnabas would accept St. Paul 
on the basis of what he had known of him as a persecutor. There 
is no reason why he should have been better informed about



what had been going on at Damascus than St. Peter or St. James 
or others in the Jerusalem Church. Hence the most plausible 
supposition is that he had met and known St. Paul after his 
conversion at Damascus. In course of time St. Barnabas re
turned to Jerusalem, either because St. Paul had shown himself 
quite able to take his place, or simply because his task was fin
ished. If this conjecture be true, St. Barnabas would have been 
an Apostle before St. Paul, and so would Ananias.
330. If Andronicus and Junias were deutero-Apostles,234 
which we saw above is possible or probable but not certain, they 
may have been Apostles also before St. Paul. But this also is 
not certain; St. Paul says only that they were “in the Lord be
fore” he was, not that they were Apostles before him. The same 
would be true of the trouble-making deutero-Apostles235 at Cor
inth, and any others whose names are not preserved. The lists 
headed by Apostles in I Cor. 12:28 and “Ephesians” 4:11 and 
the reference in Galatians 1:1 to Apostles “through men” sug
gests that there may have been more of these than we find ac
tually attested in unambiguous language, as indeed we would 
expect from the scantiness of our sources.

The fact that St. Paul was able to appoint lieutenants to him
self and to consider and call them Apostles is also most easily 
explained if the precedent was already well established by the 
known appointments of the Twelve. We know from I Thess. 
2:6 that he considered St. Silvanus and St. Timothy to be Apos
tles, and at least St. Timothy had certainly been made an Apos
tle by St. Paul himself. St. Silvanus might have been made an 
Apostle by St. Paul, or he might have had that rank already be
fore being sent to Antioch by the Council of Jerusalem. Acts 
15:22 definitely tells us that he and the Judas sent with him were 
“chief men among the brethren.” It is important to notice that 
at least St. Timothy was not a personal disciple of our Lord at 
all.

It is also important to realize that he was in all probability 
made an Apostle by the laying on of the hands of St. Paul. If 
the Pastorals are genuinely Pauline, this follows with certainty 
from II Tim. 1:6. Even if they are pseudonymous, it is highly 
probable. For the author would in that case have been obliged 
to be careful to keep close to true history, or run the risk of be
ing detected as a forger. It is true that the act of forgery ap
parently did not carry the same odious moral stigma then as now. 
But we must not let that lead us to suppose that the author would

2,14 A term I shall use henceforth to designate any true Apostle of Christ 
except the Twelve and St. James, St. Paul, and St. Matthias.
236 I.e., if these were “Apostles of Christ through men” and not merely 
“Apostles of the Churches.”



have been quite content to have his work known as his own. 
That would have sacrificed the very end he sought to achieve by 
writing in the name of some far more famous authority. Hence 
we have to postulate at least a real effort at verisimilitude in 
such pseudonymous writers. Nor would their works have been 
received as authentic writings of the persons whose names they 
used unless they had succeeded at least moderately well.

331. So far we have noticed all the cases I can remember in 
which it is clearly said or implied that any definite individual 
outside the original Twelve was an Apostle. But while the term 
is not used of the other Pauline lieutenants, we seem safe in 
numbering at least St. Titus among these deutero-Apostles, as 
we are henceforth calling them. I would suggest that in all 
probability several others ought to be included from among 
those named in Acts or in the Pauline or pseudo-Pauline letters; 
but of course we cannot tell just which ones to include in this 
high rank, and which ones were used by him as assistants with
out being ordained, like St. Timothy, to Apostolic rank. I sug
gest further on in this book230 * when we study the question of the 
age of the monarchical Episcopate at Rome, that he added new 
lieutenants at Rome, chosen from among the best material he 
found there, and that at least St. Linus, St. Cletus, and St. Clem
ent were among these. That would help explain the great 
prominence of St. Clement in the early Church. It would also 
explain more adequately why the Corinthians appealed to him. 
Finally, it would explain why Tertullian, in seeming contradic
tion with the otherwise unanimous tradition of the early Church, 
traces the Episcopal succession at Rome back to St. Clement 
rather than to St. Linus.237
332. So far we have confined ourselves to evidence which is,
or at least pretends to be, early. Even from this evidence we 
have derived with strong probability a picture of St. Paul and 
the other Apostles having left behind them lieutenants who 
ranked as Apostles, though lacking, of course, much of the per
sonal prestige adhering to the original or almost original mem
bers of the Apostolate, and especially of such pillar Apostles as 
Saints Peter, James, John, and Paul: Quite naturally, the rela
tive importance of these deutero-Apostles would have increased 
rather than decreased as the great Apostles died one by one. 
Toward the end of the first century very few of the original 
Apostles would have remained alive. St. John of Ephesus is 
the only one I would feel complete confidence in naming, though 
several hints in his Gospel suggest that possibly several others,

230 See Appended Note IX.
237 On this last point, see also Appended Note IX.
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in whom the readers are apparently assumed to have a special 
interest, may have survived and spent the closing years of their 
lives in Asia Minor; and this gets some measure of confirmation 
from the tradition found in some Fathers near the end of the 
second century that Apostles (plural) had instituted the Bishops 
in Asia Minor. But we have strong reason to suppose that deu- 
tero-Apostles in considerable numbers were still available. Let 
us review the evidence for this in, say, the two closing decades of 
the first Christian century.

Besides St. John, several plausible members of the early 
Apostolate would be St. Andrew, St. Thomas, and St. Philip. A 
special interest in these seems to be assumed in the readers of 
the Fourth Gospel. It should be emphasized, for those who find 
it possible to take the evidence for the supposed martyrdom of 
St. John seriously that (1) this martyrdom is utterly out of court 
(despite Canon Streeter’s amazing lapse) for those who admit 
the identity of the son of Zebedee with the “beloved disciple” 
and that (2) John “the Elder,” even if he was not the son of 
Zebedee, was certainly at least a deutero-Apostle, a man of su
per-episcopal rank, and a personal disciple of the Lord Himself. 
The evidence of the famous passage in Papias, on which the 
case23,8 for his separate identity rests, is by itself enough to prove 
him a personal disciple.

Other namable deutero-Apostles of this date would include 
the Bishop of Jerusalem, St. Syrneon. We cannot prove that he 
was called either an Apostle or a Bishop. But there can be little 
doubt that he would rank as such,239 by whatever name he was 
called, or by whatever name deutero-Apostles were called in 
those days-a problem we have yet to investigate.

St. Clement of Rome was, as I argue at length in the dis
cussion of the origin and age of the monarchical Episcopate at 
Rome, a deutero-Apostle, by whatever title he was called. 
He was probably such even before he became, upon the death 
of St. Cletus, the monarchical head of the Roman Church. Tra
dition, including not least of all the pseudo-Clementine litera
ture and the much earlier tradition attested in it, assigns to him 
a very eminent position. And St. Clement of Alexandria (quite 
possibly named after him) calls240 him “the Apostle Clement” in 
quoting his Epistle. We shall see below that St. Clement him
self prefers the stricter use of the term Apostle, and hence would 
not call himself an Apostle, in all probability, any more than he 
will call Apollos by that name.241 We shall see reason later for
238 In so far as there is a case. The present writer is convinced that John 
the Apostle and John the Elder are to be identified.
230 See Chapter XX, Sections 358-9.
240 Strom. IV. 17.
241 1 Clement 47.



thinking that he would call himself by the same non-technical 
appellation he uses for Apollos—an “approved man”—and by the 
other term of a similar sort which he seems to equate with “ap
proved men” in Chapter XLIV of his Epistle, an “eminent 
man.”242

It is highly probable that St. Ignatius was already Bishop of 
Antioch during the last decade of the first century. If not, his one 
and only predecessor in that office Euodius would have been. He 
would almost surely have been another deutero-Apostle. Poly
carp, despite his youth, is a safe candidate for that rank. He 
was, I think; certainly instituted Bishop of Smyrna by one or 
more Apostles. But he probably did not have, until he was some
what older, much influence outside his own Church. Hence, 
while of the same grade of the ministry as deutero-Apostles and 
other monarchical Bishops, and in that sense actually a deutero- 
Apostle according to the theory of the origin of the monarchical 
Episcopate developed below, he was probably not of the high
est grade of the ministry until he was made Bishop of Smyrna. 
The itinerant deutero-Apostles were of great influence and of 
the highest grade of the Ministry, before they became heads of 
local Churches; and many of them never did. They would have 
been recognized as of higher rank than the local collegiate 
bishops when they visited various local Churches. St. Ignatius, 
even after becoming the head of the Antiochene Church, would 
have had Apostolic authority in the other Churches of Syria. At 
this early date that is probably a better way to say it than to say 
that he was head of the Diocese of Syria, even though he does 
speak of himself as Bishop of Syria.

Finally, it is clearly probable that, far from losing their au
thority as lieutenants of St. Peter, St. Paul, etc. after the deaths 
of these, their lieutenants would all have been deutero-Apostles 
as long as they lived, and with at least relatively increased pres
tige, but of course without being advanced to any higher grade 
of the ministry by a new ordination. By relatively increased 
prestige I mean that they would not any longer be so completely 
overshadowed by the primitive Apostles. Moreover, there is 
also the possibility that these lieutenants might have ordained 
lieutenants to themselves. All these would be in essence deu
tero-Apostles.

Especially would this be the case if, as I shall maintain in 
Part IV, Ordination was a power possessed by these alone, and 
not shared by any lower order of the ministry. By that I mean 
that collegiate bishops never had the right to “ordain” even a 
member of their own college without the presence and partici
pation of a member of the higher order of Apostles or deutero-

242 Though he does not apply this second term to Apollos.



Apostles or (in the long run) monarchical Bishops; and that 
they had no share at all in laying hands on members of the 
higher order, or on deacons. On the other hand, members of 
the first order could ordain “validly” all three orders of the min
istry without the necessary cooperation in the laying on of hands 
of anyone else; as proved by the fact that they began  the order 
of collegiate bishops in local Churches without needing the co
operation of similar bishops from other local Churches already 
having them. Of course, I do not mean to deny that the colle
giate bishops were allowed to show their assent to the Ordina
tion of a new member of their own order in then- own local 
Church by joining in the laying on of hands. But I hold that 
the conception of St. Hippolytus, as shown in The Apostolic 
Tradition, is actually faithful to the primitive practice and prob
ably also to the primitive conception, though it is quite possible 
that in the first century they would not have been ready with as 
prompt and clear an answer as St. Hippolytus to the question, 
“Just what does a college of bishops contribute to an Ordina
tion when they join in the laying on of hands?” But if they could 
not act without a member of the higher order, and he could  act 
without them, and if they had no share at all in laying hands on 
other orders than their own, the theological inference of St. Hip
polytus seems the only possible one to draw. And the practice 
on which he bases his inference is primitive and original, as in 
Part IV we shall see reason to believe, even if the inference is 
not equally early, as is quite possible but by no means certain.
333. Thus we have good evidence already to justify us in pic
turing a state of things in the last decade of the first century in 
which there were a considerable number of Apostles or deutero- 
Apostles still traveling about as missionaries, and a smaller num
ber of men of the same rank settled in local Churches as supreme 
heads of those Churches. This picture is strongly supported by 
two pieces of evidence which we have saved until now in order 
that it may be clear that our reconstruction is in no way essenti
ally dependent on them. One of these, and the most secure in all 
respects, is Rev. 2:2. Here we have a local Church praised be
cause it has tried those that call themselves Apostles and are 
not and has found them false. The implications of this passage 
for our immediate subject seem to me of the greatest importance. 
Surely it implies that there is a considerable number of true 
Apostles still living and. called by that name. Nor is it at all 
likely that this can mean Apostles as distinguished from what 
we are calling deutero-Apostles. For few if any of the former 
would have been living by the time here in question,243 and such 
as were still alive would be very old, and quite well known, and

243 I.e., about 93 a.d.



it would be a hopeless task to try to impersonate them. Clearly 
there were so many still in existence, and some at least are so 
little known, that local Churches would not be expected to know 
all of them by face or by name. Only on this supposition can the 
effort detected and rejected by the Church of Ephesus be made 
at all plausible. In fact, it is even more significant when we re
member that this is the local Church which the great Asiatic 
Apostle244 St. John made his headquarters. Of course he might 
have been absent on one of his missionary trips into surrounding 
Churches instituting Bishops at the time these men arrived. Or 
he might have been in exile on Patmos, if it had happened very 
recently. But in any case his habitual residence there makes 
the effort all the more hopeless, except on the premise I suppose 
of an order of deutero-Apostles of considerable size. And the 
date must be not many years earlier than the probable date of 
the Apocalypse, c. 93 a. d. For it is unlikely that the author 
would so belatedly praise them for something done years ago, 
especially since he would in that case have seen them face to 
face since the event happened. Of course, if this evidence stood 
entirely alone, we might have to be more cautious about drawing 
this, the natural, conclusion. But in view of all the other evi
dence we have seen pointing in the same direction, and of still 
more we are yet to see, we should be encouraged rather than 
hesitant to give this passage the significance it seems on its face 
to have.

Finally, we have the evidence of the Didache. It is more dif
ficult to use this document with confidence, because of the grave 
doubt that gathers around nearly all the introductory questions 
involved in the criticism of it. Date and provenance are both 
very doubtful, and (more serious still) we cannot be sure 
whether the author is attesting contemporary practice and con
ditions or the past as he conceives it; and, if the latter, how ac
curately he is informed. Yet, despite all these doubts, it seems 
clear that the D idache does definitely attest the same state of 
affairs we have seen so strongly attested by Rev. 2:2 and have 
deduced above from the rest of the evidence. It shows us a 
class of men called Apostles245 who are to be “received as the 
Lord” according to the ordinance of the Gospel. Yet these Apos
tles have to be tested carefully and treated rather miserly, it 
seems. If one of them stays more than two days, or asks for 
money or more than enough food to last until bedtime, he is “a 
false prophet.” In this passage the problem of false Apostles 
is so interwoven with the problem of false prophets246 that we

su Or if not, then deutero-Apostle.
246 XI. 3.
240 Not all of whom, presumably, even claimed to be Apostles!



may plausibly surmise, I think, that such regulations as those 
quoted above had in mind more the prophets than the Apostles. 
Yet even making all allowance for this, and for doubts as to 
date, character, and provenance, we seem to have attested a 
considerable number of deutero-Apostles247 and a still greater 
number of false claimants to this honor and the privileges that 
might be thought to go with it. And that is exactly what we 
found in Rev. 2:2. Clearly the deutero-Apostolate is decadent, 
though that does not mean, of course, that all surviving at that 
time were so. Now if the Diclache is dependent on the Epistle 
of “Barnabas ” as seems to be the case, and that Epistle dates at 
least as late as 118 a . d. and quite probably as late as 131 a . d., 
the Didache must obviously be even later. And such a state of 
the deutero-Apostolate is just what we would naturally expect at 
such a date. In fact, it must have become extinct shortly there
after, as we hear not a word of such an order later than the 
Didache. But no doubt it would be far more accurate to say that 
it passed over into the monarchical Episcopate. However, that 
is a subject we must reserve until later.

Division II

334. From all this evidence we have seen that the original 
Apostolate was not only extended into the second, third, and 
probably fourth Christian generations, brit that in a number of 
cases it continued to be called by the title Apostles. We ought 
not to be surprised, however, to find a contrary tendency also 
at work, at least as concerns nomenclature. There seems to 
have been a definite and strong trend to renarrow the term Apos
tle to the original Twelve (plus, no doubt, St. Paul). We find 
Tertullian248 distinguishing Apostles from “apostolic men,” 
among whom he very probably included some of those we have 
been calling deutero-Apostles. Nor is he the first to manifest 
this tendency. More than a full century earlier, St. Clement of 
Rome speaks thus,249 “With true inspiration he (St. Paul) 
charged you concerning himself and Cephas and Apollos, be
cause even then you had made yourselves partisans. But that 
partisanship entailed less guilt on you; for then you were parti
sans of Apostles of high reputation, and of a man approved by 
them.” Clearly St. Clement carefully withholds from Apollos 
the title of Apostle. And I shall give reasons that seem to me 
convincing, when we study the subject of the primitive minister

247 It is certainly not the great primitive Apostles who are to be thus 
treated!
248 De Praeser. Haer. 32.
240 XLVII. 3-4.



of Ordination below,250 to think that he has done the same tiling 
with the entire deutero-Apostolate in his forty-fourth chapter. 
To save space this argument will not be repeated here.

It is possible that we have a still more extreme case of the 
same tendency at the beginning of Acts 13. There either the 
author of Acts or his unaltered source has withheld the term 
“Apostles” from St. Barnabas and St. Paul. I am inclined to 
think that St. Luke would be likely to share the Pauline usage 
in this respect, and to attribute to him the usage opposite to Acts 
13:1, which we find in Acts 14:14. In that case, it is the author 
of the source used in Acts 13:1 who so strongly prefers the nar
rower usage.

If the Pastorals are by St. Paul we probably have still another 
case in point, of one who originally used the term broadly tend
ing late in his life to restrict its meaning, and to use for St. Tim
othy, whom he had unhesitatingly called an Apostle in I Thess. 
2:6, the term that had since acquired some popularity as a name 
for deutero-Apostles; namely, Evangelists. If on the other hand 
the Pastorals are pseudonymous, the author apparently has the 
same usage just hypothetically attributed to St. Paul late in his 
life. For, on either theory of authorship, St. Timothy, who was 
certainly a deutero-Apostle in substance howsoever he was 
called, is exhorted in II Tim. 4:5 to “do the work of an Evangel
ist.” We would probably not have a right to draw so broad a 
conclusion from this passage if it stood alone. But when taken 
in the light of “Ephesians” 4:11, which we shall consider imme
diately, the inference seems the most probable one.
335. In the “Ephesians” passage just mentioned we find listed 
a sort of hierarchy composed of Apostles, prophets, evangelists, 
and pastors and teachers. I follow Dr. Easton and other scholars 
in taking the “pastors and teachers” as a single office with those 
two chief functions, rather than as two distinct offices. Impor
tant, though not of course decisive by itself, is the fact that we 
have only one article with these words in the Greek. More im
portant still is the fact that the office of bishop had these as two 
of its chief functions. Now there can be no real doubt that 
bishops were in existence in many Churches (I  think in all 
Churches) by the time St. Paul wrote this letter to the Laodi- 
caeans; and if so, it is hardly likely that they could have been 
passed over completely in such a list.

If it be replied that they are passed over in silence in such 
lists as I Cor. 12:28 and Romans 12:6-8, I would answer that (1) 
it is by no means certain that they are passed over, as we saw 
when we studied these lists in our Chapter XVII on The Tivofolcl 
Local Ministry, and that (2) even if they are passed over in

250 See Chapter XXVIII, pp. 422-428.
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these early sources, that is not any sufficient reason to think they 
would be passed over in a much later source like “Ephesians .” 
If it seems at first sight strange to call six or eight years “much 
later,” I would point out that if “Ephesians” dates from the 
Roman imprisonment, as still seems to me likely, that would 
mean that we are comparing an Epistle written when the Corin
thian Church was only two or three years old and the gentile 
mission only about five years old with an Epistle written to a 
Church probably founded during St. Paul’s long sojourn at 
Ephesus and hence about eight years old and when the gen
tile mission was more than twice as old. As to Romans, we can
not say when that Church was founded, but it is important to 
remember that St. Paul may have been uninformed as to its or
ganization, and hence may have evaded the question by naming 
functions rather than officers; or he may have known that no one 
able to ordain presbyters had yet visited the Roman Church, 
and hence that there were no bishops (and deacons?) there. In 
any case, the local ministry must have increased rapidly in im
portance as the gentile mission aged. Also let us note carefully 
that the list in “Ephesians” seems to be a list of officers, while 
the list in Romans is rather of functions, more than one of which 
may well have been found in a particular order of the local min
istry, such as the bishops. The list in I Corinthians is appar
ently a list that started out to be a list of offices but wound up 
as a list of functions, perhaps because St. Paul was at a loss as 
to what names to call those who exercised some of the functions, 
or perhaps because their still untechnical names or descriptions 
would have been cumbersome and awkward.

On the whole, then, it seems right to identify the “pastors 
and teachers” in “Ephesians” with the collegiate bishops of the 
local ministry. I have avoided calling them “presbyters,” as 
most writers would, for the terminological reasons which will be 
explained in Chapter XIX on The Primitive Meaning and Usage 
of the Term “Presbyter.” Before leaving this part of our sub
ject, I had better point out and emphasize that the arguments we 
have seen above would become even more cogent if we assign 
this Epistle to a pseudo-Paul and date it somewhat later. But 
this I think very unlikely.
336. We can now go on to the more important point in con
nection with “Ephesians” 4:11. That is the meaning of the term 
“evangelists” in that list. If we have rightly identified the “pas
tors and teachers” with the local collegiate bishops, then the 
group called “evangelists” must be composed of men of higher 
rank than these. For it seems clear that the names are given in 
a sort of order of hierarchical precedence. There must also be 
a considerable number of these, despite the fact that we hear



little of them under this title elsewhere. For it is not likely that 
St. Paul would name in such a list and above all in such a con
text a few individuals only. Hence it seems likely that we have 
here a group called elsewhere by another name rather than a 
group entirely unmentioned elsewhere, except in Acts 21:8 
(Philip the Evangelist) and II  Tim. 4:5. For a group important 
enough to be placed where the Evangelists are in “Ephesians” 
4:11 can hardly be so completely passed over in our other 
sources.

The fact (both attested in the evidence and natural any way 
a priori) of a tendency to confine the term Apostle to the 
Twelve and251 St. Paul, coupled with the equally well attested 
fact that the Apostolic Order was extended to others for several 
generations, suggests a natural solution to our problem. They 
were the same people sometimes called Apostles252 by those not 
inclined to restrict the term Apostle to the Twelve and St. Paul. 
This conclusion seems by far the most probable, and is strongly 
confirmed by II  Tim. 4:5. For in that passage St. Timothy is 
exhorted to “do the work of an Evangelist.” This is one of only 
two passages in which the term is applied to a known individual 
in the whole New Testament. And here it is applied to an early 
Christian whose stature in the evidence as a whole would lead 
us to identify him as a member of the extended Apostolate, and 
who is actually called an Apostle by the clearest implication by 
the man who ordained him in I Thess. 2:6.

The application of the term to St. Philip, one of the Seven, 
need not tell against this conclusion. It is even possible that 
the Seven, usually identified with the order later called deacons, 
but by some with the early presbyters, and by some with a “tem
porary office,” may have been the first extension of the full Apos
tolic office to others, and hence the first deutero-Apostles. But 
even without this assumption, there would be no difficulty in 
the matter. St. Philip could easily have proved himself so effec
tive a preacher and teacher and missionary as to lead to his sub
sequent promotion to the same rank as men like Saints Barnabas, 
Silvanus, Timothy, Titus, etc. And, of course, there is always 
the possibility that we may have here the first known case of the 
use of the term “Evangelist” in the later sense, if those critics are 
right who conjecture that Philip may have been the author of 
the special source used by St. Luke in producing his Gospel or 
Proto-Luke. It is a pleasure to be able to agree with Canon 
Streeter in thus identifying those called Evangelists in “E ph.” 
4:11.

One objection to this conclusion may be anticipated. It is

251 Or even excluding St. Paul-com pare Acts 13:1.
252 And which we have been calling deutero-Apostles above.

iFat no reason can be imagined why St. Paul should have shied 
away from the broader usage of the term Apostle after having 
originally employed it. I would reply that it is at least interest
ing and possibly significant that there are no cases of the ex
tended use of the term Apostle in the Imprisonment Epistles. 
\Ve find such cases in Galatians, I Thessalonians, I Corinthians, 
II Corinthians, and Romans (possibly), but none later. Nor is 
it hard to conjecture a reason why St. Paul might have found it 
polemically convenient after his troubles with “those preeminent 
apostles”253 at Corinth to restrict the term Apostle henceforth to 
those who were, like himself, Apostles neither of men nor 
through men. Of course, if the Pastorals are not Pauline, as 
seems likely, the main difficulty vanishes. For in that case 
there can be no proof that St. Paul himself, as distinguished 
from the author of the Pastorals, would have included St. Timo
thy under the title Evangelists in “Ephesians” 4:11 rather than 
under Apostles, as he does in II  Thessalonians. And if “E phe
sians” is not genuinely Pauline, the difficulty disappears com
pletely.
337. There is no other term that can be described as technical 
which can be asserted with reasonable confidence to have been 
applied to deutero-Apostles. But there are several possible or 
probable alternative titles. For instance, it is possible that the 
term “teachers,” as found in Acts 13:1, I Cor. 12:28, Hennas, the 
Didache, and other places, was thus applied. In the case of a 
term so broad and general as “teachers” it is not, of course, 
necessary to suppose that the term means the same thing every 
time it occurs.

I think I see two broadly distinguishable uses of the term in 
our early sources. One is as an early and non-technical title for 
those ministers of the local Churches later called bishops, and 
nowadays called presbyters by most writers. I would be in
clined to interpret the term thusly in Eph. 4:11254 and the cog
nate form thusly in Romans 12:7, unless the latter is completely 
general. The same is probable in Gal. 6:6, where a different 
Greek word is used, however. I would be confident that this 
meaning must also be given to the term in Hennas (Vis. III.iv.1) 
where Apostles, bishops, teachers, and deacons are named to
gether, and again bishops, teachers, and deacons a moment 
later IF  the document dates from c. 145 a . d. The same mean
ing is possible, but I think improbable, in 1 Cor. 12:28 and Acts 
13:1.

The other usage is apparently a term to designate members 
of what is usually called the general ministry, which did not be-

Of II Cor. 10-13.
Where it is conjoined with “pastors and/ as we saw above.



long to any particular local Church, That meaning seems the 
more probable one in I Cor. 12:28 and Acts 13:1, mentioned 
above. And it seems the only reasonable meaning of the term in 
the Diclache and also in Ilermas, if the Clementine date of the 
latter is correct.

Now if this is a correct analysis of the evidence, the second 
usage may well be one of several terms used to designate deu- 
tero-Apostles when, for any reason, it was not customary to call 
them Apostles. But of course the term, as applied to members 
of the general ministry, may equally well have been used more 
vaguely than suggested just before, to apply to any missionary 
apt to teach, whether he had Apostolic authority or not. Hence 
we cannot be sure that “teachers” was applied to deutero-Apos- 
tles; but it is quite possible. And it seems perfectly clear that 
either “teachers” or “prophets” is so used of St. Barnabas and 
St. Paul in Acts 13:1.
338. This brings us to our second term described at the be
ginning of the preceding Section as several possible or probable 
alternative titles for deutero-Apostles. It is the term “prophet.” 
The two cases in which it seems most probable that the term is 
applied to deutero-Apostles are Acts 13:1 and the Didache XI. 
In the former passage it is as clear as day that St. Barnabas and 
St. Paul are called either prophets or teachers (or both). In 
view of the fact that prophets are usually put ahead of teachers 
wherever the two are named together as part of a hierarchy of 
ministers of the general Church, it is probable that the term 
prophets is the one intended to cover them, unless both terms 
are intended to be applicable, being used as describing the spir
itual gifts they had rather than the office they held.

As to the passage in the Didache, the strange usage there 
strongly favors the view that “prophets” was a sort of alterna
tive title for those otherwise called “apostles” in the same pas
sage. It is twice said in D idache XI that if one of these deutero- 
Apostles does a certain thing, he is a false prophet, which seems 
to prove at least that much. And in Didache XI it is directed 
that special favors shall be shown to prophets who have been 
tested and proven true, “for they are your high priests.” I think 
we shall be safe in the conclusion that all or nearly all deutero- 
Apostles would be men who had the gift of prophecy, since this 
was so highly esteemed in the early Church. But we probably 
—almost certainly—cannot draw the converse inference; namely, 
that all prophets, or nearly all, were deutero-Apostles. The 
probability is, on the contrary, that the prophetic gift would 
have been found in every grade of the Threefold Ministry, but 
not in all members of any grade; and also in many who did not 
belong to the ordained ministry at all, but were either mere



laymen, or “pure charismatics” so-called, who would have been 
deemed ministers in a broad sense of the term. But it does ap
pear from the evidence of the Didache, especially when coupled 
with Acts 13:1, that “prophet,” in addition to being applicable to 
anyone who had the prophetic gift at all, was also capable of 
being used to designate deutero-Apostles.

With that result in mind, we have also to leave open the pos
sibility that some of the deutero-Apostles would have been 
classed by St. Paul under the head of “prophets” rather than of 
“Apostles” in his two great lists in l Cor. 12:28 and “Ephesians” 
4:11. I do not include Romans 12:6-8 because, as said above, 
that seems to be a list of functions rather than of officers. It is 
striking and understandable that Apostles are not apparently in
cluded in the Romans list. The suggestion I have made above 
concerning I Cor. 12:28 and “Eph.” 4:11 might seem incompati
ble with the passages given at the beginning of this chapter, in 
which St. Paul applies the term Apostle to others outside him
self and the Twelve. But it is not at all impossible that he may 
have vacillated between the wider and the restricted usages in 
his earlier Epistles, and later have come to abandon the wider 
usage, as suggested above when considering the term “Evange
lists” in “Eph,” 4:11. If the usage here suggested seems at first 
sight incompatible with the conclusions reached above as to the 
meaning of “Evangelists,” I would answer that the prophetic 
gift was so highly esteemed in the early Church that one who 
was both an Evangelist and a possessor of the prophetic gift 
would be more honored to be called a prophet than an Evange
list. On the other hand, an Evangelist who lacked the prophetic 
gift could not appropriately be called a prophet; and in all prob
ability there were such Evangelists.

The same explanation would be valid if one accepts the sug
gestion made above, when discussing the use of “teachers” in 
I Cor. 12:28, that the term there may designate deutero-Apos
tles. It would, of course, be used of such of these as lacked the 
prophetic gift. Those who had it would be more honored to be 
called prophets. This extremely high rating of the prophetic 
gift is shown not only by the placing of prophets next to Apos
tles in both the great Pauline lists, and at the top of the Romans 
list, where there were no Apostles, but by the evidence of the 
Didache and much other evidence, and above all by the state
ment in “Ephesians” that the Church is built “upon the founda
tion of the apostles and prophets.” But of course this suggestion 
as to the use of the term “prophets” in the two great Pauline 
lists is only a possibility, not by any means a certainty. This 
does not dispose, however, of the evidence of Acts 13:1 and 
Didache XI, where it is clear that the term “prophets” is used to



cover Apostles. And if this is so in these two cases, clearly it 
could be so in many cases, both oral and written, but of which we 
have no surviving evidence.
339. So far we have concluded that the Apostolate was ex
tended to many others throughout the first century and perhaps 
beyond, and that these were often called Apostles, but that 
sometimes the opposite tendency prevailed, to restrict the term 
“Apostles” to St. Paul and the Twelve, and to call these deutero- 
Apostles by other titles, and that some of these titles were “apos
tolic men,” “evangelists,” “prophets,” and possibly also “teachers.” 
If this is right, we shall not be surprised to find that sometimes 
these deutero-Apostles were called by non-technical titles or 
even mere descriptive phrases by those who are not inclined to 
apply the term “Apostle” in the broader sense, because no one of 
these other terms ever gained general acceptance. Such seems 
to me to be the case in / Clement XLIV, and the terms applica
ble to the deutero-Apostles are “approved men” and “eminent 
men.” Certainly it cannot be denied that both these terms are 
appropriate for such a purpose, and we saw above that tire for
mer phrase is also used of Apollos in I Clement XLVII.4 where 
it seems clear that St. Clement is deliberately withholding the 
term “Apostle” from Apollos. The reasons for holding this in
terpretation of I Clem. XLIV are given at length in Part IV, 
Chapter XXVIII, and to that passage the reader is referred to 
avoid repetition here.

We must also remember that the results reached in Chapter 
XIX concerning the primitive usage of the term “presbyter” lead 
us to conclude that this term could also be used of deutero-Apos
tles. But when so used it would be applicable to them as min
isters or as clergymen, but not as members of any one particular 
order of the ministry. Nor is there any case of such a use 
known, unless St. John “the Elder” was a different person from 
St. John the Apostle, which I cannot believe. St. Irenaeus255 
calls St. Polycarp that “blessed apostolic presbyter.” But it is 
doubtful whether this is really a case in point. However, if the 
conclusions reached elsewhere in this book as to the truly mo
narchical position of St. Clement and other early Roman deu
tero-Apostles is correct, they would be included wherever the 
term presbyters is used of the Roman Church in I Clement and 
Hennas, but not where it is used of the Corinthian Church. The 
same thing would be true of such terms as “rulers,” “leaders,” 
“holders of the first seats,” etc. But all these would be generic 
terms for deutero-Apostles, not specific terms. Where one was 
habitually resident, whether or not he was yet called  a Bishop, 
as in the Ignatian usage, he would be included with the collegi-

"n5 Epis. to Florinus.
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ate bishops and possibly or probably the deacons under such 
terms. Where one was present only temporarily, he would also 
be included while still there, or in subsequent references to what 
happened while he was there. But these terms could be used of 
the local hierarchy, or of the higher order of it (we are not sure 
which) even when no deutero-Apostle was, or had been, there.

340. I shall be so bold as to add one more person to the list 
of.known and (possibly) namable deutero-Apostles. This sug
gestion rests in part on the results achieved in this chapter, and 
partly on the results reached in the chapters on the early Roman 
episcopate. Without these results, it would have no basis at all. 
With them, it seems to me at least very plausible, if not defi
nitely probable. It concerns the author of Hebrews.

Let us start from the above premises, and from the further 
premise236 that Hebrews is written to Rome from  the Italian 
colony in some distant Church. Now the author writes as one 
of considerable importance, especially at Rome. He is even less 
delicate in addressing them than St. Paul had been.257 He speaks 
throughout with a tone of great assurance and authority. He 
hopes soon to be “restored” to them.258 He calls St. Timothy 
“our brother.” And while of course this term could be used of 
St. Timothy by anyone, even the humblest layman, it is more 
natural of one who was his equal in rank. Finally, he says that, 
if Timothy comes shortly, lie will be with him and see them.259 
All this suggests very strongly, when we recall how the Apostles 
made their missionary journeys in pairs, that the author was 
another deutero-Apostle like St. Timothy, and his companion at 
the time. This may be considered to receive some bit of con
firmation from the great use St. Clement makes of Hebrevjs. 
The author may well be one of the “approved men” (and later 
“eminent men”) mentioned by St. Clement in his Chapter XLIV. 
In fact, he may even be the monarchical head of the Roman 
Church in exile, or temporarily abroad for some other reason; 
but hardly, if such, as St. Timothy’s traveling companion. More 
likely, he is one of the Roman deutero-Apostles who later be
came the monarchical head, but was not yet. This would ac
count more adequately for the extremely great esteem in which 
his Epistle was held c. 95 a . d. at Rome, as compared with its 
less exalted status elsewhere, until mistakenly attributed to St. 
Paul. If this is a plausible theory, we could “guess scientifi
cally”260 that the author was St. Cletus, the second Bishop of 250 * * * *

250 Now widely but by no means universally accepted.
237 Hebrews 5 :12-14.
238 Heb. 13:19.
230 Heb. 13:23.
200 To use Canon Streeter’s phrase.



Rome, but that the book was written while St. Linus was still 
alive and Bishop, though not yet so entitled. In any case, the 
likelihood that the author is some itinerant deutero-Apostle of 
Roman origin is considerable. If he is St. Cletus, as here sug
gested, the “rulers” mentioned in H ebrews 13:17 would be St. 
Linus and his college of bishops, and possibly also his deacons, 
who together would comprise “the presbytery.”261 These terms 
all are unattested for the Roman Church until I Clement. But 
the officials called by these names elsewhere must have existed 
also at Rome, even if the silence of pre-Clementine documents 
proves (as is doubtful) that they were not so called thus early. 
They would in that case naturally be called by some such gen
eric terms as “rulers,” “leaders,” or “holders of the first seats.” 
And it may be significant that we meet such terms not only in 
Hebrews, but in I Clement and Hernias.
341. We must now summarize our main results in this chap
ter. They are these:

1. Other men besides the Twelve, St. Matthias, St. James, 
and St. Paul were made Apostles in the first century.

2. This was done on a considerable scale, and continued 
down to or beyond the end of the first century.

3. The term “Apostle” was broadly used to apply to these 
men by some writers.

4. But there was a contrary tendency on the part of some to 
reserve the name “Apostle” for the great primitive leaders, and 
to call these others by some other title or descriptive phrase.

5. Such titles or phrases, more or less probable and more or 
less well attested, are evangelist, apostolic man, prophet, teacher, 
an approved man, an eminent man, and finally (where localized) 
the Bishop.

6. These men, like the great original Apostles and later mo
narchical Bishops, could be included under, though not specifi
cally designated by, such generic terms as presbyters,'61 rulers, 
leaders, and holders of the first seats.

These results are of great importance when we come to study 
the origin and development of the Threefold Ministry of 
Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons, which at least one important 
Church leader believed to be already “universal” by the year 
115 a . d. and almost certainly considerably earlier.

261 See the following chapter on this point of primitive nomenclature.
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Chapter XIX

THE PRIMITIVE MEANING AND USAGE OF THE TERM 
“PRESBYTER”

342. One of the most perplexing questions hindering a solu
tion of the history of the origin of the monarchical Episcopate is 
the relation of the terms “bishop” and “presbyter” in pre-Igna- 
tian sources. By pre-Ignatian I mean, here and elsewhere in 
this book, not only those sources earlier in date than the Epis
tles of St. Ignatius, but also sources later in date though repre
senting a late survival elsewhere of the polity and nomenclature 
originally universal, but which reached its age-long form in An
tioch and Asia Minor before St. Ignatius wrote, while still re
taining its primitive form in some places at that time and even a 
bit later.

The more common opinion has been that the terms are 
strictly and exactly synonymous in the sense that they are com
pletely interchangeable, that every presbyter was a bishop, and 
that every bishop was a presbyter. This opinion was naturally 
very palatable to any who held the presbyterian theory, of which 
it was one of the main pillars. But it was no mere prejudice of 
the Presbyterians that led their scholars to accept this conclu
sion. It seemed to be so decisively proved by several clear and 
unambiguous passages in Acts, in the Pastorals, and in I Clement, 
that scholars quite free from Presbyterian presuppositions ac
cepted it without reservation. Many Catholic scholars, whether 
Anglican or otherwise, have accepted it. It must not be thought 
that these have found the supposed fact to be in any way incom
patible with the acceptance of Catholic conclusions about the 
Ministry as a whole, and I shall indicate at the relevant points 
in this book how it would be completely consistent with the main 
results here reached.262

202 I have to confess having made the same error, as I now believe it to 
be, not only when I first began to study the subject and was quite natu
rally dependent largely on preceding studies, but even after I had spe
cialized in the subject intensively for about five years. Neither dogmat
ically nor apologetically did I find the supposed fact at all embarrassing. 
Nor did I find it at all incompatible with the historical reconstruction given 
in this book, and of which, at least in its main outlines, I have been con
vinced for some eighteen years or more.

Moreover, I read several attempts to break down the supposed identity, 
or at the least to render it doubtful. None of these seemed to me at all 
plausible, for reasons I now understand, but did not at the time. Thus I 
considered the identity of presbyters and bishops in the pre-Ignatian polity 
quite axiomatic for several years after I began to specialize in this field.



Division I

343. We see from I Peter 5:1 that St. Peter could call himself a 
fellow-presbyter. It is not satisfactory to explain that this was 
possible because the higher office includes the lower, as nowa
days every Bishop is a priest and presbyter but not every priest 
or presbyter is a Bishop. Ordination was per saltum  at least in 
many cases in the early Churches. And anyway, it is obvious 
that St. Peter had not been a presbyter before he became an 
Apostle. Nor can we get out of the difficulty by supposing 1 
Peter to be pseudonymous. For it is just as difficult to explain 
how such a writer could plausibly represent St. Peter as so calling 
himself, and still escape detection as a forger.

Again, the theory of original identity cannot explain how the 
great Ephesian John could be called “The Presbyter,” not to 
distinguish him from another John who was not a presbyter, but 
as a cognomen analogous to “The Apostle” later in the case of St. 
Paul. Clearly “John the Presbyter” was sufficiently identified by 
the title “The Presbyter” entirely apart from the use of his name. 
Moreover, I myself am firmly convinced that St. John the Apos
tle was the same person as “John the beloved disciple” and “John 
the Presbyter,” and that makes the problem supremely difficult. 
Nor will it do any good to try to break down this conclusion. 
For “John the Presbyter,” whether or not identical with “John 
the Apostle” or “John the beloved disciple,” was clearly, from 
the evidence of III John, a man of rank superior decisively to 
Diotrephes. Now the latter was, beyond much doubt, one of 
the earliest monarchical Bishops on record. Flence John the 
Presbyter, whoever he was, was clearly nearer to being the first- 
century equivalent of an Archbishop than of a presbyter-bishop, 
conceived as Lightfoot conceived them. Thus it followed that, 
whatever the sense in which John was a Presbyter, it clearly was 
not the same sense in which collegiate bishops were presbyters 
(on Lightfoot’s theory, of course) for he was certainly not a col
legiate bishop. Such a bishop would certainly be inferior rather 
than superior to Diotrephes, to say nothing of being insufficient 
to gather to himself (even if unhistorically) all the attributes 
which the later tradition ascribed to him.
344. Then, there is the famous passage in Papias. The pres-

Yet gradually I began to be aware of difficulties in the “axiom.” At first 
I disregarded these difficulties, knowing that my own theological pre
suppositions would be inclined to pull me in that direction, and consider
ing decisive the passages which have commonly been supposed to prove 
the identity. Moreover I had not yet envisaged the possibility of the solu
tion to the problem which alone can do justice to the whole of the evi
dence—the parts that seem to prove identity, as well as the parts that 
create difficulties for the theory of identity. That solution I intend to 
present in this chapter.



ent writer at one time treated as decisive the fact, proved by 
Dom John Chapman in his John The Presbyter, that St. Irenaeus 
and Eusebius understood Papias to mean by “the presbyters” 
the disciples of the Apostles. But I now think that both of these 
writers might have been far enough out of touch with the usage 
of his time to misinterpret Papias. At least St. Irenaeus was 
demonstrably incapable, on Lightfoot’s premises, of correctly in
terpreting Acts XX, the speech of St. Paul to the Ephesian pres
byter-bishops, and that for terminological reasons.263 And Euse
bius, over a hundred years later still, could be mistaken even 
more easily. If their interpretation of “the presbyters” in Papias 
was correct, I cannot find a single other complete parallel to that 
usage anywhere. It will not do to take refuge in the passages 
in later writers where the term seems to be used as an approxi
mate equivalent to “the Fathers.” There are difficulties about 
these passages themselves, and even more as to whether they 
can fairly be taken as parallels. Since Papias himself was one 
of the direct disciples of the Apostles, he could hardly be calling 
others like himself “the Fathers.” That would work better if he 
were applying the term to the Apostles themselves. I now think 
that the passage in Papias, when restudied more carefully, ad
mits of the identification of the Apostles with “the Presbyters” 
at least as easily as of the interpretation Chapman accepted fol
lowing St. Irenaeus and Eusebius. In fact I am inclined to think 
it rather favors the identification. I am quite confident that 
(rightly or wrongly) the view was already dominant that John 
the Elder was John the Apostle by the time Papias wrote. And 
it is clear that the only person in the passage who is certainly 
not called a Presbyter is Aristion, who alone is also certainly not 
an Apostle. But if the Apostles are there referred to under the 
title “the Presbyters,” the passage falls into line with I Peter 5:1 
and the opening signature of II and III John, and indicates 
(what the title “The Presbyter” for the great Ephesian John 
would naturally, if not necessarily, suggest) that the term was 
much more widely and commonly applied to Apostles than the 
rest of the evidence would lead us to think.

Moreover, even if Papias (as Chapman thought) used the 
word to signify the disciples of the Apostles rather than the 
Apostles themselves, it must have included many who had by 
that time become monarchical Bishops, and possibly some who 
were mere laymen, but who had heard the Apostles, and could 
hand on traditions as to what these had said. So, in any case, 
the term in this passage does not mean “presbyters” in the Igna- 
tian sense. Nor is it likely that Papias, at the much later date at 
which he was writing, after the Ignatian polity and terminology
203 See Adv. Haer. III. xiv. 2.



had completely prevailed in Asia Minor where Papias lived, was 
harking back to the pre-Ignatian terminology which probably 
prevailed, even in Asia Minor, until the end of the life of St. 
John. So, even on the Irenaean interpretation of Papias, the 
term did not mean “members of the second order of the Minis
try, and of that order only,” which on Lightfoot’s theory it ought 
to mean, unless we have here a unique usage.

345. Then, we run into a serious difficulty about the usage, 
well known to all scholars, whereby several of the Fathers at the 
end of the second and beginning of the third centuries applied 
the title “presbyter” in the singular or in the plural to men whom 
they clearly believed to be, and who in some cases at least cer
tainly were, pure and simple monarchical Bishops. Lightfoot, in 
his celebrated Essay on the Christian Ministry, explained this 
usage by saying that the original relation of the Bishop to his 
fellow-presbyters, as he reconstructed it, was not forgotten, even 
after the lapse of centuries. I have always been doubtful about 
the correctness of this explanation of the undisputed fact. For 
Lightfoot himself has pointed out that, although the monarchi
cal Bishops were still called presbyters, the presbyters were 
never any more called Bishops. This seems to me to suggest 
that, whatever was the true explanation of the phenomenon, it 
was certainly not the one alleged by Lightfoot, that the Church 
still remembered such an original relation of the later Bishops to 
the earlier bishops as Lightfoot held to be true. This doubt is 
greatly increased by the fact that the usage in question is at
tested in the East as well as in the West, and among Western 
Fathers who had been under strong and prolonged Eastern in
fluence. Yet surely the Episcopate arose and prevailed so early 
and so quickly in the East as to make this less likely than, on 
Lightfoot’s theory, it was in the West. Finally, there is a passage 
in St. Irenaeus264 who was one of the chief Fathers addicted to 
this usage, which shows conclusively that he did not still “re
member” that bishops and presbyters had originally been strictly 
identical. He is describing the event narrated in Acts XX, and 
he feels obliged to interpret the passage thus, “When the bishops 
and presbyters who came from Ephesus and the other adjoining 
cities had assembled at Miletus etc.” Those amazing pearls of 
exegesis seem to me to show quite conclusively that St. Irenaeus 
was simply incapable of conceiving a single Church with more 
than one Bishop, even in the days of St. Paul. Nor could he 
conceive it as possible that those called presbyters in the narra
tive passage before St. Paul begins his speech can possibly be 
the same ones called bishops within the speech. And yet he 204
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himself calls bishops presbyters repeatedly, while he also, of 
course, often uses “presbyters” in the contemporary Ignatian 
sense. This shows, I think, that the usage did not depend on a 
memory that presbyters and bishops had ever been identical.

That still leaves open, of course, the possibility that the usage 
in question originated as Lightfoot suggested, and long sur
vived all memory of how it had originated. But this is only 
a possibility. If accepted, it still will not at all explain the ap
plication of the term “ presbyters” to Apostles, which as we just 
saw in sections 343-4 is attested. Nor will it explain why Bishops 
could still be called presbyters yet presbyters could never any 
longer be called bishops. Moreover, if presbyters and bishops 
were originally quite identical, and Apostles could be called 
presbyters, why could they not also be called bishops? None 
of these points can be decisive, of course, where the evidence is 
so scanty. But they all seem to have real weight, and they point, 
every one of them, in the same direction, which is away from the 
theory accepted by Lightfoot and so many others.
346. Then there is another very interesting phenomenon. It 
is that while presbyters, bishops, and deacons are all men
tioned or alluded to quite a few times in pre-Ignatian sources, 
we never hear of presbyters in combination with either of the 
other two. Of course Lightfoot’s theory would explain easily 
why bishops and presbyters would never be bracketed. But it 
provides no explanation why presbyters should never be brack
eted with deacons, while bishops are so bracketed at least in 
Philippia7is, the Pastorals, Hennas, I Clement, and the Didache. 
Presbyters are mentioned in all but the first and last of these 
five sources, but whenever the hierarchy is to be dissolved into 
its constituent orders, the term “presbyters” is always avoided. 
Yet this ceases in the two very first sources we get reflecting the 
Ignatian terminology. In view of the scantiness of our evidence 
such silence cannot, again, be decisive. But it is very sugges
tive, and might well be more than a coincidence. It will be
come weighty, I think, if some explanation can be given which 
will explain all these irregularities* of terminology at the same 
time. Surely if one single explanation could be found that would 
explain them all, that explanation will be more probable than 
several discrete explanations woven into a sort of loose combi
nation. And if such an explanation can do justice to the passages 
which are the stronghold and basis of Lightfoot’s theory—that 
presbyters and bishops were originally strictly identical—it would 
at once acquire a strong claim to our acceptance.
347. I have tried all the alternative proposals I have seen by 

0 Irregularities, that is, on Lightfoot’s theory.



which presbyters and bishops can be treated as groups at least 
partially distinct. I have come again and again to the conclu
sion that the presbyters could hardly be a third group interme
diate between bishops and deacons. Nor can they be a group 
composed of bishops plus older men; or bishops plus teaching 
but non-ruling presbyters; or bishops plus ruling but non-teach
ing presbyters; if we try bishops plus ruling-and-teaching presby
ters, what can that be but bishops plus bishops? Nor do any of 
the other possible alternatives satisfy the passages that seem to 
prove identity, let alone solve at the same time all the other and 
“irregular” uses of the term I have examined above as raising 
difficulties for the theory of original identity.
348. But the fact mentioned above that deacons, though 
bracketed with “bishops,” are never bracketed with the presby
ters in the pre-Ignatian sources, but are immediately when we 
come to Ignatian sources (St. Ignatius and St. Polycarp) sug
gests the theory I had not until very recently met in the writings 
of others that the term “presbyters” might be an early equiva
lent of our modern terms “minister” or “clergyman.” We do not 
speak of ministers and deacons, because deacons are just as 
truly ministers as priests. Can it not be for the same reason that 
presbyters and deacons were not at first—and later were— 
bracketed? When we check the evidence, we discover that nei
ther were presbyters ever bracketed in pre-Ignatian sources with 
any other order of the ministry, with one solitary exception.

That is with Apostles, in Jerusalem, in Acts 15 and does not 
seem to me a serious difficulty. For we have already established 
conclusively that Apostles could be called presbyters in the 
Apostolic age, and hence the term need not be bracketed with 
Apostles in Acts because the latter were not presbyters, but be
cause the presbyters who were not Apostles had no other specific 
name such as they later had in the Pauline-gentile world; viz., 
bishops. Hence, there was nothing else to call them except pres
byters. But the usage did not mean presbyters as distinguished 
from Apostles who were not presbyters, but rather “mere presby
ters” as distinguished from those who were both presbyters and 
Apostles.

This same explanation will also explain the Ignatian usage 
which treats “presbyters” as a specific term, and so brackets it 
with both Bishops and deacons (St. Ignatius) or with deacons 
alone (St. Polycarp) where there were no monarchical Bishops, 
whether normally or only temporarily. For (on the theory I 
propose) as soon as the term “bishop” was transferred from the 
second order of the ministry to the localized member of the 
first, deutero-Apostolic, order, the second order was once again 
left without any specific title. What could be more natural,



then, than to appropriate as the specific title of that order the 
already existing generic title, presbyters, by which it, as also 
other orders of the ministry, was already frequently called? This 
appropriation, supposing this theory to be correct, would not 
necessarily destroy for some time the older usage by which the 
term presbyter could also be applied, as a generic term, to the 
higher order of the ministry, and possibly to the lower order 
also, though we lack any clear case in which a deacon is unam
biguously called a presbyter. But it was certainly applied to 
Apostles before the Ignatian terminology came into being, and 
quite possibly afterward, if it is the Apostles who are called 
presbyters by Papias. And it is equally certain that indubitable 
monarchical Bishops were called presbyters long after the Igna
tian terminology had widely prevailed, and presbyters had ut
terly ceased to be called bishops. Such a theory satisfies all the 
evidence that we have noticed above as raising difficulties for 
the theory of the original complete identity of bishops and pres
byters. Can it also satisfy the evidence commonly supposed to 
support the identity?

Division II

349. The passage in Acts 20 seems to pass the test successfully. 
In Acts 20:17 “the presbyters’" are summoned, and in 20:28 it is 
assumed that these (or at least most of them) are “bishops.” 
This would be smooth sailing if there were no deacons in Ephe
sus; also if there were deacons there, but the term presbyters 
was not applied to them. We left this possibility open above. 
If it be an actuality, we lose one of the arguments for the theory 
I am proposing, but also avoid the slight and surely indecisive 
difficulty we should otherwise find in this passage. But even if 
we accept neither of the alternatives proposed just above as to 
the deacons at Ephesus, the difficulty is still not insuperable. It 
might well be that the deacons, being the lower order of the 
Ephesian ministry, did not go all the way to Miletus to see St. 
Paul, just as now Curates sometimes cannot go to meetings at
tended by their Rectors, because someone has to stay at home, 
and the more eminent are naturally the ones privileged to go. 
Or perhaps for this same reason, and also because the bishops 
were more numerous, only a few deacons were present, but 
many bishops, and the presence of the few deacons would not 
prevent St. Paul from speaking as in this passage. I have heard 
a Bishop address his clergy as if they all celebrated the Euchar
ist regularly, because the great majority were priests, though a 
few deacons and even a few candidates only in seminary were 
also present.



350. The passage in the Pastorals which is commonly sup
posed to be most decisive in favor of the originally complete 
identity is Titus 1:5-7. But all we surely have here is the as
sumption that in appointing presbyters St. Titus would auto
matically be appointing bishops. This does not exclude the pos
sibility that deacons were also included under the term presby
ter; though, as has been emphasized above, the theory I pro
pose is in no way essentially dependent on the supposition that 
such was the case. It is surely quite possible that St. Paul (or 
the real author, if these epistles are not authentic) intended to 
describe the qualifications of deacons after he had finished de
scribing those of bishops, as the two local orders of “the presby- 
terate,” just as he does in I Timothy 3:1-13, but was sidetracked 
by the digression entered upon in Titus 1:10, where he turns 
aside to explain why bishops need to be able controversialists. 
Or he may have omitted mention of the deacons merely because 
he was unsystematic. They are, be it noted, omitted from the 
epistle as a whole, and not at this point only. Yet, at any date 
that can be plausibly assigned to the Pastorals, deacons must 
have been a normal part of every local ministry. For I  Clement 
and Acts both represent the Apostles as instituting “bishops and 
deacons” (7 Clem ent) or “presbyters” (Acts) in every city. 
And, even if the historicity of this representation be challenged, 
as I argue elsewhere in this book should not be done, at least 
these two orders must have been almost or quite universal (in 
order to account for this representation) not only at the time 7 
Clement and Acts were written, but as far back as the knowledge 
of St. Clement and St. Luke went. Otherwise, they would have 
known the true facts of the origin of the two orders, or at least 
of their gradual spread, and there is no reason to accuse them 
both of deliberately misrepresenting what they knew accurately 
as to the origin and diffusion of the orders of bishops and dea
cons. Thus the passage is quite indecisive against the theory I 
propose. In fact, it does not seem to tell against it at all.
351. 7 Veter 5:1-2 is certainly even less difficult. It assumes 
that the presbyters (or at least most of them) would have an 
office involving oversight (Cf. “overseers =  bishops”). But it 
does not exclude the possibility of there being presbyters of a 
lower order (deacons) in addition to those who were bishops. 
Nor must we forget the possibility, at least, that even deacons 
were originally allowed a seat and possibly voice and vote in 
the governing council (presbyterate), though certainly in a 
role definitely inferior to the members called bishops. More
over, the fact that an Apostle can call himself265 a fellow-presby- 205
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ter supports strongly the idea that the term was used generically; 
that is, to cover at least two distinct orders (Apostles and 
bishops) if not also a third (deacons).

352. The only other passage commonly supposed to prove 
strict original identity is I Clement XLIV:4-5. Here it seems 
clearly implied that presbyters who had already died were se
cure against being removed from the episcopate. It is very 
generally agreed, of course, that the term “episcopate” is used 
here in the pre-Ignatian sense. But while this passage, like the 
others already examined, does truly exclude the possibility of 
the term presbyters being used to designate one order alone un
less that order is the episcopate, it does not tell against the rela
tion of the two terms I suppose—certainly not decisively. The 
terms appear to be used interchangeably—in a sense—but not 
more so than in Catholic circles today we can use “minister” and 
“priest” interchangeably. The way St. Clement speaks is suffi
ciently explained if we suppose the relation of the terms I pro
pose, but that only bishops had been deposed at Corinth, and no 
deacons, or very few. But those who had already died, whether 
bishops or deacons, were secure against the indignity—and worse 
—of deposition. For still living deacons were certainly subject 
to such deposition, even if few or none had actually suffered it. 
Hence St. Clement could easily use the term “presbyters” in
stead of “bishops” when referring to those who had died before 
the trouble arose. For surely that would include deacons as well 
as bishops. Besides, in the very sentence where the term “pres
byters” is used, the term “episcopate” is not repeated, but the 
more general term “place.” This cannot be pressed, I suppose. 
But at least it leaves open the possibility that the wider term is 
used intentionally.

353. It is worth emphasizing once more that the view that 
“presbyters” is a generic term can stand even if it did not cover 
deacons but only those who belonged to the two higher orders 
—Apostles and bishops. There is definite attestation for the ap
plication of the term to both of these orders. But the case for 
its being applicable to the deacons is the fact that deacons are 
never bracketed with presbyters in pre-Ignatian sources. This 
argument is of considerable weight, but not completely decisive, 
while the evidence for the application of the term to the other 
two orders, and later to monarchical Bishops is conclusive. Be
sides, there is a difficulty, to be noticed in our study of primi
tive ordination practice, which tells somewhat against the sup
position that the deacons were a part of the presbytery. On the 
whole, I incline to the view that they were, but this is obviously 
far from certain. If they were not one of the orders of the pres



bytery, it will be clear at once that in places where there was no 
Apostle or no deutero-Apostle or Ignatian Bishop, the pre-Igna- 
tian bishops would be  the entire presbytery without qualifica
tion. And that would make it even easier to reconcile the four 
passages examined just above with the theory I propose about the 
generic rather than specific usage of the term presbyters. Hence, 
the supposition that deacons were one order of the presbytery is 
more difficult for the theory I urge than the supposition that they 
were not. So, in order to be on the safe side, I have argued 
these four passages primarily on the supposition less favorable 
to my theory. I think we have seen now that even on the basis 
of the supposition least favorable to that theory, these four pas
sages raise no valid difficulty against it. But it is important to 
remember that this supposition is far from certain, and that if 
it is mistaken, our proposed theory will on the whole be strength
ened and not weakened by this hypothetical fact.

354. To confirm our main result strongly, let us forget for the 
moment that, at the present time, Bishops may accurately be 
called priests, and treat the latter term as applicable only to the 
second order of our present threefold Ministry. Then let us try 
the experiment of reading these four supposedly decisive pas
sages with “minister” or “clergyman” substituted for “presbyter” 
wherever it occurs in these four passages, but with “priest” sub
stituted for “bishop” every time. I think we shall see at once 
that there is no difficulty in any of these passages, so read. The 
two terms are identical in the sense that ministers and priests 
are identical to-day, but not in the sense that ministers and 
clergymen are identical, or in the sense that presbyters and 
priests are identical ( in Anglicanism, of course—not in Protes
tantism ).

355. We are now ready to summarize our two main conclu
sions on this point. They are that the term “presbyter” was 
certainly a generic term in pre-Ignatian sources, and the term 
“bishops” was certainly specific. That is, the term “presbyter” 
could be applied to at least two distinct orders (the first and the 
second) of a threefold Ministry, and probably but by no means 
certainly to the third. But the latter term “bishop” was applica
ble (in pre-Ignatian sources) to one order only—the second. In 
many local Churches, the second order was the highest locally 
represented, except when occasionally members of the first order 
would visit such local Churches. But the bishops and deacons 
mentioned in Philippians, for example, were aware beyond all 
dispute that there was a higher order than either of them, the 
Apostles. And we have seen in Chapter XVIII of this book that 
the first, Apostolic order was extended to others who thus held



the same266 office, and were sometimes called by the same name, 
though not always or probably normally. I have called these, 
for convenience, by a title by which they were never actually 
called in ancient history, but which is accurately descriptive— 
deutero-Apostles.

It has been seen clearly above that Apostles could be called 
“presbyters1’ in the first and second generations of Christianity. 
It is also clear that by the third generation monarchical Bishops 
were already in existence in some places, and that these could 
also be called “presbyters.” It follows, therefore, that deutero- 
Apostles could be so called also; though we have no actual case 
attested, unless “John the Presbyter” was a deutero-Apostle, 
which I cannot believe. It follows that, in places where there 
was an Apostle, deutero-Apostle, or monarchical Bishop, the 
“presbyterate” would include this individual (or these, if more 
than one such were present at the same time), and the collegiate 
bishops, and possibly or probably the deacons. On the other 
hand, in places where there was no member of the first order, 
the “presbyterate” would include at least the “bishops” and pos
sibly or probably the deacons. Hence references to “presbyters” 
or “the presbyterate” will neither favor nor disfavor the presence 
of a member of the higher order, unless something else in the 
context or in the rest of the evidence gives us reason to affirm or 
deny such presence. This conclusion, if sound, is of capital im
portance. And the reasons we have seen in its support are very 
weighty. 200

200 Essentially, but minus, of course, a good deal of the personal prestige 
of the original or nearly original Apostles.



Chapter XX

THE MONARCHICAL EPISCOPATE IN THE EAST

356. We come now at last to the most crucial single question 
connected with the vitally important theological debate about 
the Church and the Ministry. That question is as to how the 
monarchical Episcopate originated. There are two chief theories 
on this point. One of these is that the first order of the Igna- 
tian trio is the direct successor of the first order of the trio we 
found in the Apostolic and post-Apostolic ages; namely, the 
Apostles and deutero-Apostles. This is the view that has been 
held by such great scholars as Bishop Gore and Professor C. H. 
Turner and many others. It is this view that seems to the pres
ent writer to have a strong balance of probability in its favor, 
for reasons to be developed at length below. The other theory 
is that the monarchical Episcopate developed gradually (though 
of course at varying rates of speed in different places) by the 
progressive accumulation (in the hands of the presidents of the 
local colleges of presbyter-bishops in every city) of the powers 
originally possessed co-equally by all the members of the col
lege, acting jointly.

This last theory is usually spoken of as that of Bishop Light- 
foot. It can take two different forms which differ but slightly on 
the surface, but which diverge widely in their theological bear
ings—so widely, in fact, that one would strongly support the 
presbyterian thesis, while the other is perfectly compatible with 
the Catholic principle of Apostolic Succession. It will be neces
sary at the proper point in this book, which will be Part IV, The 
Minister of Ordination in the Early Church, to distinguish these 
theories (or rather these two forms of Lightfoot’s theory) care
fully and see if the historical evidence favors either form in pref
erence to the other. But for our present purpose this is not nec
essary. We are going to try in this Chapter, and the three that 
follow, to settle, if possible, the historical facts without raising 
the connected question of the primitive practice as to Ordination, 
and without arguing the theological consequences of either the
ory. For this purpose we can take the two forms of Lightfoot’s 
theory as identical, since they both suppose a gradual differentia
tion between the presbyter-bishops and the monarchical Bishops, 
while the theory I shall defend is that the differentiation was 
clear the moment any particular local Church acquired a mo
narchical Bishop.



357. The method I propose to follow is to examine first the 
evidence as to the origin of the Episcopate in Jerusalem, Anti
och, Asia Minor, and Rome. My reason is that these are the 
first four places in which we definitely find it in existence. If 
we can arrive at any definite conclusions, even with probability, 
as to how the Episcopate originated in these four places, that 
will exert a great—perhaps a decisive—influence on any generali
zations we later try to make as to how the Episcopate originated. 
Of course, we shall take into consideration any other less direct 
evidence on the subject when we begin to generalize after arriv
ing at conclusions for these four localities. I shall investigate 
the problems of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Asia Minor in the pres
ent chapter. Then I shall devote three chapters to the problem 
of Rome, because of its importance, and also because of the 
great difficulties and complications of the problem at that city. 
Next, I shall in still another chapter draw our general conclu
sions. Then, in a final chapter to Part III, I shall cross-examine 
Lightfoot’s theory to show why it cannot be considered nearly as 
likely as the one I accept.

Division I

358. Let us take Jerusalem first of all. Here our problem is 
comparatively easy. We do not have to study and assess the 
historical value of the episcopal lists in Eusebius, in so far as 
they concern Jerusalem. For we have the evidence of St. Igna
tius and Hegesippus as to the strictly primitive origin of the 
Episcopate at Jerusalem; and this is backed up, as to all but the 
title Bishop, by the evidence of Acts and the Pauline Epistles. 
The evidence of Hegesippus shows that by the middle of the 
second century, and probably considerably earlier, St. James and 
his successor, St. Symeon, were already interpreted as having 
been Bishops, and the way St. Ignatius speaks of the universality 
and necessity of the Episcopate makes it very probable that this 
was already the case by the time he wrote, and earlier. The cor
rectness of this view, as to its substance (though not yet as to 
the title), is strongly supported by the evidence of Acts and Gal
atians. Not only is St. James explicitly referred to as an Apostle 
in Gal. 1:19, but his position, judging from both sources, is so 
outstanding that only two or three of the original Twelve Apos
tles have comparable influence. The evidence is clear on this 
point, and is so generally admitted that I shall not pause to prove 
the point in more detail. Now clearly an Apostle ( and especially 
one of the pillar Apostles) would be as decisively superior in 
prestige, authority, and rank to the ordinary presbyters at Jerusa
lem as would St. Paul to the bishops and deacons at Philippi. He



would, as we have seen in Chapter XIX on the primitive mean
ing and usage of the term “presbyter,” be one of the presbyters 
himself. But that would not mean that he was essentially an 
equal to them and no more. He was not, to be sure, an abso
lute monarch, a dictator. The presbyters were sharers in the 
government of the Jerusalem Church with him. But they were 
not sharers on equal terms, by any means. He was head and 
shoulders above any one of them. None of them could ever be 
called an Apostle.

359. But all this is exactly what we find in the Bishops of Ig- 
natian sources. In fact, the description of St. James and the 
position he held at Jerusalem is (apart from nomenclature) ex
actly what we mean by a monarchical Bishop. Because he was 
not yet called a Bishop but rather an Apostle, we must speak of 
him as a Bishop without the name. But all that we think of as 
belonging to the essence of a Bishop, that St. James was. If he 
never came to be called a Bishop, we may probably ascribe that 
fact to two reasons. The first is that he already had a perfectly 
satisfactory title, and there was no need to take it from him and 
bestow in its place another less honorable. The second is that 
our evidence strongly suggests that the term bishop, which was 
applied first of all in the Pauline and possibly other gentile 
Churches to those, or some of those, called presbyters in Jeru
salem, was not used at all in Jerusalem and probably in all of 
Palestine. The evidence of the Didache is too late and open to 
too many caveats to be used to disprove this probability. Now 
it will be clear at once that the name Bishop is much more likely 
to have been applied to the monarchical head of a local Church 
in which the term was already in use for the highest officials 
permanently situated there before  there came to be a single head. 
This will be equally true whether one holds Lightfoot’s theory of 
how the Episcopate originated, or the explanation adopted in 
this book. On the former theory, he was already called “bishop” 
before he ( or his predecessor in the presidency of the college of 
bishops) began to emerge into a position of complete preemi
nence. The real change on this theory is the withdrawal of the 
term from the others who shared it with him earlier. On the 
other hand, on the theory accepted in this book, the name was 
transferred from those who had held it to one who may not have 
done so, because, once a member of the higher Apostolic or deu- 
tero-Apostolic order was seen to be permanently resident in the 
given local Church, the term would lose much of its original 
appropriateness. Let us elucidate this with two examples.
360. Let us take first the hypothetical case of a local Church 
( say Philippi, about 63 a. d. ) already possessed of bishops and



deacons being visited for a considerable period by St. Paul. Now 
we have seen above, in Chapter XVII on The Twofold Local 
Ministry, that the higher order of this originally nameless ministry 
(nameless, that is, in the gentile non-Palestinian Churches, for 
reasons we saw in that same chapter) had come to be called 
“bishops” because the word meant “overseers” in Greek, and be
cause that term seemed on the whole a more adequate descrip
tion of their office than any other. It is clear that, during the 
visit of St. Paul, their otherwise great authority would be largely 
in abeyance as long as he stayed. But as long as he was not set
tling there to live, this reduction of their practical authority 
would not be permanent, and so would not suggest any change 
in their title.

But let us now take our second hypothetical example of St. 
Paul settling down to live permanently in Philippi. It would 
not take long for it to become clear to even the most unobserving 
that those who had once been called “bishops” were now over
seers in name only. St. Paul would clearly be the overseer under 
such circumstances, and the only real overseer. One cannot, of 
course, say that the term “bishop” would automatically and at 
once and inevitably be transferred from the collegiate bishops to 
St. Paul or the other resident member of the higher order in 
every such case. But we can see very easily that this is a change 
that would be perfectly natural, and therefore a priori likely, to 
take place in some such case; and then, because of its obvious 
reasonableness, to spread like wildfire to other similarly organ
ized Churches in the neighborhood, and ultimately to distant 
Churches as well.

Of course, our example labors under one difficulty. But this 
difficulty inheres in the example, not in the theory it has been 
chosen to illustrate. As in the case of St. James, noted a little 
above, St. Paul had a perfectly satisfactory title, and one more 
honorable than any other that could have been substituted for it. 
But we saw above, in Chapter XVIII on The Extension of the 
Apostolate, that while the office of Apostleship was certainly ex
tended into the second and third Christian generations down to 
at least the end of the first century, there was a tendency on the 
part of some to withhold the highly honorable title from all ex
cept the Twelve and St. Paul. I suggested in Chapter XVIII, 
and shall give further reasons for so holding when we examine 
1 Clement 44 in Part IV on The Minister o f Ordination in the 
Early Church, that St. Clement himself had no regular title for 
men like Saints Apollos, Timothy, Titus, etc. At least our study 
made it quite clear that, in circles where the title Apostle was 
more narrowly reserved, no one alternative title ever gained gen
eral acceptance and use in its place. Now it will be obvious at



once that such a situation in regard to nomenclature would be a 
strong incentive to such a transference of the term “bishop” as 
we have conjecturally reconstructed above. On the other hand, 
if this theory is correct, it will easily explain why St. James (and 
probably his successor St. Symeon) never came to be called 
Bishops in their own lifetimes. Thus the absence of the term is 
no reason why we should hesitate to see, with most modern 
scholars, in St. James the first Bishop of Jerusalem (without the 
name) and the first monarchical Bishop in history.

Division II

361. Let us now go on to consider Antioch and Asia Minor. 
We shall take these together because the same evidence is avail
able for both places, and they are so close together geographi
cally as to make it a priori likely that they would develop in the 
same way rather than differently. The evidence of the Ignatian 
Epistles proves beyond any doubt that the monarchical Episco
pate was widely and thoroughly established at Antioch and in 
Asia Minor at the time those letters were written. And this is 
confirmed—if any confirmation of such contemporary and eye
witness evidence were needed—by a great multitude of other 
pieces of second century evidence which can be seen in Light- 
foot’s celebrated Essay or in his Apostolic Fathers (Vol. I on Ig
natius), or in Gore’s The Church and the Ministry (New Edi
tion, revised by C. H. Turner, in 1919—pages 109ff). Not only is 
the evidence quite overwhelming, but there is only one particle 
of evidence, as far as I know, which has ever been alleged as 
proving or even faintly suggesting the contradictory. That is 
III John, which I shall consider below. But even those who 
think it is contrary evidence, attempt to use it only to refute the 
statements of St. Irenaeus, St. Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, 
and the Muratorian Fragment, that the Apostle John instituted 
Bishops in Asia Minor; not to refute the fact of there being 
Bishops at such a date.

In fact, III  John  itself presents us with Diotrephes and St. 
John “the Presbyter.” The former is very probably a monarchi
cal Bishop, though perhaps like St. James and St. Symeon of 
Jerusalem still without the name. He loves to have the preemi
nence, which is a clear sign that he had it. He has in his own 
hands the power to excommunicate. And his position is so su
preme in his own local Church that he can, at least until St. 
John comes in person, successfully defy that extremely great and 
influential personage.

As to “John the Presbyter,” I maintain (and shall try to prove 
in a book soon) that he is none other than St. John, the Apostle



and Beloved Disciple. But even if this be doubted by some, no 
one can be doubtful that he is a man of deutero-Apostolic rank. 
Dr. Streeter calls him a sort of Archbishop, and with full justifi
cation, except of course as to the term used, which Dr. Streeter 
was fully aware would be an anachronism at such a date. An 
equally plausible anachronism would be the term Patriarch. Per
haps that would not be a bad rendering, under the present cir
cumstances, for the term “the Presbyter” as applied to him. Thus 
there is no good reason at all for hesitating to admit that the 
Episcopate was strongly established at Antioch and in Asia 
Minor by the time St. Ignatius wrote, which cannot be much if 
any later than 115 a.d. and may be a little earlier.
362. But to draw only this modest conclusion from the Igna- 
tian evidence is quite unjustified. For he speaks of the Episco
pate and its holders in such a way as to require a considerable 
history for the institution, and either great antiquity or else a 
more recent but a very authoritative origin. It is, for instance, 
scarcely possible that he could have spoken of it as completely 
essential to the very name of a Church if he himself had been the 
first Bishop of Antioch, nor even if he could remember the days 
when Antioch got on perfectly well and was a true Church with
out a Bishop; unless the recent origin, coming within the range 
of his memory, had been of so highly authoritative a character 
as to make illegitimate what had formerly been perfectly legiti
mate. Thus we seem led to the inference, as at least probable, 
that he had at least one predecessor, and that he and his prede
cessor had both had long Episcopates of ( say) twenty or twenty- 
five years each. The only likely alternative explanation that 
seems at all satisfactory is that St. Ignatius knew Bishops to be 
of Apostolic institution, and that on such a wide scale as to con
stitute the only legitimate practice, not just one excellent and 
highly approved, form of Church government. Nor is it at all 
certain that we must choose between these two alternative ex
planations, at least as far as Antioch is concerned. They may 
both be true at the same time; and if they are, that would surely 
give us a more adequate explanation than either one separately. 
Some adequate explanation is required of us (not as theologians, 
but as objective historians) of how St. Ignatius could, at his very 
early date, and even if mistakenly, think and speak as he does. 
For his language is so strong as to create a problem which is it
self important historical evidence. Let us look at his amazingly 
strong language.
363. It will be interesting to do this in the form of quoting 
what Lightfoot said of the language of St. Ignatius at a time 
when he thought it to be the language not of St. Ignatius but of



a pseudonymous writer around the middle of the second cen
tury. Later, of course, Lightfoot himself proved conclusively 
that the form of the Ignatian Epistles upon which he comments 
as follows, is the genuine form. But his earlier view saved him 
from the temptation to minimize the force of the language, as 
he might otherwise have been tempted to do by his theory of 
the manner and date of the origin of Episcopacy. I quote:

“He uses extravagant language. . . . Throughout the whole 
range of Christian literature no more uncompromising advocate 
of episcopacy can be found . . .  it is when asserting the claims of 
the episcopal office to obedience and respect that his language is 
strained to the utmost . . . with all this extravagant exaltation of 
the episcopal office . . .  it is hard to believe that this extrava
gance would have received the sanction of St. Ignatius himself.
. . . (he) sets the bishop in the place of God and on the throne of 
Christ . . .  he lays greater stress (than the genuine Ignatius) on 
the divine authority of the institution . . . etc.”

And Lightfoot quotes the strongest and clearest passages, as 
follows:
“The bishops established to the farthest parts of the world are 
in the counsel of Jesus Christ.” “Everyone whom the Master of 
the house sendeth to govern His own household we ought to re
ceive as Him that sent him; clearly, therefore, we ought to re
gard the bishop as the Lord Himself.” Those “live a life after 
Christ” who “obey the bishop as Jesus Christ.” “It is good to 
know God and the bishop; he that honoreth the bishop is hon
ored 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.” He 
that practices 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 who are 
approved are “inseparate from God, from Jesus Christ, and from 
the bishop, and from the ordinances of the apostles.” “Wher
ever the bishop may appear, there let the multitude be, just as 
where Jesus Christ may be, there is the Catholic Church.” There
fore “let no man do anything pertaining to the Church without 
the bishop.” “It is not allowable either to baptize or to hold 
a love-feast without the bishop; but whatsoever he may approve, 
this also is well pleasing to God etc.” To these quoted by Bishop 
Lightfoot I add, “. . . apart from these (that is, the three orders 
of Bishops, presbyters, and deacons mentioned immediately be
fore in the context) there is not even the name of a Church 
( ekklesia ou kaleitai).” Many other passages almost as strong 
and clear could be given.
364. From the Ignatian Epistles as a whole we see clearly that
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he holds beyond any possibility of dispute that Christianity is, 
or at least includes as an essential element, what would nowa
days be technically called a visible Church of divine origin and 
authority and a hierarchy of three orders which is equally divine 
in its origin and authority. And it will at least be no exaggera
tion to say that the Bishops, though (as we know from other 
evidence) undoubtedly of later origin than those he calls pres
byters and deacons, are no less divine in origin and authority than 
these. That, if anything, is an understatement. Now just why 
did he think this? The second quotation given in the immedi
ately preceding paragraph supplies the only reasonable answer 
—because the Bishops are, at least in his opinion, sent by God 
to govern His household. But how—in what sense—can he have 
thought them to be sent by God? I can see no reason to doubt 
that he thought them to be sent by God in the same sense in 
which he thought the presbyters and deacons to be sent by God. 
And there can be no reasonable doubt in what sense that was. 
It was the same sense in which St. Clement so thought, as 
revealed by the opening words of his famous forty-second chap
ter. And 'that was the same sense in which all other Christians 
thought the same thing, and correctly thought it. The bishops 
and deacons were from the Apostles, the Apostles were from 
Christ, and He was from God the Father. St. Ignatius must have 
known this Epistle, for such knowledge furnishes the most 
natural interpretation of his words in Romans 3 :1—“you taught 
others.” It is improbable in the extreme that he doubted St. 
Clement’s thesis, at least as far as it concerned presbyters and 
deacons. If, then, he had thought that the Bishops were from 
God in any less clear and direct way, he could not possibly 
have spoken of them as he does in the quotations given above 
and in many others.

Suppose, for instance, that he had held Lightfoot’s belief as 
to how they originated. He would have known, in that case, 
that while presbyters and deacons differed from each other and 
from the laity by divine (i.e. direct apostolic) appointment, the 
Bishops differed from the presbyters not by divine appointment 
but by human—I cannot say even appointment. It would have 
been an unintentional, accidental growth. And St. Ignatius can
not have been ignorant of this. For while it is quite possible that 
Episcopacy at Antioch may have reached back to a date he 
could not remember, or perhaps even before he was converted 
to Christianity, it cannot have reached back that far in all the 
cities of Asia Minor in which he knew Bishops to exist. He would 
have known, then, that the Bishop differed from his fellow- 
presbyters in the same way in which he himself differed from 
the Bishops of smaller and less important cities in Asia Minor;



that is, as a primus inter pares, not as a completely distinct and 
superior order. No, if St. Ignatius had believed the same as 
Lightfoot about the origin of Bishops, he must have spoken 
very differently.

Nor can I think up any other sense in which he can be at all 
plausibly supposed to have thought the Bishops to have been 
sent by God to govern His household. Besides, he makes ex
plicit reference at least twice to what he calls “the ordinances of 
the Apostles.” And while he does not enumerate what these 
were, I think we must agree with Bishop Lightfoot in his com
mentary on the passages that Episcopacy must have been among 
them, as also the presbyters and deacons. The whole line of rea
soning developed in this present paragraph makes this conclusion 
unavoidable. At least that is what St. Ignatius must have thought, 
and there are no sufficient reasons to hold that he was mistaken. 
In fact, there are two arguments of considerable weight which 
give direct support to his conviction. But before I develop these 
two arguments, I shall first mention and then answer in Ap
pended Note VIII one objection sometimes raised to the theory 
I have just developed. That objection is that St. Ignatius be
lieved the presbyters and not the Bishops to be the successors of 
the Apostles.

Division III

365. The first of the two arguments referred to just above is 
that the belief we have seen reason to attribute to St. Ignatius 
was demonstrably the generally accepted conviction by the mid
dle of the second century. It is desirable to present at once the 
evidence which proves this. I did not do this before reaching 
our conclusions as to the probable opinion of St. Ignatius, how
ever, because I want it to be evident that the Ignatian evidence 
itself leads to the same conclusion, even when not read in the 
light of the very early tradition of the Church. Hence it is inde
pendent evidence to the same effect, and not merely confirma
tory. It will be clear without much development, however, that 
the conclusions reached for the mind of St. Ignatius will be made 
even more probable ( not only as to historicity, but also as an in
terpretation of the opinion of St. Ignatius) if the evidence proves 
that the belief attributed to that Saint was the opinion of all 
Christians by c. 150 a . d . In presenting the evidence for the 
early tradition I am following Gore and Lightfoot.
366. St. Clement of Alexandria tells us that the Apostle John, 
after returning from his exile in Patmos, “used to go away, when 
he was summoned, to the adjacent districts, in some places to es
tablish Bishops, in others to organize whole Churches, in others 
to ordain to the clergy someone of those indicated by the Holy



Spirit.” There can be no doubt that St. Clement means mo
narchical Bishops, for I believe no writer of his date or later ever 
uses the word in the older sense, except when quoting the New 
Testament documents, or when commenting on these or the 
problems they raise. This fact proves that he also means to say 
that St. John ordained only one Bishop in every city; as is shown 
also by the story he goes on to tell of the youth who turned rob
ber after being committed by St. John to the special care of the 
Bishop.208 In the narrative St. Clement speaks of him as “the 
Bishop appointed” and later represents St. John as speaking to 
him of “the Church over which you preside.” While St. Clem
ent vouches for the truth of the story about the youth who 
turned robber and was reclaimed by St. John, he makes the 
statements quoted at the beginning of this paragraph as simple 
undisputed (or at least indisputable) facts for which it is un
necessary to vouch. On the weight to be attached to the testi
mony of St. Clement, Lightfoot says, “This Clement had traveled 
far and wide and had received instruction from six or more dif
ferent Christian teachers in Greece, in Italy, in Egypt, in Pales
tine and Syria and the farther East; among whom was one called 
by him an Ionian/ that is, a native of these very parts of Asia 
Minor.” The testimony of such a well informed and scholarly 
writer about 190 a .d. cannot be treated as devoid of considerable 
weight.
367. Moreover, it is confirmed by several others of a date a 
little earlier or a little later than that at which St. Clement wrote. 
The author of the Muratorian Fragment speaks of St. John as 
surrounded by his “fellow-disciples and Bishops” who urged him 
to write his Gospel. As mentioned above, no writer of this date, 
speaking in his own words, uses the term Bishop of any but mo
narchical Bishops.
368. Even weightier, by far, is the testimony of St. Irenaeus 
confirming those quoted above. He tells us that St. Poly carp, 
whose avid disciple he had been in his early years ( en te prote 
hemon helilda) and of whom he preserved such vivid memories, 
“was not only made a disciple by Apostles and held converse 
with many who had seen the Lord, but was also by Apostles es
tablished in Asia as Bishop in the Church of Smyrna.” It is not 
open to reasonable doubt that St. Irenaeus includes St. John 
among these “Apostles;” nor that he means a monarchical 
Bishop. If the chronology seems to raise a prima facie difficulty, 
it is by no means decisive. We do not know that St. Polycarp 
was born as late as 69 a . d. but only that he was not born any 
later. There is nothing impossible in the view that he lived to

208 Quis dives sal. 42.



be a little older than the late Lord Halifax or Theodore Zahn 
and the phrase quoted above by St. Irenaeus that he was ‘made 
a disciple by Apostles” would favor the view that he was old 
enough to remember when he became a Christian, though no 
doubt the words could be used to mean no more than that Apos
tles baptized him as an infant. Nor is it impossible or extremely 
improbable that someone 30 years old, if of great proven ability 
and faithfulness, should be appointed a Bishop. St. John we 
know (unless we take the martyrdom theory seriously) lived 
down to the reign of Trajan, and that can easily mean several 
years into that reign. The case of .St. Timothy being made an 
Apostle before I Tliess. 2:6 was written would be fairly com
parable.

Nor is there any serious difficulty in the use of the plural of 
Apostles. As Lightfoot says, “When, after the destruction of 
Jerusalem, St. John fixed his abode at Ephesus, it would appear 
that not a few of the oldest surviving members of the Palestinian 
Church accompanied him into ‘Asia’ which henceforward be
came the headquarters of Apostolic authority.” In this body of 
emigrants he numbers St. Andrew and St. Philip among the 
Twelve, and Aristion. He adds, “A lifelong friendship would 
naturally draw Philip the Apostle . . . after John, as it also drew 
Andrew. And when we turn to St. John’s Gospel, we can hardly 
resist the impression that incidents relative to Andrew and 
Philip had a special interest not only for the writer of the Gos
pel, but also for his hearers. Moreover, (these Apostles) appear 
in this Gospel as inseparable companions.” The present writer 
had come to the same conclusion for these Apostles, and also 
for St. Thomas, before reading this passage in Lightfoot. More
over, the Muratorian Fragment mentions St. Andrew among the 
fellow disciples of St. John who urged him to write the Gospel, 
and St. Philip “of the number of the Twelve Apostles”269 is men
tioned by St. Poly crates of Ephesus, quoted in Eusebius* as be
ing buried in Hierapolis along with two of his daughters, while 
another of his daughters was buried in Ephesus. Finally, St. 
Ignatius speaks more than once of “the ordinances of the Apos
tles (plural)” in such a context as to make it very likely that we 
must, with Lightfoot, at least include Episcopacy among these 
ordinances. It is, of course, possible that St. John at Ephesus, 
St. Peter and St. Paul at Rome, and those to whom was due the

260 There does not seem to be any sufficient reason to hold that he has 
confused Philip the Apostle with St. Philip the Evangelist. There is no 
difficulty in supposing that both Philips had several daughters who remained 
virgins. The Apostles had not, like some of their successors, become dis
ciples of Margaret Sanger; and virginity was as highly esteemed in the early 
Church as it is disesteemed in certain quarters to-day.
0 Hist. Eccles. Ill, 31. 3.

ap p o in tm en t of St. James—and later St. Symeon—at Jerusalem, 
plus whoever appointed h im  or his predecessor at Antioch, were 
all the Apostles he had in mind. But I cannot think this at all 
likely, both because of the question of Africa, Spain, and Gaul in  
the West, and also because of the evidence given above as to 
others besides St. John in Asia Minor.

Nor does St. Irenaeus confine his testimony to St. Polycarp, 
jje chooses the Roman Church and that of Smyrna only as ex
amples of what he believes could be done in the case of many 
other local Churches when he traces back their first Bishop to 
one or more Apostles. He says, “We can enumerate those who 
were appointed Bishops by the Apostles themselves in the sev
eral Churches, and their successors down to our own day. Etc.” 
And again, “All these (heretical leaders) are much later than 
the Bishops to whom the Apostles committed the Churches, etc.” 
Other similar passages could be quoted.

As to the weight to be allowed to the testimony of St. Iren
aeus, Lightfoot says, “He was a scholar of Polycarp, and Poly
carp was a scholar of St. John. St. Irenaeus remembered well 
the discourses of his own master, as Polycarp did those of the 
Apostle. Both these fathers delighted to recall such reminis
cences of their respective teachers. Irenaeus was probably the 
most learned Christian of his time. He certainly had an ac
quaintance with heathen as well as with sacred literature. He 
had travelled far and wide. He was born and schooled in Asia 
Minor; he resided some time during middle life in Rome; he 
spent his later years in Gaul. He was in constant communication 
with foreign Churches on various subjects of ecclesiastical and 
theological interest. The intercourse between Gaul and Asia 
Minor more especially was close and constant. An appreciation 
of the position of the man is a first requisite to the estimate of 
his evidence.” To this Gore adds, “(Polycarp’s) appearance and 
ways of life were, he assures us, indelibly imprinted on his mem
ory—and that he had listened to his discourses in public and 
private, and that he had also had opportunities of instruction by 
Asiatic ‘elders’ amongst whom some at least had been disciples 
of Apostles.” The late Bishop Gore,270 thinks St. Irenaeus was 
born not later than 130 a . d. and that his sojourn in Rome prob
ably began before the martyrdom of St. Poly carp. And Gore 
justly comments, “The value of tradition depends very much on 
the exact point for which it is alleged. A mistake or failure of 
memory, not hard to account for in details of tradition, cannot 
invalidate his testimony in matters of such primary importance 
as the character and traditional reputation of the church minis-

270 Presumably with the agreement of the late Prof. C. H. Turner, a Church 
historian of the highest calibre.



try . . . On such a matter a mistake is hardly possible.” This 
seems eminently sound.
369. A fourth witness to the same effect is Tertullian. He says, 
“Let (the heretical leaders) produce the account of the origins 
of their Churches; let them unroll the line of their bishops, run
ning down in such a way from the beginning that that illustrious 
first bishop of theirs shall have had for his ordainer (auctor) 
and predecessor (antecessor) one of the Apostles, or of the ap
ostolic men who continued faithfully in the fellowship of the 
Apostles. For this is the way the apostolic Churches report 
their origin (census). Just so the Church of Smyrna reports 
that Polycarp was installed by John, and the Roman Church that 
Clement was ordained by Peter. Just so, in like manner, the 
rest of the Churches exhibit (the names of) the men whom, ap
pointed by the Apostles to the episcopate, they possess as trans
mitters of the apostolic seed.” ( De Praescrip. 32) And in Ad- 
versus Marcionem  iv.5 we read, “We have also the Churches 
which have John for their teacher. For the series of Bishops (of 
the Churches of Asia Minor) if taken back to its origin will be 
found to rest upon his authorization.”

370. Hegesippus, who is even earlier than any of these, is 
probably to be reckoned a supporter of the same belief. We 
know by a passage from him preserved by Eusebius that he 
found a succession of Bishops in “every city” by the time he made 
his trip to Rome, and we know that he found that city claiming 
a succession running all the way back to the Apostles St. Peter 
and St. Paul. It is very likely that he found the same claim 
made in at least some of the other Churches in which he found 
successions and checked on their traditions. We know for cer
tain that he carried the Jerusalem episcopate back to the Apos
tle St. James as the first link in the chain. And it is very proba
ble that he is the authority on which Eusebius ascribes the 
choice of St. Symeon as the successor of St. James to a sort of 
council of the remaining Apostles and personal disciples of the 
Lord held after the death of St. James and the fall of Jerusalem.

371. Now the weight of the testimony of these five writers is 
in itself great. But it seems to prove something which is even 
weightier by far than the combined weight of their respective 
testimonies, taken directly, and confined to the facts they attest. 
For in attesting these things directly, they indirectly attest the 
existence of a widespread—and as far as we know unchallenged 
—tradition in the Church reaching back at least to the middle of 
the second century, and in all probability considerably further. 
For even if St. Irenaeus heard  the things quoted above from the 
lips of St. Polycarp near the end of the life of the latter, it is
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highly improbable that St. Polycarp told a different story at that 
date from the one he would have told twenty-five or even fifty 
years earlier. Moreover, the existence of such a tradition at 
that date to the same effect makes very unlikely the suggestion of 
some skeptical modern scholars that St. Irenaeus may have mis
understood St. Polycarp or misremembered what he had once 
correctly understood.

As to the very great weight to be attached to such a tradition, 
I hope I may be allowed to refer the reader, to save space and 
avoid repetition, to the discussion of this same subject in Chap
ter XXI on The Early Roman Episcopate, Division II, where it 
has seemed more convenient to discuss it. The same things will 
apply, with certain rather obvious modifications, to other cases 
than Rome. May I ask the reader also to see Section 399 for a 
detailed discussion of the added weight given to the tradition as 
to the Episcopal lists by the fact that they were used as the basis 
of the chief arguments of the orthodox against heretics, and 
probably also in such disputes among the orthodox themselves as 
the Quartodeciman controversy. This passage also applies, mu- 
tatis mutandis, to the other lists elsewhere, at least in the main 
Churches, and especially to Smyrna.
372. Such a tradition, added to the direct evidence of such 
presumably well informed writers as St. Irenaeus and St. Clem
ent, to say nothing of Tertullian, the author of the Muratorianum, 
and “the father of Church history,” Hegesippus, gives a com
bined case of great weight in favor of the same conclusion which 
we reached independently from the practically contemporary 
evidence of St. Ignatius. Together they present so strong a case 
that it would take exceedingly weighty evidence to the contrary 
to justify us in setting it aside. But before we go on to consider 
the one piece of evidence that can seriously be urged against its 
historicity, we must consider the second of the two arguments 
which, it was said above at the end of Sec. 364, would support 
the conclusions reached from St. Ignatius.

Division IV

373. That is the argument from the shortness of the time in 
which to suppose the change must have taken place. It will be 
evident at once that it would take far less time for the Episco
pate to originate, even in the Church as a whole or a large sec
tion of the Church, and still more in separate local Churches, on 
the theory defended in this book than on the theory of Dr. 
Lightfoot, which is the only serious competing theory. One 
brief visit of an Apostle, and a local Church which formerly had 
only a twofold ministry would be able to have a threefold min-



istry. Even one great Apostle like St. John, convinced that the 
needs of the Churches of Asia Minor and possibly also of Anti
och would best be served by setting up a deutero-Apostle in 
every local Church (or in many) as his fellow-Apostles had ear
lier done at Jerusalem, Rome, and probably  Antioch, could in a 
few years, after his return from Patmos, and in view of the in
creasing fear that he himself would not live until the Parousia, 
effect the change in the whole region of Asia Minor, without 
meeting much if any opposition, without resulting strife on the 
part of the presbyter-bishops against usurpation, and with the 
full authority of his appointees promptly and unquestioningly 
recognized.

We may recall at this point that the Apostles seem to have 
set St. James in direct authority over the Jerusalem Church in 
view of their prospective departure, either for missionary work 
elsewhere, or because of persecution in Jerusalem itself. We 
may recall also that the appointment of St. Linus at Rome (un
less rejected altogether as unhistorical) must have taken place 
under very similar circumstances, when either through advanc
ing age or the imminence of persecution, St. Peter or St. Paul or 
both acting jointly gave to the Roman Church the same fuller 
constitution which they had earlier given to the Jerusalem 
Church for the same reason. I am also inclined to attribute the 
institution of the Episcopate at Antioch not to St. John in the 
late 90’s but to him or someone else271 at an earlier date. One 
reason for this is that already given above—that the attitude of 
St. Ignatius concerning Episcopacy is more easily explained if 
he had at least one predecessor, as Origen and the general tra
dition say he had, and if both he and Euodius had long Episco
pates. The other reason is the fact that there seems to have 
been only one Bishop in Syria while their name was legion in 
Asia Minor. That would be much more difficult to explain if 
both regions fell within the range of St. John’s appointing ac
tivities than if Syria lay outside those activties. As to Asia 
Minor, it is not likely that all of St. John’s appointments of 
Bishops were made after his return from Patmos, as the quota
tion from St. Clement of Alexandria seems to say. He probably 
appointed at least a few of these before that exile, and then 
greatly accentuated his activity along these lines after his re
turn. But even so, much less time would be involved than would 
be required for the same development if it occurred as Light- 
foot supposes.
374. For on that theory there must be first time for power to 
accumulate in the hands of the president or chairman of the col-

271 Possibly St. Peter, though the tradition to this effect is too late to con
stitute serious evidence,



leges of bishops. This would not take place at the same rate of 
speed in every local Church. In fact, in many such Churches 
the presidency would in all probability be rotated; and hence 
the development supposed, while perhaps not completely impos
sible, would be much less likely, and would take much longer, 
and would be more difficult and more likely to produce strife 
and controversy in at least some of the places (if any) where it 
was taking place. Again, a long life span for the non-rotating 
presidents would be the circumstance most favorable to the 
rapidity of the development; but this would not happen in all 
cases; and new presidents, even when chosen for life, would 
have to start over, so to speak, at least to some extent, in accum
ulating powers and prestige and in translating the latter into 
the former—a process in which the change would, at least in a 
considerable measure, consist. Even in the cases where there 
was a long life span and a non-rotating president, strife would be 
likely to take place in at least some of the cases, and not only to 
leave traces in history (of which we might reasonably expect to 
find some) but also slow up the process, at least for the region 
concerned, if not for the cities in which no such difficulties 
arose. Once again, a strong president would be the kind most 
favorable to this process; but it is not probable that all presi
dents would be strong men.

Then we have to have time for the change of terminology to 
follow , and this could scarcely even begin until the organiza
tional side of the development was practically complete. But it 
would be surprising if such a change of titles were to be wel
comed promptly in all Churches, even of those which had 
reached a comparable stage of the development on the organi
zational side. Especially would this be the case since it included 
the surrender of a title to which all had been accustomed. Still 
less would this be likely to gain easy and early acceptance in 
those Churches where the very development itself was lagging 
behind that of the most rapidly rising presidents. And the whole 
course of the argument developed in this Section is to make it 
probable that the development would be at innumerable differ
ent stages in the different local Churches, even in the same re
gion. We have no reason to suppose that on such a matter as 
Lightfoot’s theory supposes—a more or less fortuitous and im
perceptible growth—all the local Churches would be at pains to 
be alike. If there were some who were temperamentally “pro
gressive” and wanted to do all the new things the neighboring 
Church was doing, there would be others who were “conservative” 
by disposition and preferred strongly to cling to “the good old 
ways.” And the likelihood is, a priori, that in some local Churches 
one tendency would predominate and in some the other.



Even if we try to make use of Lightfoot’s idea that it took 
place with St. John’s knowledge and approval, that would give 
it far less claim to Apostolic authority and institution than the 
theory defended in this book. But this in turn would make it 
slower in prevailing, and more likely to meet opposition and to 
provoke strife, of which there is no real trace in history.

Finally, the likelihood is that in such a case we should find a 
few peaks of the development ( so to speak) in all great regions 
of the Church, and on the other hand local Churches clinging to 
the older polity in all the same regions, alongside those that had 
the new polity. Yet in actual fact, we find Episcopacy definitely 
attested for the end of the first century only in Jerusalem, Rome, 
Antioch, and Asia Minor. The evidence of Ignatius, who speaks 
of the Bishops established “to the farthest parts of the world” 
raises at least the possibility—I should be inclined to say the 
probability—that we would find at least one Bishop in such re
gions as Egypt, Northern Africa, Spain, Gaul, the Balkan penin
sula, and Mesopotamia. But of this we cannot be sure. As far 
as our actual early evidence takes us with security, we find just 
the opposite of the mingled degrees of progress in all main parts 
of the Church which we would naturally expect. We find Bish
ops only in three great centers, where the frequent presence of 
visiting Apostles would be least favorable to the speedy emer
gence of a college president into a full Bishop. On the other 
hand, we find Bishops in all the chief Churches in Asia Minor.

We are not, of course, in a position to say that there were no 
Asia Minor Churches clinging to the twofold ministry at the 
time of St. Ignatius—still less of St. John. I have no doubt of the 
existence of such Churches, even in Asia Minor. But they were 
probably the smaller Churches; not necessarily the younger. 
And this would point toward the theory of the deliberate insti
tution of Bishops in the great centers, rather than the gradual 
and fortuitous emergence of “college” presidents, which would 
be rather less likely in great centers than in the smaller towns, 
because of the lesser likelihood of there being only one man of 
outstanding ability in large cities. At least it would be no more 
likely, and that ought to result in more small cities with Bishops 
than large cities, since there were more small cities. But the 
facts seems to have been the other way around.
375. The upshot of it all is that it would take far more time 
for the Episcopate to develop if Lightfoot’s theory is correct 
than on the theory I accept, following (with certain details ex
cepted) Bishop Gore, Prof. C. H. Turner, and others. Now this 
is an important result. For even in the days when Lightfoot 
wrote it was a serious question whether there was enough time 
for this development to take place in the way he supposed. But



the difficulty has been considerably increased by at least two 
major developments in the study of early Church history since 
his day. One of these is his own demonstration that the inter
mediate form of the Ignatian Epistles is the genuine form. This 
does not attest an entirely different polity, but it does attest a 
more developed, more authoritative, more firmly established 
stage of the Ignatian polity than he thought. Put differently, it 
proves that this polity had already by the time St. Ignatius wrote 
(c. 115 a . d. ) reached a stage which Lightfoot thought did not 
need to be admitted until around the middle of the second cen
tury, the date he was inclined to ascribe to the first pseudo-Igna
tius (as he at that time called the author of the intermediate re
cension), before he proved that this recension was really by the 
true St. Ignatius.

The other major development is the much stronger convic
tion among scholars today that the Pastoral Epistles are not gen
uinely Pauline, at least as a whole. The present writer is not 
convinced that this question is finally and completely settled. 
But such is the predominant opinion among scholars today, and 
I cannot but think that the balance of probability is on their 
side. If this conclusion is correct, it narrows the period in which 
Lightfoot was able to place the development as he pictured it. 
He spoke of a half century, meaning I suppose from c. 65 a . d. 
when the Pastorals were written by St. Paul down to c. 115 a . d . 
when St. Ignatius wrote. I am not aware of anyone who rejects 
the Pauline authorship of the Pastorals without bringing these 
Epistles down to a considerably later date. I am not able to 
take seriously the suggested dating of these Epistles later than 
c. 90 a . d. and I am by no means sure that they need be even that 
late. But it will be clear without argument that the later they are 
brought down, the less time there is into which to try to crowd 
the development of the Episcopate. As argued above in Sections 
362-3, the Episcopate as we find it in the Ignatian Epistles must 
be assigned a long history already, or else a more recent but 
very authoritative origin, or very probably both. It would be 
very probable, then, that it must (in Asia Minor) go back at 
least twenty years or more. This checks perfectly with the 
testimony of the four writers we studied above who assign its 
origin to St. John and other Apostles there. It is further con
firmed by the fact that we find at least one Bishop there during 
the lifetime of St. John, namely Diotrephes. But if the Episco
pate on a considerable scale does go back in Asia Minor to the 
last decade of the first century, and if the Pastorals are even as 
late as the decade from 70 to 80 a .d. that leaves a very short 
time for the Episcopate to have developed as Lightfoot supposed 
by 90 to 100 a .d.—at most twenty years. Whether that is



enough is very doubtful. But we would probably have even less 
time than that. For the Episcopate may be a bit earlier than 
90 a .d. at least in some Asia Minor centers, to say nothing of 
Jerusalem, Rome and Antioch. And most scholars would date 
the latest of the Pastorals later than 80 a .d. They all attest 
the twofold local ministry and show no real trace of the Epis
copate, unless one arbitrarily and gratuitously reads this status 
into “Timothy” and “Titus.” The fact that they are both repre
sented as only temporarily resident is very unfavorable to this 
gratuity. The evidence of Acts, Hebrews, and (if they are not 
authentic, as some scholars hold) “Ephesians” and I Peter all 
tends to shove the pre-Ignatian polity, without the slightest trace 
of the monarchical Episcopate, down very late into the first cen
tury, thus supporting the conclusions we drew above from the 
Pastorals.
376, Now I shall not go so far as to argue that the time in
terval left us by thus diminishing from both ends the gap Light- 
foot thought was left for this development would make it im
possible for it to have happened as he supposed, IF  we had no 
plausible alternative theory to propose which would take far 
less time. But if the two competing theories were even approxi
mately equal in plausibility and in the amount of direct evidence 
producible in their favor apart from the question of the suffi
ciency of the time interval available, then surely the one requir
ing the less time to originate and reach a relatively advanced 
stage of development, both as to substance and as to terminology, 
would be far more probable. For the time interval is certainly 
very short.

Division V

377. Moreover, Lightfoot’s theory runs into serious difficulty 
in the very first case in which he finds a monarchical Bishop. 
Speaking of St. James at Jerusalem he says, “We have seen that 
the needs of the Church, and the ascendency of his personal 
character, placed St. James at the head of the Jerusalem Church. 
Though remaining a member of the presbyteral council, he was 
singled out from the rest and placed in a position of superior 
responsibility.” I cannot but marvel at this account! I see no 
evidence at all that St. James was ever, at any tim e, a mere equal 
of the other presbyters at Jerusalem. As early as the first post
conversion visit of St. Paul to Jerusalem, he was already classed 
as an Apostle. For it is exceedingly unlikely that St. Paul means 
in Gal. 1:19 “other of those who later becam e Apostles saw I 
none save James, the Lord’s brother.” We know he saw St.



Barnabas272 on that visit and we also know that both he273 and St. 
Luke273 call St. Barnabas an Apostle. He must, then, be using 
the term in the narrower sense in Gal. 1:19. And that means not 
only that St. James was already an Apostle at that time, but that 
he was, if not actually a member of the Twelve, at least an Apos
tle in an even stricter sense than St. Barnabas. No doubt the 
ascendency of his personal character, as well as his kinship to our 
Lord (which Lightfoot does not mention) played a part in mak
ing him one of the three “pillars.” No doubt, also, the needs of 
the Jerusalem Church were at least a part of the reason for sing
ling out one of the Apostles and making him the single, perma
nent, supreme head of the Jerusalem Church. We need not 
pause to inquire why St. James rather than St. Peter or St. John 
was selected for this honor. The beginning of the extensive mis
sionary work of St. Peter and very possibly of St. John also, 
though we lack early and direct evidence of this, may well be 
the answer. But there is not the slightest reason to think that 
the selection of St. James as head of the Jerusalem Church is 
what gave him his preeminent position in the early Church as a 
whole. The exact reverse seems to be true. He was, in other 
words, already a member of an order known by all to be higher 
than the (mere) presbyters, before he was definitely allotted the 
headship of the Jerusalem Church as his share in the Apostolic 
labors.

Moreover, even if this argument could be escaped, we should 
still have to ask by whom  Lightfoot thinks him to have been 
“singled out from the rest, and placed in a position of superior 
responsibility.” If by the Apostles, then we would have one clear 
example of the way Bishop Gore’s theory supposes some of the 
monarchical Bishops to have been instituted. We would on 
Gore’s theory have “elevation out of the presbyterate” in the 
sense that one of the presbyters was chosen by those of the high
est order of the ministry and raised from the second order, to 
which he already belonged, to an order above the second, which 
could only be the first. But this is not at all what Lightfoot’s 
theory means by the ambiguous words, “elevation out of the 
presbyterate.” And of gradual, imperceptible emergence, which 
is what he seems to mean, after election as president at the hands 
of his own equals, the mere presbyters, there is not the slightest 
historical trace, or the faintest probability in the case of St. 
James. All the evidence is to the opposite effect. It is clearly a 
case of the localization of a member of the superior order; not 
a case of the elevation—still less of the gradual emergence—of a 
member of the second order.

272 Acts 9 :27f.
273 Acts 14 :14  and I Cor. 9 :1-6 .



378. On the whole, then, we have very strong reasons for con
cluding that, both in Jerusalem and in Asia Minor, the first 
Bishops were either themselves Apostles before they became 
Bishops (as at Jerusalem) or else were instituted by Apostles. 
If so, the same would probably be true of Antioch also, though 
our evidence for that great center is not so direct or clear.

Division VI

379. But before we can accept this conclusion as final, we 
must hear certain objections that have been raised. The first 
shall be the one based on the attitude of St. John “the Presbyter” 
to Diotrephes. We are told that Diotrephes was clearly an early 
case of a monarchical Bishop274 and that “John the Presbyter, 
whoever he was,” shows himself to be “absolutely opposed to 
that sort of thing.” I see no indication at all in III John  that St. 
John was opposed to Diotrephes having and using the powers of 
a monarchical Bishop. He does, indeed, refer chidingly to the 
arrogant spirit in which Diotrephes exercises his office—“he loveth 
to have the first place” says St. John. But that is not the same 
as objecting on principle to one individual having so much au
thority. However, the thing that really outrages St. John is that 
Diotrephes, who may possibly even be one of his own ap
pointees, “receiveth us not” and “prateth against us with wicked 
words” and “neither does he himself receive the brethren, and 
them that would he forbiddeth, and casteth out of the Church.” 
Here we have a Bishop who has become definitely insubordinate 
to the Apostle; and it is this to which St. John objects. If I un
derstand Dr. Streeter correctly, he takes the same view of the 
battle between St. John and Diotrephes which I have just ex
pressed; except, of course, that after admitting the identity of St. 
John the Apostle with the beloved disciple, he miraculously ac
cepts the martyrdom theory and thus has to make St. John the 
Presbyter a different John. But this does not affect the point we 
are now studying. I am thankful to have this opinion from so 
famous a scholar, especially because his theological presupposi
tions are so different from mine.
380. However, this same famous scholar presents us with the 
next objection we shall have to consider. He places the Didache 
at Antioch, and by so doing raises a serious problem. I agree, of 
course, that if we had real proof that Antioch still had a twofold 
local ministry about 90-100 a .d., where Dr. Streeter dated the 
Didache, it would create a serious problem. It would, in fact, 
force us either to minimize to the utmost possible extreme the 
implications of the evidence of St. Ignatius, or else to discredit

A point which we shall not challenge, as it agrees with our ow;n opin
ion above!



that evidence in some other way. But that only makes it inad
missible to place the Didache at Antioch without compelling 
reasons; and Dr. Streeter does not even allege any reasons (how
ever weak) for so placing it. He simply starts out to “test that 
hypothesis.” And his test is purely negative. He claims to find 
it not absolutely impossible to solve the many and tremendous 
problems he has gratuitously created by his totally unfounded 
hypothesis. I must say frankly that I think the only reason he 
ever thought of that hypothesis was that it would, if “tested,” 
and then accepted as a fact, give some appearance of justifica
tion for minimizing and discrediting, as far as possible, the Igna- 
tian evidence. His case was amazingly weak when he first wrote 
it down. But if we accept the conclusions of Dr. Muilenburg as 
to the date of the Didache, we must date it after the Ignatian 
Epistles, and nearly all scholars do accept that result today, I be
lieve. Thus an already baseless and utterly improbable hypothe
sis is put entirely out of court.

Without the help of the Didache, Dr. Streeter would have no 
evidence with which to dispute the conclusions we have reached 
above, except Acts 13:1. But unless that passage is historical, it 
has no bearing on the problem. And if it is historical, it applies 
to a date about 47 a.d. That is too early to create any difficulty 
for our conclusions. It does not in any way show that Antioch 
was backward in the development of its organization, as it tells 
about conditions within two years or so of the foundation of that 
Church. Moreover, I am not at all able to concede that it can be 
legitimately taken as disproving the existence at Antioch of 
presbyters or bishops, even for 47 a.d. The teachers may be 
presbyters, called by another name for the reasons we studied in 
Sec. 319 of Chapter XVII. Or presbyters may have been there 
without being mentioned. The weakness of the argument from 
silence in this case can be seen from the fact that if it proves 
anything at all, it proves that there were no Apostles in Antioch 
at that time. Only “prophets and teachers” are mentioned! But 
St. Paul and St. Barnabas are named among them!! The pas
sage in question is very brief; the organization of the Antiochene 
Church is not really the subject, but is mentioned only inciden
tally; and there is no slightest pretense or indication of giving 
a complete description of the ministry at Antioch. We have es
tablished that there were presbyters at Jerusalem before this 
date, and that there is no sufficient reason to doubt the statement 
of Acts 14:23 that the same St. Paul and St. Barnabas who were 
the heads of the Antiochene Church copied this institution in 
the Galatian Churches. That being the case, it is probable a 
priori that they had done the same at Antioch. Nor does Acts 
13:1 contain one word that really tells against this probability.



All Dr. Streeter has done with this passage is to provide us with 
an almost perfect reductio ad. absurdurn of the good old argu
ment from silence.
381. More worth considering, though not any more valid after 
cross-examination, is his argument which I next examine, and 
which he shares with a few others who from time to time feel the 
imperative need of getting rid of or at least minimizing the Igna- 
tian evidence. I quote The Primitive Church, page 169f.

“Six of the seven letters are filled with exaggerated (sic!) 
and passionate exaltation of the authority and importance of the 
bishop’s office. What nobody questions, nobody defends; over- 
enthusiastic defense implies the existence of strong opposition. 
The principle which Ignatius is so concerned to uphold is evi
dently one by no means universally recognized. More than that, 
we cannot but suspect that it is one for which he himself has 
had to fight long and hard. (His) language and tone (on this 
subject) is that of a man who became Bishop of Antioch . . . 
when the monarchical status and authority of that office was as 
yet not sufficiently ancient to be secure. He is fighting a battle 
that is not yet won.”

Then he goes on (quite unintentionally, I have no doubt) to 
refute his own argument completely— in fact, to tear it to shreds. 
In the very next paragraph, he admits that the struggle is not be
tween St. Ignatius and the body of presbyters; that St. Ignatius is 
fighting for the supremacy of the regular Church officers as a 
body; that he always speaks as if it could be taken for granted 
that the presbyters and deacons were in complete harmony with 
the Bishop, and will in all things act with him; that it is of the 
laity that St. Ignatius is thinking in his reiteration of the demand 
for obedience; and that he urges this as a remedy both against 
the counter attractions of heretical teachers, and against the tend
ency to form independent groups. All this I am quoting al
most word for word from his text.

Now granted all this, his argument quoted verbatim  above in 
the preceding paragraph but one either proves nothing at all and 
is self-contradictory, or else it proves that the position of the 
whole hierarchy of Bishops, presbyters, and deacons was inse
cure. But there is not a shred of evidence to support such a 
view except a joint misplacing, misdating, and misinterpretation 
of the Didache, coupled with a fanciful and entirely unevidenced 
hypothesis about St. Ignatius’ use of the Epistle of St. Clement, 
and about a hierarchical “party” at Antioch. But his case is even 
weaker than this would at first sight indicate. For the Ignatian 
letters are not addressed to Antioch, which Dr. Streeter, with 
the illegitimate helps just mentioned, supposes to have “lagged 
behind” in polity development. They are addressed to Asia



Minor, and that must be the region “behind which” Antioch 
“lagged;” for he can hardly mean Jerusalem only. Thus the 
position of the whole hierarchy must have still been insecure in 
Asia Minor at 115 a .d. But to support that impossible proposi
tion, not even the pitifully weak evidence alleged to prove the 
same for Antioch can be urged. On the other hand, the direct 
and indirect evidence is overwhelming to prove that, both at 
Antioch and in Asia Minor, the position of the hierarchy was and 
long had been secure. This applies even to the Episcopate; and 
of course it applies a fortiori to the two lower orders, which 
everywhere preceded the Episcopate. The evidence to prove 
this has been presented in part in Chapter XVII and in the pres
ent Chapter, and will be completed in those that are immediately 
to follow.

But even that is not all. We must take away from Dr. 
Streeter even the shreds of his theory that are still left. There 
does not seem to be, in the Ignatian Epistles, any polem ic what
soever in favor of either the Episcopate or the hierarchy as a 
whole. Those whom St. Ignatius is fighting seem to admit his 
premises as to the hierarchy, and to pretend  to live up to them. 
He accuses them of hypocrisy and exhorts them to a real obedi
ence to their leaders. But he does not have to argue the prem
ises, because they are not in dispute. There is no effort to lead 
the opposition to admit anything about the hierarchy, but only 
an effort to persuade them to live up to what they already admit. 
There is controversy a plenty, and argument a plenty. But it is 
against Docetics, not against presbyterians or congregationalists. 
He knew nothing of any of these. And the Docetics were not 
heretics on the subject of the ministry, but on entirely other 
points. On the subject of the ministry, they were rebels, not 
heretics; and they were rebels only so far as their heresy on other 
points led them into situations where the only alternatives were 
to rebel, or else to submit to the hierarchy and abandon their 
heresies. Like all good heretics, they preferred the former 
course.
382. There is only one other objection to our main conclu
sions which I can imagine. That would be to try to prove that 
the twofold ministry lasted so late that the threefold ministry 
cannot possibly be dated as early as we have concluded. But in 
order to make anything of this argument, it will do no good to 
prove that the twofold ministry was still all they had in Corinth 
(and therefore presumably in all of Greece, Thrace, and Mace
donia) as late as 95 a .d. No, nor even that it still was all they 
had in Philippi and probably other cities in those same regions as 
late as 117 a.d. It would not even help to prove that Rome had no 
monarchical Bishop until after the visit of St. Ignatius. The first



of these assertions is true; the second probable, though not cer
tain; the third as we shall see in our next chapters, extremely im
probable. Nor would it help to show how ignorant we are of the 
Church of this date in Mesopotamia, Trans-Jordania, Egypt, 
Northern Africa, Spain, Gaul, etc. The argument would require 
evidence that could be dated at least as late as 90 a .d. with rea
sonable confidence, and be shown to attest conditions in Asia Mi
nor or Antioch. And no such evidence is forthcoming. I am, of 
course, aware that many scholars would date and place several of 
our New Testament documents at such a date and place. But the 
criteria for determining this are so vague and indeterminate that 
they cannot legitimately be made the basis for rejecting evi
dence open to far less uncertainty as to date and place, and also 
as to the historical inferences to be drawn from what it says or 
implies. The case which would probably be most seriously 
urged by some is the Pastorals. But to this the answer is com
pletely decisive. First of all, we lack any really weighty—let 
alone decisive—reasons for dating the Pastorals as late as is 
necessary to make trouble for our conclusions in this chapter. 
Next, those who think it is possible and right so to date them 
are forced to interpret them in such a way as to confirm our con
clusions rather than to undermine them. Dr. Streeter’s use of 
them is a fair example. He supposes that the writer is writing 
archaistically and attempting to reproduce the times of St. Paul, 
at least as to the surface meaning of the Epistles. He has to find 
disguised monarchical Bishops (so to speak) in “Timothy” and 
“Titus.” All this is very doubtfully correct. But even if ac
cepted, it raises no serious problems for our historical results. Nor 
can Acts be dated, with any security, late enough to raise any 
difficulty. And none of the other cases is even as plausible as 
these two. In fact, in most other cases there are no polity texts 
to raise such problems, however they may be dated and located.
383. Thus all objections break down. So we may now make 
our results less provisional, and summarize them as follows:

1. Jerusalem had a monarchical Bishop from the time of St, 
James onward, though the latter was called an Apostle rather 
than a Bishop. He did not become an Apostle by “elevation” 
out of the presbyterate.

2. Antioch had a monarchical Bishop a good while before 
115 a .d. There was probably at least one Bishop before St. Ig
natius. A long Episcopate for both St. Ignatius and his prede
cessor is more likely than a short one. Direct appointment by 
one or more Apostles is the most probable explanation of the 
origin of the Episcopate at Antioch. Apparently there was only 
one monarchical Bishop in Syria. The title Bishop was in use 
by 115 a .d. and probably for a good while before that date.



3. Bishops were quite numerous in Asia Minor by 115 a .d. 
Nor can they have been of very recent origin, though increas
ing in number all the time before and after that date. At least 
twenty or twenty-five years seems the minimum age we can 
assign to the institution in this area. There are strong reasons 
for attributing the origin and early dissemination of the Epis
copate in this region to direct appointment by St. John and 
probably other Apostles or deutero-Apostles; and there is not 
a single reason of any real weight for rejecting or doubting this 
body of evidence. The title Bishop was in use by 115 a.d. and 
probably for a good while before that date.

4. Direct appointment by an Apostle is incompatible with 
“elevation out of the presbyterate” in the sense supposed by 
Lightfoot.



Chapter XXI

THE CASE FOR PRIMITIVE EPISCOPACY AT ROME

384. We now pass on to the West, and proceed to consider the 
origin of the Episcopate at Rome. Here the question is, on the 
whole, similar to the problem in Asia Minor, which we have 
just considered at length. But here there is, at least prima facie, 
more justification for the position taken by those who feel 
obliged to reject a strong but somewhat later tradition in 
the face of what they believe to be incompatible contemporary 
evidence. We must, then, do the same thing we did with the 
Asia Minor evidence; that is, we must first examine the tradition 
which tells us how the Episcopate originated at Rome, and try 
to evaluate its weight. Then, as we shall find it both clear and 
cogent, without being irresistible for a date as early as ± 95 a.d., 
we shall have to consider the earlier or fully contemporary evi
dence and see whether it is really incompatible with the weighty 
tradition just mentioned.

D ivision I

385. From a consideration of the Episcopal Lists in Eusebius 
and in the so-called Liberian Catalogue, scholars have come 
to the conclusion that these two lists depend on much earlier 
lists produced in the early third century by Julius Africanus 
(+220) and St. Hippolytus (+ 234). Moreover, modern scholar
ship has come with something approaching unanimity to the 
conclusion that these two lists, though differing somewhat in 
the form in ivhich they have been preserved to us in the two 
later sources named above, originally agreed perfectly in the 
names and in the order of those names, and almost perfectly 
(perhaps perfectly) in the term of years assigned to every Bish
op—at least as far down as the twelfth Bishop, Eleutherus, which 
is as far as matters directly for our present investigation. More
over, Julius Africanus was a scholar of outstanding ability for 
his day, even scoring at least one impressive victory over so 
redoubtable an antagonist as Origen, nnd enjoying the high 
esteem of Eusebius, which in itself is a weighty recommenda
tion. As to St. Hippolytus, he was himself a Roman, and a very 
strict and conservative traditionalist, and became late in his life a 
claimant to the Episcopate in the very succession he has pre
served for us. While the date of his catalogue is about 15 years



later than that of Africanus, that is more than compensated for 
by the fact that he must have known the tradition he there 
records from his early youth, which ought to take us back to 
at least ± 190 a .d. and probably considerably earlier (say 
±175 A.D. ) .

386. Some scholars have thought themselves to find a definite 
increase in the divergences in the lists of Africanus and St. 
Hippolytus for the portion of the list subsequent to Eleutherus. 
That would be for the portion of the list nearest to their own 
time. This would be very significant, if true. For usually we 
expect exactly the opposite. In fact, if true, this would strongly 
suggest that they were dependent on a common written source 
ending with Eleutherus, but were left each to his own knowl
edge or research for the more nearly contemporary part of the 
list. A fixed common tradition might seem at first sight to be 
an equally plausible explanation of their agreement in the early 
part of their respective lists. But this would not explain their 
increase in divergence for the very part of the tradition falling 
within their own lifetimes. Some have suggested an almost un
known but earlier chronicler, Brittius, as the author of such a 
hypothetical common source.

But as we know for certain of another list made earlier than 
theirs, and by a much more widely known and famous writer, 
and as there is some reason to think that this list included the 
length of the term of every Episcopate, and as this list originally 
reached down to Anicetus inclusive, and was later carried down 
to (or at least mentioned the names of) Soter and Eleutherus, 
the eleventh and twelfth Bishops respectively in the lists of 
Africanus and St. Hippolytus, it would seem more natural to 
conjecture that, if the supposed increase in the divergence of 
the two lists is real, and if it does not admit of an entirely differ
ent explanation, the common list on which they were probably 
dependent was that of Hegesippus. This conjecture would find 
some measure of confirmation from the fact that a case strong 
enough to satisfy such great scholars, and of such very diverg
ent viewpoints, as Bishop Lightfoet, Prof. C. H. Turner, Canon 
Streeter, Bishop Gore, and Professor Lawlor can be made out 
for the view that the list of Hegesippus is preserved in St. 
Epiphanius, and we know definitely that the names and order 
of the names in the Epiphanian list agree perfectly275 with the 
lists of Africanus and St. Hippolytus, as nearly all experts re
construct the two latter. More will be said below about Hege
sippus and his list, and about the possibility of it being pre
served in St. Epiphanius. But for the present it must suffice to

276 Save for the inconsequential variation between Cletus and Anencletus 
for the second Bishop.



say that there is at least dispute, and probably some reasonable 
doubt about the Epiphanian list being based on Hegesippus, 
and much more dispute coupled with certainly reasonable doubt 
about the other doubtful points referred to above in the two 
italicised if clauses. So it will be best to proceed without basing 
our results on the argument described in this paragraph. It is 
safe, however, to point out that if later investigations of scholars 
should confirm or tend to confirm the argument here described 
and left unused it would considerably strengthen the historical 
value of the two lists of Africanus and St. Hippolytus.
387. Proceeding, then, for the sake of caution, without making 
any use at all of the possibility that Africanus and St. Hippolytus 
may have used a common source for the part of their fists down 
to Eleutherus, we must work on the alternative hypothesis that 
they were both based on unwritten Roman tradition, knowable 
immediately to St. Hippolytus, and immediately or mediately 
to Africanus. In that case, the fact that the two fists agree so 
closely argues strongly for the view that, at least well prior to 
their dates of writing, the Roman Church had one harmonious 
and straightforward tradition as to who had been its first twelve 
Rishops, and also as to how long each one held the Episcopate. 
As pointed out above, the fact that St. Hippolytus must have 
known this same tradition from boyhood, being himself a Roman, 
carries it back with great probability to at least ± 175 a .d. And 
this inference is further strengthened by the evidence of St. 
Irenaeus. He writes about 185 a .d., but his information on the 
subject (unless one grants without further proof the widespread 
existence of the very tradition for which I am arguing) must 
have been gathered at least as early as about 177 a .d. when 
he made a trip to Rome as an envoy of the Church in Gaul, of 
which he was at that time a presbyter. It is asserted by one of 
the Irenaean manuscripts, and we have no reason in the way 
of evidence to cause us to doubt it, that he was in Rome at the 
time of the famous controversy about the proper date for the 
observance of Easter between St. Polycarp and Anicetus. If 
so, his information must reach back to that date, which must 
be very close to 155 a .d. Now his fist of Rishops, though it does 
not include dates, and hence cannot be the source of the dated 
fists of Africanus and St. Hippolytus, does agree with both 
those fists in the names given, and as to their order. This car
ries one consentient tradition back to at least 177 a .d. and quite 
probably to 155 a .d.
388. Rut we can carry this tradition, even in the definite form 
of written fists, back with overwhelming probability, if not ac
tual certainty, to the time of Anicetus. For we know from per



fectly definite quotations of Hegesippus preserved for us in 
Eusebius that he made out a succession-list down to Anicetus. 
Desperate efforts have been made to get rid of this extremely 
weighty piece of evidence in favor of the Apostolic origin of 
Episcopacy at Rome, but they are all most certainly vain. It 
has been egregiously proposed to read “a stay” (diatriben ) for 
“a succession-list” (d iad och e) . But not only is there no particle 
of textual evidence for this reading—in addition it contradicts 
the whole context, which tells 11s explicitly that Hegesippus came 
to Rome under Anicetus and stayed on until Eleutherus. Thus 
he cannot have made a stay until (or down to) Anicetus, since 
he did not even arrive until Anicetus was already occupying the 
episcopal chair. Both the unvarying reading of the manuscripts 
and the context require us to read “I made a succession-list down 
to Anicetus etc.” The only shadow of excuse for the suggested 
conjectural emendation was the contention that the Greek word 
diadoche could not mean a succession-list. But the use of the 
word to suggest the list lies so close to its admitted use to denote 
the individuals listed that the objection was never entitled to 
serious weight. And the evidence collected on the subject of 
Apostolic Succession and the use of “succession language” in the 
early Church down to Eusebius by Prof. C. H. Turner in his 
great essay on that subject in Dr. Swete’s collection of essays, 
The Early History of the Church and the Ministry, seems to put 
the matter beyond further dispute.

389. Now it is, as we saw above, the opinion of many great 
scholars that we have this very list preserved for us in St. Epiph- 
anius; and if so it agrees with the lists of St. Hippolytus, Afri
canus, and St. Irenaeus, at least as far as concerns the names in
cluded and the order of these names. Whether the list was a 
dated list is doubtful, even if the derivation of the list from Heg
esippus is admitted; and in any case only the terms of the first 
two Bishops is actually preserved. But, while I am inclined to 
agree with those who think that the Epiphanian list is depend
ent on Hegesippus, I prefer, because of the doubt that still re
mains, to proceed first without the benefit of this assumption at 
this stage of our argument. For it seems to me that, even if we 
set this assumption entirely aside, we must still come to the con
clusion that the names given, and the order in which they oc
curred, must in any case have agreed perfectly with the other 
three earliest extant lists mentioned at the beginning of this 
paragraph. There is no doubt that the work of Hegesippus was 
widely known and highly respected in the early Church. If, 
then, it contained a different tradition from the one we find in 
St. Irenaeus—Africanus—St. Hippolytus, why did not someone



follow him on the point at which he diverged from the alterna
tive tradition?

Moreover, where did he get hold of a divergent tradition? 
Is it probable that Rome had two different and divergent tra
ditions about her own episcopal succession? That would be a 
unique Church as far as we know; and it would be especially 
difficult to imagine such uncertainty in a Church as prominent 
and as universally known as the Roman Church. The proba
bility is that even other Churches would have known the names 
and order of the Bishops of the Roman Church, if there really 
was a succession of Bishops there reaching back to the Apostles; 
and would, conversely, have been aware of the fact—if it were 
a fact—that at first and for several decades there was no Bishop 
at Rome. Moreover, if there was by any chance a divergent 
tradition at Rome, why did it not leave some trace elsewhere 
than in Hegesippus, even if we could satisfactorily explain why 
none of the later lists followed Hegesippus? Scholars are agreed 
that such variations as we find in the later lists represent errors 
of transcription; or the confusion of the names Cletus and Anen- 
cletus with subsequent duplication and further resulting rear
rangements of other names; or the later tendency to put the 
Apostolic founder of Apostolic Churches at the head of their 
episcopal lists as the first Bishop, which was not the primitive 
conception. They agree that none of the later variations repre
sent divergent traditions, or even original divergences in the 
three or four lists from which the later lists are derived, with 
the probable exceptions of slight variations in the length of cer
tain episcopates.
390. There is an added reason for deeming it overwhelmingly 
probable that there was only one consentient tradition at Rome 
as to the names and order of the episcopal succession in that 
see, and that consequently the list of Hegesippus would have 
agreed with the lists of St. Irenaeus, Africanus, and St. Hippoly- 
tus. We know how the argument from the episcopal succes
sions was consistently used against heretics, Quartodecimans, 
and others who departed from the received tradition. If, then, 
any of these had been able either to show a divided and contra
dictory tradition in any Church, and especially in so important 
a Church as that of Rome, or still more if they had been able to 
challenge the historical accuracy of the succession pleaded 
against them, they would surely have been swift to bring it for
ward as a telling argument against their adversaries. But not 
only is there no evidence of this in the surviving fragments of 
their own writings; the Catholic Fathers would have been com
pelled to take notice of such an argument had it ever been used. 
The only reasonable inference, then, is that there was no di



vergence known to such dissenters to make such an argument 
possible. Finally, would not a conscientious historian like Euse
bius have been obliged to take account of such a divergence in 
one of his important sources, or at least to mention it, had he 
found any divergence in Hegesippus?

391. It seems, then, overwhelmingly probable that the list of 
Hegesippus gave the same names, and in the same order, as the 
lists of St. Irenaeus, Africanus, and St. Hippolytus. We may 
now, without making the above argument in any way dependent 
on it, support this argument with the contention of those scholars 
who believe that the actual list of Hegesippus has been pre
served in St. Epiphanius. Lightfoot first proposed this conclu
sion, backing it with arguments of considerable strength. Har- 
nack rejected it, on grounds that seem to the present writer far 
from decisive, to speak ,very reservedly. Subsequent German 
scholars seem to have taken Harnack’s objections as final, and 
have concentrated their fire almost entirely on Harnack’s own al
ternative theory which deduces the existence of a list earlier than 
that of St. Irenaeus. Thus, even if they have been completely 
successful in their attack on Harnack’s position, that still leaves 
open the possibility that they may not have been justified in 
treating Lightfoot’s conclusion as disposed of sufficiently. Mean
while, Lightfoot’s theory has been strengthened considerably by 
Prof. Lawlor, Prof. C. H. Turner, and Dr. Streeter, who has 
added the theory that St. Irenaeus himself was dependent on 
Hegesippus. The very tentative opinion of the present writer, 
for what it is worth, is that the above mentioned writers and 
Bishop Gore and others are probably right in accepting Light
foot’s contention. For the present, it must suffice to point out 
that if Lightfoot is right, then Hegesippus did definitely give a 
list agreeing with the other three writers often named above. 
If he is wrong, the argument given above will remain unaffected, 
and it already makes the point very probable anyway.
392. Further confirmation of the tradition involved in these 
early lists is to be found in Dionysius of Corinth, in the Mura- 
torian Fragment, and in Tertullian. We have already seen that 
Tertullian, as much as the four early writers who compiled ac
tual lists, believes that the Episcopate at Rome reaches back to 
the Apostles. The Muratorian Fragment dates the document 
called The Shepherd o f Hernias in the Episcopate of Pius, who 
was the Bishop before Anicetus, and speaks in such a way as to 
imply that there had been other holders of the Episcopate be
fore Pius, and also that the names and dates of the Bishops were 
well enough known to be conveniently used as a medium for 
dating other events. This evidence of the Muratorianum would



not be of much importance, applying as it does to the latter part 
of the episcopal list only, were it not for the amazing fact that 
some scholars of real repute have actually suggested that Anice- 
tus was the first Bishop of Rome, and that all in the list before 
him were at most presidents of the college of persbyter-bishops, 
and that every one was merely primus inter pares. As to Diony
sius of Corinth, he wrote in the time of Soter who succeeded 
Anicetus somewhere about 165 A.D. He was himself Bishop of 
the very Church to which the document we now call First Clem
ent was written. And he has not the slightest doubt, nor knowl
edge of doubt on the part of anyone else, that I Clement was 
written by St. Clement himself, and that he was Bishop at the 
time he wrote it in the same sense in which Soter was at the 
time Dionysius was writing.
393. Thus we seem justified in concluding with probability so 
high as to approach closely to certitude that at the time Hege- 
sippus first came to Rome there was already in complete posses
sion at Rome a consentient and unchallenged tradition which as
serted that the Episcopate at Rome reached back all the way 
to the Apostles St. Peter and St. Paul, and could give the names 
and order of the Bishops all the way from Saints Linus, Cletus, 
and Clement—the first three—down to Anicetus, the contempo
rary Bishop, and his predecessor, Pius. How much is such a 
tradition worth, judged at the bar of scientific and impartial 
history?

D ivision  II

394. To answer this question, we must realize the great and 
essential difference between a tradition attested  by the writers 
we have studied, and an isolated fact attested by the same 
writers, but not—as far as can be ascertained—vouched for by a 
real tradition, consentient and unchallenged. Even the latter 
would be strong attestation, coming from so many writers, so 
early, and representing such a broad base of presumable in
formation. But it is as nothing compared to the weight of such 
a tradition as the one we have found convincing reasons to pos
tulate. Let us take the year 160 a .d. as a good mean date for 
the production of the list of Hegesippus. At that date, a man 
80 years of age would have been a boy of about 16 at the time 
St. Clement wrote his letter to the Corinthians. That would be 
old enough to know of his own certain personal knowledge 
whether or not St. Clement had been a Bishop. There were, in 
all probability, several octogenarians in a Church as large as the 
Roman. It is, of course, true that Hegesippus may not have met 
any of them. But the point is that they could have corrected



the tradition if it were asserting anything contrary to fact, and an 
erroneous tradition could hardly have been consentient and un
challenged as long as they were alive.

Moreover, people around 50 to 60 years of age at that time 
would have had parents who were full grown in the last days of 
St. Clement, and they would have heard not once or twice but 
many times from the lips of those parents about the old days. 
Even people of 25 or 30 years would have had, at least in many 
cases, grandparents who had lived down to their later youth or 
early manhood, and who had been adults in the closing days of 
the life of St. Clement. All these so far mentioned would have 
known either first hand or at the worst second hand whether St. 
Clement had been a Bishop. But even those who had their con
victions on this point based on third, fourth, fifth, or sixth hand 
testimony would still be very unlikely to go astray on a point 
of this sort. To see this, let us realize first that any tradition they 
received would be subject to challenge and correction by those 
who had first or second hand information.
395. But further, let us ask how many Americans at present 
know who were our first three presidents by anything more than 
what we mean when we speak of the tradition at Rome. There 
are, of course, archives to consult nowadays if any doubt were 
raised, and there may have been no archives at Rome as early as 
160 a.d., though we are by no means sure of this. But hOw many 
Americans have verified their opinion on this point by resort to 
the archives, or have it at first or second hand? Very, very few, 
we may be sure! Yet they can all tell you, and tell you accur
ately, who was the first president; and most can tell you who 
were the second and third. Incidentally, the fact that I had to 
insert the word “most” in the last clause of the preceding sen
tence shows an important flaw in the argument of those who ad
mit that the list of Roman Bishops is very weighty evidence for 
those near to its date of compilation, but urge that it is of much 
less weight for the names further back near the beginning of the 
list. Broadly speaking, of course, this idea is perfectly sound. 
But it overlooks the important psychological fact that just as 
every American school child can tell you who was the first presi
dent of the United States, so every Roman Christian could have 
told you who was their first Bishop, and how they got him. 
Also, while few could name the whole list of our presidents and 
the dates of their administrations by heart, yet the interested in
quirer would have little trouble finding out enough to make an 
accurate list for himself. And while the majority might not be 
able to tell you offhand whether John Quincy Adams was the 
fourth or sixth or tenth president, few would have to hesitate, 
even, as to whether he had been a president at all, or merely a



governor of one of the states in the days before we had any 
presidents. But even if they could hesitate and err on this 
point, it would be even harder to get an erroneous tradition as 
to some better known name like Monroe of Monroe Doctrine 
fame, or Andrew Jackson, or Lincoln, or Jefferson.

Even most of our history textbooks for school children in all 
probability rest their list of presidents on what is really tradition 
rather than on any real verification of the tradition, and this be
cause the authors rightly know that the tradition is so certain 
that it would be quixotic and a waste of time to verify it. What 
chance would there have been for an inquiring historian coming 
to Washington, D. C., in the days of Lincoln to get an erroneous 
list of our presidents—and especially of our first three, let alone 
the very first—ox to secure in good faith a list going back to (say) 
1763 or even 1783; or including someone like Franklin, who had 
been a man of national note but never president; or to get the 
governor of some state into his list as a president earlier than 
Washington; or to get some official under the Articles of Con
federation into his list as such a president? And if by any 
chance such an incredible error did occur, what chance would 
there be of four historians falling into the same identical error, 
even if we imagine the later three to have known the first, and 
to have used him as a source? Certainly, Hegesippus was not 
the only source of information about the Roman episcopal list 
for St. Irenaeus, Africanus, and St. Hippolytus.
396. Now to the early Christians, their Bishops were at least 
as important as our presidents are to us. Hence we would ex
pect every Roman Christian to be able to name at least their 
first Bishop; and any other especially notable Bishop who had 
made a mark on the whole world, like St. Clement; and, in all 
probability, the whole list as long as it was a short list of only 10 
names, as it was at the earliest date at which we know it to have 
been put into writing. There is no reason to suppose, as Dr. 
Streeter does, that any investigation would be required of Hege
sippus in compiling his list. Simple inquiry would suffice, and 
would produce the same result ten times over, if he asked that 
many people. Moreover, we may judge from the way Hegesip
pus had close personal contact with the Bishop of Corinth during 
his stay there, plus the general custom of expecting the Bishop 
in those early days to show hospitality to strangers, that he 
would have had personal access to the Bishop at Rome also, and 
thus would have the most authentic information possible. The 
making out of his succession lists seems to have been one of the 
main objectives of his peregrinations; so we may be confident 
that he would use his best and most authoritative contacts at 
Rome to assure accuracy.



Of course, our comparison between the episcopal list and our 
list of presidents is not a complete parallel at all points. Our 
modern age is more critical about precise historical accuracy than 
were the first two Christian centuries, though we have no right 
to assume that they were indifferent to such matters. Then 
again, we have the printing press, and with it newspapers and 
school textbooks; and we have the radio. All these points, and 
possibly others, make the argument somewhat weaker for the 
first two Christian centuries than for the two latest. But, even 
making all fair allowance for this, we still must conclude that a 
consentient and undisputed tradition at Rome about the year 
160 a .d. on such a point, which would be open to the knowledge 
of every Christian, however humble, is entitled to very great 
weight. It would not, of course, be infallible. Accordingly, it 
must be given up, or modified as much as necessary, if we find 
it in really irreconcilable conflict with earlier or better evidence. 
But it presents an overwhelming prima facie  case, and one that 
must be accepted unless such a conflict can be shown to exist, 
not merely on the surface, or in matters of terminology, but after 
thorough study and in matters of substance—the things repre
sented by the names.

397. But before we go on to examine the evidence that is sup
posed by some to make this tradition untenable, let us first set 
clown certain further matters that add very materially to its al
ready quite considerable strength. First of all, there is the possi
bility—we cannot say more—suggested by Canon Streeter with 
much plausibility that there may already have been a list of 
Roman Bishops to be prayed for or commemorated in the Lit
urgy. The liturgy given in the A. T. of St. Hippolytus contains 
no such list, and this is adverse to the suggestion, but not neces
sarily decisively so. I have discussed, in my book, The Early Eu
charist, several reasons which may have prompted St. Hippolytus 
to abbreviate his Consecration Prayer at an Ordination Euchar
ist. If Dr. Streeter’s suggestion be in accord with historical 
fact, it is clear that it would considerably strengthen the his
torical value of the traditional list.

398. Then, secondly, there is another suggestion made by Dr. 
Streeter, depending on a very interesting study by Dr. George 
La Piana of Harvard. It is that the practice referred to by St. 
Irenaeus, when he speaks of the Roman Bishops as far back as 
Sixtus “sending the Eucharist” to the Quartodecimans without 
requiring them to abandon their practice as to the date for 
keeping Easter, was the custom later associated with the fermen- 
tum. This seems a far less conjectural suggestion than the one 
considered above, and I for one consider it so superior to any



other known interpretation as to demand our acceptance unless 
and until a more plausible interpretation can be discovered.

However, it seems to me that Dr. Streeter errs in supposing 
it to have any bearing on the beginning of the Episcopate at 
Rome, or even on any important enlargement of its powers or 
prestige. It seems clearly to the present writer to presuppose 
them rather than to be, even in part, their cause. If it be asked 
why St. Irenaeus does not, in that case, mention the other 
Bishops before Sixtus, two possible answers suggest themselves. 
It may well be that it was in the time of Sixtus that the Quarto- 
deciman issue was first raised. In that case, the practice concern
ing the fermentum  may have been already in use. Or it may be 
that the practice itself began at that time, marking the beginning 
of what may be called the parochial system. I would suggest 
that originally, when the Christians were very few, all could 
meet in one house-church. Then, as their number increased, it 
became necessary to hold several smaller meetings at different 
houses. These two first hypothetical stages would have taken 
place while colleges of bishops were still the highest regular 
officials in the local Churches. Then, the Christians managed to 
arrange to hold one large meeting of the whole local Church in 
the catacombs, or some other suitable place. It would probably 
be during this third stage that the Roman Church was provided 
by the Apostle (s?) with their first Bishop, who was not yet so 
called. Then, as further growth, or the dangers of persecution, 
or some other unknown cause made it impossible or undesirable 
to meet all in one place, the Bishop ( possibly not even remem
bering that there had once been a time when the Church met in 
several places) authorized some of his bishops to offer the Eu
charist at the meetings he was not able to attend in person, and 
(possibly to emphasize or symbolize the unity of the Church, or 
possibly to make his own control of these separate meetings, with 
their potentialities of schism, more secure) instituted the prac
tice of sending to the celebrant at every such meeting some of 
the Consecrated Bread from the Bishop’s Eucharist. He may even 
have actually forbidden the offering of the Eucharist at all unless 
this fermentum  was granted. If such an explanation of the prac
tice concerning the fermentum  is correct, it would be, as said 
above, an indication of powers and prestige already possessed 
and unquestioned, not the source of those powers, even in part. 
Hence the true inference to draw from Dr. Streeter’s very prob
able suggestion is that the Episcopate (whether yet so called  or 
not) was already long and securely established by the time Six
tus presided over the Roman Church.
399. A third point that makes the Roman tradition on this 
point more weighty as historical evidence is the fact that these



episcopal lists were used repeatedly-, as the chief argument of 
the orthodox, against both Quartodecimans and heretics of all 
sorts. We know this was the argument of Hegesippus, St. Iren- 
aeus, Tertullian, and many other later writers. We have every 
reason to suppose it was the same with those who at still earlier 
dates argued with St. Polycarp or other still earlier Quartodeci
mans, and with Marcion, Valentinus, Cerdon, Marcellina, and 
other earlier heretics. Every one of these viewpoints had rep
resentatives right there on the ground in the Roman Church. 
They would have been able to strike a telling blow at the palmary 
argument of their opponents if they had been able to show any 
flaw in the lists produced against them, or even to raise any real 
doubt about their accuracy. And clearly they ought have had— 
or to have been able to secure—the information with which to 
refute the orthodox argument, had there been any flaw in it. 
Yet with every motive to do so, they did not. We can only con
clude that the reason was that they could not. Out of all the 
Quartodecimans and heretics at Rome in the time of Anicetus, 
and even of Pius and Hyginus, the ninth and eighth names in the 
list, not one could find any grounds on which to challenge the 
succession list already traditional and used so tellingly against 
them by their opponents.

I am justified in naming those two earlier Bishops because 
we know that some of the heretics named above came to Rome 
as early as their Episcopates. And we may be sure that they had 
to meet the same argument as their later followers. The argu
ment from the episcopal lists used by Hegesippus, St. Irenaeus, 
Tertullian, etc. seems to have been simply the stock argument of 
all the orthodox from the first. And we may be sure, moreover, 
that if the orthodox had changed their line of argument we 
would have found the opposition making capital of this fact, and 
the orthodox forced to defend the shift. But in fact we find nei
ther. Thus the probability is that the same tradition we have 
definitely established for the time of Anicetus goes back at least 
20 years earlier to the Episcopate of Hyginus. Moreover, the 
statement of St. Irenaeus, considered above when discussing the 
fermentum, seems to indicate that the friction with the Quarto
decimans began as early as the Episcopate of Sixtus, which be
gan about the time St. Ignatius came to Rome. And we may be 
especially certain that with them an appeal was made to the 
Roman tradition reaching back to the Apostolic founders against 
the claim of the Asiatics to base their practice on a tradition 
coming to them from St. John. But if at that time the anti-Quar- 
todecimans had urged a different means of authenticating the 
tradition from the episcopal list later urged, the Asiatics would 
again have been sure to make capital of the fact when St. Poly



carp and Anicetus had what was probably the first great crisis 
and showdown on the issue about 155 a.d. Moreover, if at that 
time Anicetus had pleaded a list which was unhistorical, we can 
justifiably imagine St. Polycarp saying, “Don’t make me laugh! 
I was myself Bishop of Smyrna at the time Clement died, and I 
know fairly well what was going on in the rest of the Church 
during the years I was Bishop there. There was not any such 
thing as a Bishop in Borne at that time, or for some time after 
that. Try again!” Yet we may be sure he was able to say noth
ing of that sort. For if he had been, it would have been impossi
ble to use that very same list against the heretics a few years 
later when Hegesippus made out his list. St. Polycarp would 
have been sure to pass on to the Asiatics at Rome the argument 
that carried the victory for him; and it is unthinkable that, if 
they knew of such a flaw in the Roman argument, the informa
tion would never have fallen into the hands of any of the here
tics. Yet if it had, they would have been sure to use it, and the 
orthodox Fathers would have been forced to reply. Their writ
ings are sufficiently voluminous on this subject to make it likely 
that we would have found traces of such controversy had it ever 
taken place.

It weakens the preceding argument little, if at all, to urge 
that the orthodox could have made just as efficacious a plea with 
a list of presidents of a college of presbyter-bishops, or even with 
the whole college itself, so that it would have done the Asiatics 
and the heretics little good to refute the argument based on the 
episcopal lists. Since it is a tradition that is in question, the 
point is of course well taken as far as concerns its intrinsic merits. 
But that in no way alters the fact of human psychology that if 
one can answer an argument of an opponent in the form in 
which that opponent urges it, one is nearly always eager to do so, 
regardless of whether it admits of being restated in a form that 
would circumvent the answer. Moreover, as far as the whole 
college type of succession is concerned, it is at least possible, 
and in the case of Asiatics quite probable, that the opposition 
could have named at least a few presbyters out of the whole 
number of the past, who had shared their views. Nor would 
the gulf have been so great between such presbyters and a mere 
president of their college as if that “president” were not a mere 
primus inter pares but a monarchical Bishop. Thus the opposi
tion would have had at least some gains from such a hypotheti
cal victory which could not have been overcome by simply re
stating the orthodox argument.
400. A fourth point that adds still further to the historical 
weight of the Roman tradition is the fact that the different Epis
copates seem to have been used habitually as a means of dating



events by the early Christians. It is true that we do not have 
many preserved cases of this practice. But they are enough to 
show that it was a practice, and that consequently there must 
have been many more cases which have not come down to us. 
Now not only do the few cases that have come down to us al
ways check with the traditional dates for the different Episco
pates, in the few cases where there is any way to check the 
matter at all. What is even more important, the practice itself 
implies that not only the names and order of the names, but 
even, at least to some extent, the dates or durations of the several 
Episcopates must have been a matter of common knowledge. 
But if so, then the list, at least so far as it was a matter of com
mon knowledge, must have been accurate. For it is very im
probable that an apocryphal tradition as detailed as seems pre
supposed here could have originated and gained such universal 
acceptance as is probably implied. And, as said just above, the 
accuracy of the list, including even the dates, is triumphantly 
vindicated in the few cases where it is possible to check it. Thus 
today most scholars are inclined to accept the list, including the 
dates, as reliable, at least to the extent that such men and in such 
order were for such numbers of years solitary heads of the 
Roman Church, even if their headship was of the much more 
modest sort of a president of a college of essentially equal pres
byter-bishops rather than the decisive superiority of a monarchi
cal Bishop. Whether there is sufficient reason for thus treating 
these lists as attesting something quite different from what they 
profess to attest—and what, at least for the latter part of the list 
they are certainly correct in attesting, for at least several Bishops 
before Anicetus—is a matter we shall consider fully at a slightly 
later point. For the present, suffice it to say that IF  a dated list 
was already traditional ( that is, a matter of common knowledge) 
at Rome by the time of Anicetus or before, it greatly strengthens 
the general historical value of such a list, for the reason given 
above in this present paragraph. Incidentally, it would increase 
greatly the probability (which is very slight, as far as the direct 
evidence goes) that the list of Hegesippus, if it really is the list 
preserved in St. Epiphanius, was a dated  list.

D ivision  III

401. Finally, we come to the direct evidence of St. Ignatius, 
which provides exceedingly strong support to the tradition at
tested in the evidence we have so far examined. St. Ignatius, to 
be sure, was not a Roman. But there was a good deal of inter
communication among the early Christians, especially among 
the larger Churches, and particularly among their leaders. More-



over, whatever is to be said for the idea of “corresponding secre
taries” in Rome or elsewhere before the monarchical Episcopate 
originated, there can, I think, be no doubt that after Bishops had 
come into being it was the function of the Bishop to write and 
receive official letters to and from other Churches. If, then, it 
had been the duty of St. Ignatius to write so much as one letter 
to the Church at Rome during his whole Episcopate, or to re
ceive one such letter from the Roman Church, he would inevita
bly have found out (even if he did not know already in a hun
dred other ways) whether there was a Bishop at Rome.

It is no answer to this argument to point to I Clement, and 
say that even after receiving such a letter he might have re
mained as much in doubt as we are. For we have only the let
ter, and not the messenger who carried I  Clement, and who 
would have told the recipients, if they did not already know, 
who sent the letter, and who wrote it, and who he was. The 
fact that the Corinthian Church knew the answers to these ques
tions in the time of Dionysius, and could not have discovered 
them from the document itself, makes this point clear, even if 
the reasoning just employed left any room for doubt. Thus, the 
testimony of St. Ignatius as to the existence of a Bishop at Rome, 
if we can ascertain clearly what he thought, will be of the great
est weight, if not completely decisive. Nevertheless, let us dis
tinguish carefully, in our study of the testimony of St. Ignatius, 
between the two very distinct questions—what did St. Ignatius 
think? AND was he right? We take the former question' only 
at this point.

On this point, despite the inference some have drawn from 
the silence of his Epistle to the Romans, there can be no reason
able doubt. St. Ignatius says that the Threefold Ministry, includ
ing Bishops, is established to the limits of the world. That must 
mean at least one Bishop in the West; and if there was only one, 
certainly a Bishop at Rome must have been that one. He says 
that without these three orders of Ministers no Church is enti
tled to the name; and in his Epistle to the Romans, he hails that 
Church as the greatest of all Churches. That sounds as if in his 
opinion it were entitled to the name; it must have had a Bishop, 
at least as far as his opinion is concerned. He speaks of the 
Bishops in such a way as to show that he considered them to 
exist by Divine appointment. As his own memory would be 
sufficient to show him that they did not go back to Christ Him
self, that can only mean mediate Divine appointment, i. e. Apos
tolic institution. The inference is that he not only knew (or at 
least believed he knew) that Rome had a Bishop, but that he 
thought their succession of Bishops reached back to the Apos
tles. His respect for the Roman Church, even allowing for all
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probable captatio benevolentiae, is incompatible with the sup
position that he knew perfectly well it lacked something which 
he believed to be of Divine authority, absolutely essential, and 
universal. Hence his testimony as to the existence of Episco
pacy at Rome is clear beyond reasonable doubt, for what it is 
worth. And we saw reasons just above for concluding that his 
opinion, whatever it was, could hardly be mistaken on such a 
point as this.
402. I said above “knew perfectly well” because the only 
worthwhile objection that can be raised to the above reading of 
the belief of St. Ignatius rests not on an attempt to prove that he 
was mistaken but that he was fully aware of the “fact” alleged by 
many modern scholars that there was no Bishop at Rome, and 
that his knowledge was the reason he makes no reference to any 
Bishop in his Epistle to the Romans. So many and such famous 
scholars have attached weight to this argument that I feel obliged 
to deal with it fully.
403. The argument from silence is always, or almost always, 
very precarious. It is of no weight at all unless the body of evi
dence that is silent is considerable; or else unless, in a small 
body of literature, there seems some convincing reason why the 
writer must have mentioned the point about which he is silent 
if he knew of it. And even when one of these conditions is ful
filled, there is always, or nearly always, the chance to be con
sidered that the writer passed over the point for some other rea
son than ignorance of it. Nor is this chance usually a slim one. 
Many cases can be produced where one or both of the above 
conditions are fulfilled, where the source or sources are never
theless silent, and yet where it can be proved to demonstration 
that the reason, although unassignable by us with anything ap
proaching confidence, cannot possibly have been ignorance. For 
all these reasons, the argument under consideration, being a 
pure and simple argument from silence, would be of very ques
tionable weight, even if nothing more could be said against it.
404. But in this case, it is the silence of only one Epistle, out 
of seven by the same writer; and in the other six he says things, 
quoted above, which are—and (what is still more decisive) adopts 
an attitude which is—in the judgment of the present writer, ut
terly incompatible with the theory that he knew perfectly well 
that the whole of the West had a different organization from 
that which he declares to be universal, essential to the very es
sence of a Church, and of Divine origin. To be sure, we must 
understand what he means by these statements. He knows full 
well that he himself is the only Bishop in Syria. That must warn 
us against thinking that he imagines every town in all parts of



the world to have a Bishop. If he could speak as he does, know
ing that Antioch was the only city in Syria that had a Bishop, we 
must allow that he might also have thought that a single Bishop 
in Rome for Italy, in Carthage for Africa, in Lyons for Gaul, in 
Cordova for Spain, in Athens, Thessalonica, or (possibly, by his 
date) in Corinth for Greece and the rest of the Balkan peninsula, 
and possibly in Milan for Northern Italy would be quite suffi
cient to justify what he, undoubtedly sincerely, held concerning 
Episcopacy. It is not impossible that one single Bishop in Rome 
for the whole West would have seemed sufficient in the eyes of 
St. Ignatius to justify his position, as long as he knew that the 
rest of the West was, at least in a general way, under the over
sight of this Bishop with or without the assistance of such other 
deutero-Apostles as were still alive and conducting an itinerant 
ministry at that date.

Of course, these surviving deutero-Apostles must be taken 
into account276 as a partial and probably important explanation 
of the way St. Ignatius reconciled his claims for Episcopacy with 
the absence of more than one Bishop in Syria, of more than a 
few—or possibly only one—in the whole West, and probably277 
any Bishop at all in Philippi. Moreover, though we are not jus
tified in concluding from I Clement that there was still no Bishop 
in Corinth in 115 a .d . when St. Ignatius wrote, there clearly 
was none there when St. Clement wrote, and St. Ignatius in all 
probability must have known this quite well. Thus we must not 
put too rigid an interpretation on the language of St. Ignatius. 
But even after making all possible allowance for this, it seems 
utterly impossible to suppose that he knew there was no single 
Bishop in the whole West278 without challenging completely his 
veracity and sincerity. And this we have no slightest justification 
for doing, despite Dr. Streeter’s celebrated resort to psychology 
in his effort to minimize the force of the Ignatian evidence. In 
fact, even Dr. Streeter himself does not doubt that St. Ignatius 
at least sincerely thought there was a true Bishop at Rome. And 
it will do no good in connection with the present immediate 
issue to say that he may have been mistaken, for that would not 
account for his silence, the explanation of which we are now con
sidering. Thus we must not allow what he says or clearly im
plies elsewhere to be cancelled—let alone completely outweighed 
—by his mere silence in Romans.
405. Moreover, there are special reasons for discounting the 
weight of this particular argument from silence. St. Ignatius’

278 On the theory of the origin of the Episeopate being developed in this 
book, which cannot without begging the question be either assumed as 
true or rejected as false at this stage of our argument.
277 For the reasons for some doubt on this point, see elsewhere in this book.
278 Including, in that case, in all probability, the whole Balkan peninsula.
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Epistle to the Romans does not fulfill either one of the condi
tions under which we saw above that the argument from silence 
is entitled to be taken seriously. It is not a very long letter, and 
there is nothing in it which in any way requires a mention of 
the Bishop had there been one. We find St. Ignatius intent in 
this letter on one and only one thing from beginning to end. 
That is that no one at Rome should do anything to save him from 
martyrdom, thus robbing him of the martyr’s crown. Now it 
would not be the Bishop, or any of the clergy, who would be 
most likely to possess, and dare to exercise, such influence in 
official secular circles at Rome. Any such effort would simply 
invite martyrdom for them also as leaders of an illicit religion. 
It was the influence of some prominent layman—prominent not 
as a Christian but despite his religion—which St. Ignatius proba
bly feared. Hence he had no need to mention the Bishop.

Perhaps it might be replied that at least he would be sure to 
mention the Bishop in the Proem of the Epistle. But a careful 
inspection of his other Epistles disposes decisively of this con
tention. The letter to St. Polycarp, being purely personal, can
not be cited as a parallel case. But in the remaining five letters, 
which are parallel cases, the Bishop is mentioned in the Proem of 
only one. Nor will it answer this fact to argue that in those 
letters the Bishop is mentioned later. That is true, but it can 
have no bearing on the absence of mention in the Proem unless 
it be taken to imply that there was a deliberate connection in 
the mind of St. Ignatius between the omission in one place and 
his mention in another. This is most unlikely. Nor is it likely 
that when St. Ignatius wrote or dictated the Proem of the letter 
to Rome he had an already formed intention not to mention the 
Bishop later on in the letter. The probability is that he never 
gave that matter a thought. There was simply no need to men
tion the Bishop in pressing his petition, and that was the only 
reason he was not mentioned.

That this, rather than the non-existence of a Bishop there, is 
the reason for this silence, is in my opinion proved beyond all 
possibility of reasonable doubt by the fact that neither presby
ters, bishops, or deacons are mentioned at all in the whole letter. 
Yet there can be no possible doubt that there were bishops and 
deacons at Rome from the time of I Clement onwards. The 
same explanation that accounts for the omission of any reference 
to these will account at least equally well for the omission of 
any reference to the Bishop. I do not intend, by this argument, 
to express any decided opinion as to whether the monarchical 
head of the Roman Church was called  by the name Bishop by 
115 a.d. He certainly was not at the time of I Clement.
406. An insistent supporter of this particular argument from



silence might still urge that with his intense zeal for Episcopacy, 
St. Ignatius would have been sure to go out of his way to men
tion the Bishop, had there been one, even though his argument 
in no way required such mention. But unless we mistakenly 
agree with Dr. Streeter in imagining St. Ignatius to be fighting 
for something that was being vigorously opposed and contested 
by others in the Church, this argument loses all its force. And 
if we do so agree with Dr. Streeter’s theory, it seems clear that 
the silence tells in the opposite direction. For certainly one 
who had an obsession about Episcopacy would have been much 
more likely to pass over the matter in silence in the case of a 
Church in which everything was as he thought it ought to be 
than in the case of a Church which, to his knowledge, lacked 
something which he deemed absolutely essential. St. Ignatius 
does not show himself backward in exhorting other Churches 
about points he considers defective. To be sure, he often does 
it under the guise of an assurance that he “knows it is not neces
sary, but—;” or that he “knows they do these things already.” 
But he could have used the same rhetorical device had he wanted 
to exhort the Roman Church to remedy some essential defect.

If, on the other hand, the persistent objector prefers to argue 
that St. Ignatius was concerned primarily about heresy and 
schism, and not about the form of organization, so long as here
tics and schismatics submitted to it whatever it was, he will find 
himself still unable to explain why in that case St. Ignatius d̂oes 
not exhort the Romans to the same subjection and obedience to 
their “bishops and deacons” which he inculcates to the Bishop, 
presbyters, and deacons in the other five Churches to which he 
writes. Or rather, to be more precise, he will be forced to ac
cept as sufficient the very explanation which he refuses to ad
mit to be sufficient to account for the failure of St. Ignatius to 
mention the monarchical Bishop. That is, of course, one of two 
things: either St. Ignatius knows of no major problems of heresy 
and schism in the Roman Church to make such exhortation nec
essary, or else he fears to speak as frankly to them as to the 
other Churches, for fear that by so doing he might prejudice the 
reception of his urgent plea not to be saved from gaining a mar
tyr’s crown.
407. On the whole, then, it seems to me that in this particular 
case it is possible to show with complete decisiveness that the 
silence of St. Ignatius is not due to his knowledge or opinion that 
there was no Bishop at Rome. But if not, then we must allow 
full weight to the things he says elsewhere, as quoted in summary 
above, and these implied beyond any reasonable doubt that 
there was a Bishop at Rome. Thus we have a man who is a 
strict contemporary and presumably one of the best informed



leaders of the Church testifying to the same thing about 115 a .d. 
which was asserted by the very weighty tradition that we were 
able to trace back with approximate certainty to 160 a .d. and with 
very high probability to the time of Hyginus, c. 140 a .d. In 
fact, we saw good reason, though less decisive than in the two 
preceding cases, for thinking it to reach back to the Episcopate 
of Sixtus. And that, significantly enough, is just the time of the 
visit of St. Ignatius to Rome. This combination of facts, taken 
with all the other points developed above, which tend to 
strengthen or confirm the tradition, entitles us to conclude with 
complete assurance, that the tradition is accurate AT LEAST as 
far back as Sixtus, UNLESS there is better evidence to the con
trary than that we have so far marshalled. And in saying “at 
least” we do not imply that there is any reason in what we have 
seen so far for thinking that it is any less reliable back behind 
Sixtus and St. Ignatius. We must now turn, in our two next 
chapters, to the crucial question as to whether there is any rea
son in other evidence sufficient to force us to set aside such very 
weighty evidence as we have found so far.



Chapter XXII

DID ST. IGNATIUS FIND A BISHOP AT ROME?

408. We must now in the present chapter cross examine the 
objections which are usually raised to the historicity of the points 
attested by the great body of evidence we have marshalled in the 
preceding chapter. We ask first in this chapter only whether 
the tradition is historical as far back as St. Ignatius inclusive.

Since we are for the present asking only whether the tradition 
is historical as far back as Sixtus and St. Ignatius, we need not 
consider at this stage the evidence of I Clement and The Shep
herd o f Hennas, if the latter is dated, as many scholars do, at 
about the same date as I Clement. For in that case, even if they 
prove, when taken together, as many think, that there was no 
single monarchical head of the Roman Church at the time they 
attest (i.e., c. 96 a .d. ), it would be obligatory for the impartial 
historian to conclude, on the basis of the rest of the evidence 
produced already, that one had come into being before 115 a.d. 
And the 20 year interval could not be held to be so short as to 
make this impossible, if the two other hypothetical data were both 
securely established. We must, then, confine ourselves to/ evi
dence as late as 115 a .d. or later. For there is none in between 
c. 96 a.d. and 115 a .d.

Division I

409. Now of such evidence there are, as far as I know, only 
four pieces seriously alleged. And one of those we have already 
examined—the silence of St. Ignatius in his Epistle to the Romans. 
We have seen that this objection is entirely devoid of weight. I 
shall take the three other pieces of evidence serially.

A passage taken by St. Epiphanius279 from the Syntagma 
of St. Hippolytus tells how Marcion came to Rome “after the 
death of Hyginus, Bishop of Rome.” Yet in describing the ac
tual dealings of the Church of Rome with Marcion, only the 
“presbyters” are mentioned. We are asked to draw the infer
ence that “a college of presbyters” was at the head of the Roman 
Church, and consequently no monarchical Bishop.

I respectfully submit that it would take stronger evidence 
than that to overthrow such extremely weighty evidence as we 
have seen to prove that there was a Bishop at Rome at that tim'v

279 Haeres. 42 :1 .



All the evidence produced above, even the Muratorianum, proves 
beyond any possibility of doubt that there must have been a 
Bishop at Rome by the time of Pius, even if sufficient grounds 
could be discovered for surrendering the tradition at an earlier 
date, farther from the evidence. The very people who unani
mously held this tradition c. 160 a.d. would, most of them, have, 
been old enough to remember whether Pius had been a Bishop or 
something different which was later (only one Episcopate later) 
changed into a Bishop. All the supporting arguments drawn 
above from the use of the episcopal lists against Quartodecimans 
and heretics tell with invincible force against any doubts at such 
a late date. Imagine Anicetus using against St. Polycarp the 
same appeal to tradition used by Hegesip|)us, if he himself had 
been the first or second Bishop! Or imagine Hegesippus getting 
an entirely different appeal to tradition c. 160 from the one Ani
cetus had relied on less than 10 years earlier! Moreover, some of 
the heretical leaders, including Marcion himself, came to Rome 
(if this objection is any good) before the Episcopate originated. 
Yet we know that the appeal to the Episcopal successions was 
used against them later as the chief of all the arguments of the 
orthodox. Surely if, as we saw above, the argument from the 
generally received Roman tradition is strong even for the early 
part of the list, it is absolutely invincible for a date as late as the 
Episcopate of Pius.

That being the case, we should expect to find the evidence 
for the contrary conclusion very weak, since contradictory con
clusions cannot both be simultaneously true. And we are not 
disappointed. The very passage on which the argument is based 
calls Hyginus Bishop of Rome. Moreover, it says that Marcion 
came after the death  of Hyginus. Since both St. Epiphanius and 
his source, St. Plippolytus, believed that the Episcopal succes
sion at Rome went all the way back to the Apostles, it is certain 
that they believed Pius also to have been a Bishop. If, then, we 
get “after the death of Hyginus,” rather than “during the Episco
pate of Pius,” the obvious inference is that he arrived during the 
vacancy in the See. That would by itself be a sufficient expla
nation of his having to deal with presbyters only.

However, that explanation is not necessary to reconcile with 
the tradition the data on which the objection rests. For we saw 
above in our study of the use of the term “presbyter” that it was 
still sometimes used, even long after the Episcopate originated, to 
apply to full and unquestioned monarchical Bishops. The expla
nation of this we also saw above, and I think we saw that it does 
not favor the idea that the Episcopate emerged gradually out of 
the presbyterate. But whether we accept the latter conclusion 
or not, it is obvious from the continued application of the term



‘presbyter” to full Bishops that here it does not in any way what
soever exclude Pius, nor reduce him to the status of a primus 
inter pares, nor even of one at some stage of the development 
between a primus inter pares and a full Bishop. For it is applied 
to some who are adm itted by all to be full Bishops, as for exam
ple to Anicetus and St. Polycarp, and even to Eleutherus, the 
twelfth Bishop in the Roman lists, to say nothing of the Apos
tles St. Peter and St. John. The passage, then, describes the 
dealings of the hierarchy at Rome with Marcion. It does not 
tell us whether that hierarchy included a Bishop and his college 
of “fellow-presbyters”280 or a college of essentially equal presby
ter-bishops without any monarchical Bishop at their head. But 
other evidence has told us, and told us quite decisively. There 
is nothing here to lead us to question the other evidence.
410. Let us now pass on to consider the next piece of evidence. 
The indefatigable traducers of the Roman Episcopal succession 
combine two bits of evidence from St. Irenaeus and Tertullian to 
produce what is, frankly, one of the weakest arguments I have 
ever seen used by great scholars. St. Irenaeus tells us281 that 
Telesphorus endured a glorious martyrdom. In the language of 
the early Church that can mean either “red martyrdom” or “white 
martyrdom,” either death or confessorship. Now Tertullian de
scribes282 how Valentinus sought the Episcopate but another 
gained it “ex martyrii praerogativa.” We are told by the objec
tors that this other can scarcely have been anyone but Teles
phorus. However, St. Irenaeus says positively that Valentinus 
came to Rome under Hyginus. Trusting all of these notices with 
a confidence quite different from the lack of it usually shown 
when dealing with the testimony of these same writers in favor 
of Episcopacy, the objectors argue that Telesphorus and Hy
ginus must have been contemporaries in the Episcopate.

The flaws in this argument are glaring. We have no reason 
for interpreting the phrase about the “glorious martyrdom” of 
Telesphorus as meaning mere confessorhood except the fact that 
it can, in the language of the early Church, bear that meaning, 
and that such an interpretation contradicts all the rest of our 
evidence. The present writer cannot sympathize with that 
school of critics to whom the latter criterion is convincing. On 
the contrary, I hold that we must, where it is reasonably possi
ble without special pleading or undue forcing of the evidence, 
prefer the interpretation which enables us to weave all our evi
dence into one consistent whole. Only where this is not reason
ably possible is it legitimate to reject the authority of our sources.

280 Cf. I  P eter  5 :1 .
281 Aclv. H a er. iii: 3. 3
282 A d v ersu s  V a len . IV; also D e  Praes. H a er. 30.



The sovereignty of evidence is a completely fundamental canon 
of historical criticism. Conjecture and ingenuity are in place in 
piecing our evidence together and in ironing out real discrepan
cies with which it inescapably presents . us, and in deciding 
which body of evidence to follow in cases where there is a real 
schism in the evidence. But they have no place in producing 
needless conflicts and confusion. And we may set aside evidence 
only when it is intrinsically incredible, or else when it is con
tradicted by better evidence, in which latter case we must fol
low that better evidence. But even less justified is the assump
tion that the “martyr” against whom Valentinus contended for 
the Episcopate can scarcely have been anyone but Telesphorus. 
Why not? Was there only one confessor and no martyrs in the 
Roman Church at that time? We have no evidence to that ef
fect. And the lack of mention283 of the rest in our sources proves 
nothing. But without these two very doubtful premises the 
whole argument collapses. In fact the use of arguments as weak 
as the two just considered strongly suggests prejudice against ad
mitting what the overwhelming body of evidence so strongly at
tests.

Division II

411. The case is different with the next piece of evidence, for 
it really does present a perplexing problem. It is the unusual 
document called The Shepherd of Hennas. There is consider
able doubt about the date of this book. But I do not have any 
hope of being able to settle that question, so the only thing to do 
is to consider the evidence of the book at both of the dates com
monly proposed. One of these dates is as a document contem
porary with St. Clement, who is mentioned in the early part of 
the book as one whose duty it would be to send copies of the 
book to other Churches. This date is the one which, in my judg
ment, is probably favored by the internal evidence, and in addi
tion it is the one which enables the book to be used most effec
tively against the Roman tradition regarding the episcopal lists. 
So it will be treated, hypothetically, as the correct date in our 
discussion. But this can best be done at a later point when we 
are considering whether there is any evidence to require us to 
reject the picture so strongly attested by the large body of evi
dence we considered above in so far as it attests the existence of 
Bishops at Rome before St. Ignatius and Sixtus. But, in view of 
the fact that the external evidence definitely assigns the book to 
the Episcopate of his (Hennas’ ) own brother, Pius, and many 
scholars accept this evidence—supported by other evidence—as 
decisive, it would not be prudent to neglect to consider the evi-

283 If, indeed, Hermas does not mention them in abundance.



dence of The Shepherd  on the hypothesis that it actually was 
produced during the Episcopate of Pius. And of course it is 
proper to consider this alternative date for the evidence of 
Hennas at this point.

412. In Hermas we read of presbyters in the plural,284 but 
there is nothing to prove or even suggest that they are one of the 
two or three orders of the local ministry. The two passages 
easily admit of being so interpreted, if on other grounds we come 
to that conclusion; but they provide no evidence to support it. 
They admit at least as easily of the interpretation that the pres
byters are the regular local ministry as a whole; in other words, 
that the term is not specific but generic, corresponding to our 
words “minister” or “clergyman” rather than to our term “pres
byter” or “priest.” We must remember that the word diakonoi 
which would be the natural word to use generically had already 
acquired a technical and specific meaning, as we know from I 
Clement. Thus, “the presbyters” could include the Bishop and 
his subordinate clergymen, at least of the second rank, and prob
ably of the third as well. We saw strong reasons above (Chap. 
X IX ) to conclude that before the Ignatian terminology developed 
the term “presbyter” was generic rather than specific, and was as 
such applicable to Apostles, deutero-apostles, Bishops, bishops, 
and probably also deacons. If this conclusion is correct, we 
would expect to find a period in which the older termincjlogy, 
surviving for a while the origin of the Ignatian terminology, 
overlapped it and in some cases compromised with it, so to 
speak. This is what I would suggest we actually do find in 
Hermas, if we take him as writing at a date of 145 a.d. or later.

413. In the first of the above references, we find it stated that 
the presbyters preside (prohistamenon) over the Church. And 
in the second, we find Hermas waiting to let “the presbyters” 
“sit first.” This does not mean “take the seats of honor;” but it 
at least suggests that they are the ones who would “take the 
first seats,” and this agrees with the statement that they preside 
over the Church. Thus, when we read285 of leaders (proegume- 
nois) of the Church and ( k a i) of those who take the first seats 
( tois protokathedritais) we naturally identify these with the pres
byters. If necessary we can take kai as meaning “even,” so that 
the leaders of the Church and those who take the first seats can 
be identified. In that case, we should be able to take these 
leaders and holders of the first seats as either presbyter-bishops 
alone or as the Bishop and his fellow-ministers of the second 
rank, and possibly also of the third as well, depending on how

284 V is. II. iv. 2 & 3; III. i. 8.
285 V is. III. ix. 7.



(on other evidence) we conclude the Roman Church to have 
been organized at 145 a .d.286 There is thus nothing unambiguous 
in what we have seen so far concerning the use of the terms 
“presbyters,” “who preside over the Church,” “leaders,” “those 
who hold the first seats.” If on other evidence we conclude that 
Rome was ruled by a college of essentially co-equal presbyter- 
bishops around 145 a .d. we shall find it easy to interpret all these 
phrases of such a form of polity. If, on the contrary, we find287 
strong reason to believe that the Ignatian polity288was firmly 
established at Rome from the time of St. Ignatius and Sixtus on
ward, at least, then there is nothing in the evidence we have so 
jar seen from Hermas to contradict that conclusion. All the

286 If anyone is inclined to hold that the word kai may not legitimately be 
interpreted “even” in this context, and that, translating it as “and” the 
“leaders” must be distinguished from “those who take die first seats,” in 
that case I think we must come to the conclusion that the passage definitely 
supports the existence (in the Church everywhere, for this passage does not 
necessarily refer to the Roman or any other local Church) of an order 
superior to “those who take the first seats.” For, if the two are to be dis
tinguished, then the ‘leaders” are almost certainly superior to “those who 
take the first seats” (as a whole class, that is) and would have to be iden
tified with those called Bishops in the Ignatian terminology, while the 
“holders of the first seats” would be those called “presbyters” in the Igna
tian terminology. The use of the plural for leaders does not require the 
conclusion that there would be more than one “leader” (Bishop) in any 
one Church, for the plural in the passage can refer to the Church as a 
whole, rather than to a local Church. Of course, the local “leader” would 
be am ong  “those who hold the first seats.” And all this would fit in very 
well with the certainly authentic picture of the custom after the Episco
pate had originated of the Bishop, surrounded by his crown of presbyters 
(in the Ignatian sense), holding together the first seats at the Christian as
sembly for the Eucharist. We get three further references to “the first 
places” as being the subject of dispute in Sim il. VIII. vii. 4 & 6. But these 
seem to add nothing to our knowledge, unless Kirsopp Lake is right in 
translating in the singular, for which I see no reason. If he is, the Episco
pate would be the most natural interpretation, and at the date we are as
suming it would be very tempting to see a reference to Valentinus, as he 
came to Rome under Hyginus, and his “contention for the Episcopate” at 
Rome can be none other than the election in which Pius was chosen. In 
that case it would also be tempting to see in the false prophet of M andates  
XI. i. 1 this same Valentinus after he had lost the election and had allowed 
his embitterment to lead him into heresy or schism. He may also be in 
the mind of Hermas in Sim il. VIII. vii. 5 where he mentions men who had 
quarreled among themselves about the first places, but “because they were 
good, purified themselves and quickly repeated, so their dwelling was in 
the tower. But if any of them turn a ga in  to schism, he shall be cast out of 
the tower, etc.” Perhaps Valentinus, after being won back to unity once, 
was showing signs of again trending toward heresy or schism. In view of 
the date being assumed at this point for Hermas, it is very tempting to 
accept here a distinction between the leaders and tire holders of the first 
seats and identify the two classes as here suggested. But, in order to let 
our main argument rest on nothing so doubtful, I shall proceed to argue the 
rest of the case first of all on the assumption that they are to be identified, 
which is the alternative least favorable to the conclusion at which I have 
arrived as a result of my studies before beginning to write this book.
287 As I think we already have found.
288 But not necessarily the Ignatian term in o lo gy , at least not in its fulness.



terms listed above will simply be generic rather than specific, and 
will cover the Bishop and his presbyters (to use the later termi
nology) and possibly also the deacons.

414. But we are not through yet with the evidence of Hennas. 
We still have to consider his use of the terms episkopoi, diakonoi, 
and also Apostles and teachers, and the reference to shepherds, 
and to St. Clement and Grapte. As to the “shepherds,”289 the 
same thing exactly has to be said as of the other terms already 
discussed above. As to the deacons, there is no problem. It 
seems clear that the word is used in the technical sense of one 
Order of the ministry in Visions III. v. 1. Therefore, it matters 
little whether the use of the term in Simil. IX. xxvi. 1-2 is or is 
not technical. If so, no problem is raised. If not, the term will 
be generic, and will cover the same Orders as the other generic 
terms discussed above. As to the Apostles, they are mentioned 
in several places,290 but never in such a way as to make it clear 
whether the term is used in the strict original sense or in the ex
tended sense.

415. The really important remaining titles are episkopoi and 
“teachers.” We had best, I think, take these two together, at 
least in a sense. First as to episkopoi. The term occurs in 
Visions III. v. 1 and in Simil. IX. xxvii. 2. In both cases it is 
used in the plural, but in both passages it is the whole Church 
that is in question, so there is nothing to show whether the term 
is used in Hernias in the Ignatian or in the pre-Ignatian sense. 
We had better, therefore, take both alternatives. If the pre-Ig
natian usage is here correct, it will still leave open the possibility 
that there was a single monarchical head of the Roman Church, 
only not yet called by the later title of Bishop but by some other 
title, or without any special title.

I find it very difficult, however, to believe that the title of 
Bishop was still not applied to the head of the Roman Church by 
145 a.d. I hold it to be obligatory to conclude, on the basis of 
the other evidence already studied, that the Roman Church did 
have a monarchical head at that date unless very clear evidence 
to the contrary is forthcoming; and we have now seen enough to 
be able to conclude that there is no such evidence. As to the 
title, it is not so impossible to argue that the tradition later called 
the head of the Roman Church by a name not yet used for him 
in 145 a .d. But, as even this cannot be proved, even with proba
bility, it seems altogether preferable to take the term episkopoi in 
the Ignatian sense. This fits in very well with the statement in the 280

280 Sim il. IX. xxxi. 5-6.
200 V isions III. v. 1; Sim il. IX. xvi. 5; and Sim il. IX. xxv. 2.



second passage that the episkopoi “ever ceaselessly shelter the 
destitute and the widows by their ministration” and just above 
this that they “at all times received the servants of God into their 
houses gladly and without hypocrisy,” for this was a normal 
function of Bishops, as we know from other evidence. In the 
first passage we read of “Apostles and episkopoi and teachers 
and deacons who . . . served the elect of God as episkopoi and 
teachers and deacons; some of them are fallen asleep and some 
are still alive.” This passage also seems to me to be most easy 
to interpret on the assumption that the episkopoi are monarchi
cal Bishops. There are two reasons for this.

One is that four names are given in the first list and only 
three are given immediately below. This is strange enough, but 
still more surprising is the fact that it is the Apostles who are 
omitted. How can this best be explained? It seems to me that 
the best explanation is the fact that, at least in the opinion of 
the author who phrased this passage, the function of Apostles 
and episkopoi were essentially the same; in other words, that the 
episkopoi were the successors of the Apostles. Now, at the date 
we are at present assuming for The Shepherd, this is far more 
likely to have been thought about monarchical Bishops than 
about collegiate bishops of the sort attested for the pre-Ignatian 
polity. In fact we can prove, and have already proved above, 
that this was exactly the view that was already well established 
at Rome (and also elsewhere, as we know from other evidence) 
in the very next Episcopate. But perhaps the strongest reason 
of all is that we have very strong evidence that there was a mo
narchical head of the Roman Church at this very date, and noth
ing of any real weight to set against that strong evidence. We 
know also that he was called a Bishop during the next Episco
pate, for otherwise it is very unlikely that Hegesippus could 
without more ado have made out what professed to be a list of 
Bishops stretching all the way back to the Apostles. It is un
likely that the term Apostle would have been applied to him as 
late as 145 a .d . Nor do we have any evidence of any of the al
ternative terms studied above as names for deutero-apostles 
being in use as late as this. Finally, if the word is used in the 
pre-Ignatian sense, then the monarchical heads of all the 
Churches—others as well as the Roman—are simply neglected 
by the author of this book. For we must remember that in his 
visions of the tower it is the whole Church and not just the local 
Roman Church that is involved. Is it at all credible that Hennas 
knew nothing of the organization of other Churches, even if these 
were differently organized from that of Rome? And is there time 
for a complete change from the pre-Ignatian terminology to the



Ignatian in one Episcopate of 15 years? On all counts, then, we 
must conclude that it is overwhelmingly probable that there 
was a Bishop at Rome during the last 15 years before the acces
sion of Anicetus, and only a little less probable that he was by 
that time called by that name.

416. The second reason for preferring the Ignatian meaning 
for the term episkopoi is the fact that in this way we find it pos
sible to discover the full threefold Ministry of the Ignatian polity 
in Hernias (which seems overwhelmingly probable at a ± 145 
date) but in a transitional stage as far as concerns terminology. 
And this brings us to the subject of the “teachers” in Hermas. 
In addition to the double occurrence of the term in the passage 
quoted at the end of the paragraph next above but one, it oc
curs in several other passages. In Simil. IX. xv. 4 we read of 
“Apostles and teachers” and just before that of prophetai tou 
theou kai diakonoi autou. I quote the latter words for a reason 
that will appear shortly. In Simil. IX. xvi. 5 we hear again of 
“Apostles and teachers.” In Simil. IX xxii. 2 we read of certain 
unworthy persons who “wish to be teachers in spite of their 
folly.” In this last passage we have the word ethelodidaskaloi, 
which Dr. Kirsopp Lake says is not found elsewhere, and he sug- 
gets that they must have been teachers who unduly magnified 
their office. I would suggest as a translation “would-be-teachers,” 
and would make bold to suggest the following theory as to the 
meaning of the title291 and as to the history of nomenclature 
which is involved.

For reasons which have been developed already in part, and 
of which the rest will be given in due course, I hold that the 
probability is that the monarchical Episcopate did not develop, 
as Lightfoot and many others have thought, by elevation out of 
the presbyterate (in the sense in which they use the word, that 
of the collegiate episcopate) but by the very different method 
summarized below on pages 344-359. Now if this theory is cor
rect292 the transfer of the word episkopos from the second order 
of the Ministry to the first order would not be explained, as on 
Lightfoot’s theory, as the narrowing down to one of a college of 
a title originally belonging by equal right to all the other mem
bers of the college of which the later sole possessor was at first 
only a primus inter pares. Rather, it would be the complete 
transfer of an old title to a new or rather different Order because 
it had ceased to be appropriate any longer to the second Order, 
to which it originally belonged, after there came to be a member

291 At least in the first passage (Vis. III. v. 1 ) , and very probably in all 
of these passages!
282 Its ability to account more easily for changes of nomenclature, if estab
lished, would be one argument in its favor.



of the first Order permanently resident in the same local Church. 
As long as the bishops (collegiate) and deacons were the com
plete, regular, and permanent ordained local ministry, the title 
bishops, meaning overseers, would obviously be very appropri
ate for the higher of the two local orders, in whose hands the 
government of the community rested. In fact, the term was in 
all probability first applied to them for that very reason, and 
originally as a non-technical title, which later prevailed over all 
other titles because it seemed more appropriately to describe 
their functions. But from the beginning these bishops all un
derstood perfectly well that they had been appointed by mem
bers of the first Order, and were to be in subjection to that Or
der whenever a member of it visited the local Church. Now as 
soon as a member of that first Order was permanently stationed 
in a local Church, he would be so obviously the overseer that it 
would cease to make sense to apply the old term any longer to 
the now inferior order of the Ministry. So at first in one local 
Church, then in others, and finally in all, the old term would have 
been simply and quite logically transferred from the second Or
der to the first. I would suggest that this change of nomencla
ture took place first in the East and that only considerably later 
did it prevail completely in the West, but that even there it is 
complete by the time Hennas wrote, if we date him in the Epis
copate of Pius.

But this change of terminology would require another, es
pecially if we accept the theory I have developed above that the 
term “presbyter” was originally a generic term, like our terms 
“clergyman” or “minister,” applicable to two or more Orders of 
the Ministry, and not restricted to any one Order, in the first 
place. When the term Bishop was appropriated exclusively to 
the resident member of the first Order, that would leave the sec
ond Order without any specific title by which to designate it. 
There would be more than one way to deal with this inconveni
ent fact. One, and perhaps the simplest and most obvious, would 
be to narrow down the originally broad generic term “presbyter” 
to do duty for the now “promoted” term bishop. This is what 
happened in the East; and ultimately, of course, everywhere. 
But in at least parts of the West, I would suggest, a different 
way of handling the terminological problem was for a while 
adopted. That was to leave the term “presbyter” entirely to its 
original generic use, and revive another term which had origi
nally been used in some places as a (perhaps non-technical, but 
fairly descriptive) designation of the second order. That word 
was “teachers.” It would be even more adequate now than dur
ing the life of St. Paul. For now the part of the Bishop in gov
erning the local Church was much more dominating, and the



part of those who had originally been both pastors (rulers) and 
teachers correspondingly reduced. Their teaching function 
would thus be more prominent in their total office than before 
the Episcopate originated. If this theory is correct, it would ac
count for the fact that, as soon as the Ignatian polity is found in 
the East, with the Ignatian terminology, we at once begin to 
hear of “presbyters” plus some other Order or Orders. But in the 
West we still never get the word “presbyters” coupled with any 
other order, as far as I can remember, until we come to the liter
ature in which the Ignatian terminology as well as the Ignatian 
organization is clearly established. In other words, the devel
opment in terminology, which ultimately brought the Ignatian 
terminology to dominance in the West as well as in the East, 
was complete in Hennas as far as concerns the term Bishop, but 
not yet as concerns the term presbyters. The latter term is still 
generic, and this also helps to account for the fact that it re
mained customary longer and more habitually in the West than 
in the East to speak of full monarchical Bishops by the title of 
“presbyter.”
417. Perhaps I had better digress briefly to deal with what 
might at first seem like a difficulty for this theory of the history 
of the term “presbyter.” We clo get the term “presbyters” along
side the term “Apostles” in Acts 15 in such a way as to look like 
separate orders, and of course I think they are separate in the 
sense that those there referred to as “presbyters” were known by 
all to be an order distinct from the Apostles, and inferior to them. 
But two things keep this exception to the rule given above from 
being of any real weight against the theory I have set forth above. 
One of these is the fact that an Apostle could call himself203 a 
presbyter. Thus even in the original Jewish Churches the term 
would probably not have excluded Apostles.

The other thing is that the history of the term as I have de
veloped it above is its later history, and applies to the Pauline 
Churches and to others influenced by them, and does not in any 
way exclude a still earlier stage in the history, where, in Churches 
that did not use the term episkopoi for the second Order, the 
term “presbyter” may have been specific and only became ge
neric later when finally brought into use in the Pauline Churches, 
where it seems not to have been used originally, perhaps for the 
same reason for which the Jews of the Diaspora did not use the 
term for their officials, or perhaps because St. Paul thought the 
term would antagonize the unbelieving Jews and seem in their 
eyes schismatic. I think, therefore, that he instituted those who 
would later have been called  bishops and deacons, just as St.
=03 Qr ke represented as calling himself, if I Peter and II and III John are 
not authentic.



r
Clement of Rome tells us he did, and just as St. Luke also tells 
us in Acts 14:23, if my view of the early gentilic use of the term 
“presbyters” be accepted. But I doubt if they were given any 
one name at first. When it became necessary to refer to them, 
if this account is correct, they would at first be called by non
technical descriptive words or combinations, such as best de
scribed their office. Now it is generally agreed that the office of 
the second Order, which was at first the highest in the local 
Churches, included two chief aspects, that of ruling and that of 
teaching. Hence we will not be surprised to find the officials in 
the local Churches called, at first before any one fixed name 
came into use for them, by such names as “him that teacheth”294 
or “them that are over you in the Lord and admonish you”295 
or the “teachers” in 1 Cor. 12:28 or possibly the “governments” 
in that same passage296 or “he that teacheth” or else “he that 
ruleth”297 or “the pastors and teachers”298 or “them that had the 
rule over you.”299 These were all efforts, not too successful, to 
find some term suitable enough to win its way as a name for the 
collegiate leaders St. Paul (and probably other Apostles in other 
gentile Churches) had habitually appointed everywhere they 
founded Churches, copying the model of the Jerusalem Church. 
But most of the above were too long and clumsy to suit.

Soon, however, someone applied the name “overseers” to the 
second order, and this seemed so satisfactory that it spread and 
soon became a technical title for that order. This may be the 
case already in Phil. 1:1. The speech in Acts 20:28 and the sur
rounding verses rather favors this view, as it is in a “We-section” 
and may well rest on accurate memory or even a written diary. 
If it does it is probably earlier than Philippians, unless the latter 
be placed in an earlier Ephesian imprisonment. But it does not 
matter essentially to the reconstruction I propose whether the 
term episkopoi is yet technical in Philippians. In any case, it 
soon became so, as we see from the Pastorals and I  Clement. 
Later, but not much later, the term “presbyters” began to spread 
from Jerusalem and came into use in the gentile Churches, even 
the Pauline, though this term seems never to have been used by 
St. Paul, unless the Pastorals are genuine. But for the reasons 
given in Chapter XIX, I think it was originally, as used in these 
gentile Churches, a broad generic term equivalent to our terms 
minister or clergyman, and not capable of being used specifically, 
that is to distinguish one Order of the Ministry from another.

201 Gal. 6 :6 .
2,15 1 Thess. 5 :12 .
20,1 See also 1 Cor. 16:15.
21,7 Rom. 12:7-8.
208 Eph. 4 :11 .
209 Heb. 13:7.



418. If this theory of the history of early Christian ministerial 
terminology is accepted, it will be seen at once that of all the 
names originally used for the second order, the terms “teachers” 
and “rulers” were the most suitable, next to the term episkopoi, 
the one finally adopted. These older terms may have continued 
in use as non-technical terms alongside the technical term epis
kopoi, though of course less frequently used. Now when the 
term episkopos was transferred to the newly acquired monarchi
cal head of the local Church, in Churches where the term “pres
byters” was not at once narrowed down to the specific use, the 
older term “teachers” would be the most natural term to bring 
back into use to distinguish the second order from other orders. 
The term “ruler” had ceased to be appropriate for the same rea
son as the term “overseer.” So, I suggest, the term “teachers” is 
in Hennas the (only briefly used) term employed at Rome, af
ter the head of the Church came to be called the Bishop, to des
ignate those who had earlier been called bishops. The presby
ters at Rome would be, to Hennas, the Bishop and his teachers, 
and possibly or probably also his deacons.
419. We have now covered all the important references of 
which I am aware in The Shepherd  except the reference to St. 
Clement and Grapte.300 We must close by examining it. But 
I cannot see that there is much to be said. We read, “You shall 
therefore write two little books and send one to Clement and one 
to Grapte. Clement then shall send it to the cities abroad, for 
that is his duty; and Grapte shall exhort the widows and orphans; 
but in this city you shall read it yourself with the elders who 
are in charge of the Church.”

It is customary for those who deny that St. Clement could 
have been a deutero-Apostle, and as such the monarchical head 
of the Roman Church, to hold that St. Clement is represented 
in this passage as a sort of corresponding secretary of the Roman 
Church. I do not care to deny that this passage easily admits of 
that interpretation. But I see nothing in the passage that favors 
that interpretation, even in the slightest degree. I hold that 
this passage is absolutely neutral. It can at least equally well be 
interpreted on the theory that St. Clement was a deutero-Apostle, 
and the supreme head of the Roman Church. Hence the pas
sage must be interpreted by the conclusions we reach on other 
evidence that is less neutral. On the basis of such evidence I 
am convinced that St. Clement was as described above; in other 
words, a monarchical Bishop before the Ignatian terminology 
came into vogue, at least in the West. At the date we are at 
present using for Hennas, it is hard to see why St. Clement 
should be brought in at all; and this is, to my mind, the strong-



est argument in favor of the early Clementine date for Hernias. 
But the late date would make no difference in the interpreta
tion of this passage. At either date, if St. Clement had been a 
monarchical Bishop, one of his duties would have been to han
dle correspondence with other local Churches. At neither date 
is there any other evidence of corresponding secretaries, though 
of course the conception is in no way intrinsically improbable.
420. We have now been through all the Hermas evidence, 
and have found it at least easily patient of the interpretation nec
essary to bring it into harmony with the rest of the evidence ex
cept, and later than, St. Clement’s Epistle to Corinth. Several 
passages seem actually favorable to that interpretation, if read as 
coming from a date c. 145 a .d . We are now, as a result, in a 
position to draw some very important conclusions:

1. If Hermas comes from c. 145 a .d . there is no valid reason 
whatsoever to reject or question the substance of the main tradi
tion concerning the origin of the Episcopate at Rome. In fact, 
it would be very probable that even the Ignatian terminology 
had already prevailed at Rome by the time Hermas wrote, at 
least as far as concerns the first Order of the ministry, though 
not yet as concerns the second Order

2. In view of the exceedingly strong case for the existence 
of this state of affairs at Rome, at least as far back as St. Ignatius 
and Bishop Sixtus, and the complete absence of any really con
flicting evidence after it has been cross-examined, we are obliged 
as scientific objective historians to accept the main tradition as 
certainly historical at least as far back as c. 115 a .d .

3. Even as to the nomenclature of the second order, our 
only reason for hesitation is the evidence of Hermas. If, then, 
we place Hermas at the earlier date as a contemporary of the 
letter of St. Clement, we would have to remove even the small 
reservation made above as to those later called (mere) presby
ters being called teachers for a brief transitional period at Rome 
after the term Bishop was first transferred to the monarchical 
head of the Roman Church.
421. In order to cover every serious alternative, let us notice 
here, before passing on to the final and crucial portion of our 
present subject, one “compromise” theory as to the date of 
Hermas. Some have suggested that the early portions may come 
from about the same date as I Clement, and that the later por
tions may have been written at a number of different dates, over 
a period of many years, perhaps the whole having at last been 
published as a whole without material revision during the Epis
copate of Pius. Moreover, all sorts of variations of this “com
promise” theory are possible. How would any of these bear on 
our problem?



It is important, in order to answer this question, to emphasize 
that all the data which require a changed  interpretation, depend
ing on the date at which we place them, occur early in the book, 
within the first three Visions. I see no reason why the passages 
may not all bear, at the earliest plausible date (the Clementine) 
the same interpretation we have given them above, with three 
important exceptions. The first two of these are the references 
to bishops, teachers, and deacons. When we study the Clemen
tine evidence, we shall see that in his Epistle the word “‘bishops” 
still bears the earlier pre-Ignatian meaning. There is a plurality 
in every local Church, and if they can be distinguished from the 
presbyters at all (as I shall maintain) it will be as we distin
guish the generic terms “minister” and “clergyman” from the 
specific terms “priest” and “presbyter;” not as we distinguish 
Bishop or Deacon from Priest (Presbyter also). Of course, if 
Hennas comes from the same date, the word “bishops” will have 
to receive the same interpretation in him as in St. Clement. And 
that, in turn, would dispose of the specific meaning of “teachers” 
in the key passage which I proposed above, on the assumption of 
a date c. 145 a .d. Both terms, “bishops” and “teachers,” occur 
again elsewhere in Hermas. But there is nothing in the other 
passages to fix the meaning of either term. So we must naturally 
take them as meaning the same thing elsewhere in Hermas as on 
the occasion when they occur together in a sort of hierarchical 
list — Apostles, bishops, teachers, and deacons, and a moment 
later the last three of the list without the Apostles.301 The only 
other passage in which the date might make a difference in the 
meaning is Vis. III. ix. 7, in which we saw a reference to “leaders 
of the Church and those who take the chief seats.” We saw that 
if these “leaders” are to be distinguished from “those who take 
the chief seats,” the higher ranking group would probably have 
to be identified with monarchical Bishops in many local Churches, 
and the lower ranking group with the Ignatian presbyters, and 
this quite independently of whether the later terminology had 
yet prevailed in whole, or even in part.

Now, if the “compromise” date be accepted, we can inter
pret all these terms in Hermas the same way we shall decide to 
interpret them when we consider below the theory of the Clem
entine date for the whole book. The only possible difficulty 
would arise in regard to the later occurrences of the term 
“bishops” in Simil. IX. xxvii. 2. If this be dated only a little later 
than St. Clement, but earlier than St. Ignatius, it should cer
tainly be interpreted as in I Clement. If, on the other hand, it 
be dated near the final publication date of the whole book, it 
would then become necessary to determine the probabilities as



to whether the term could still be supposed to bear the old sense 
at Rome as late as whatever date was adopted for Simil. IX. If 
so, we would simply suppose that the pre-Ignatian terminology 
(but not the pre-Ignatian organization) was still in use in Rome 
at that time. If not, we would have to suppose that Hermas, 
using the term again say 40 years later than Vis. I ll , has used it 
the second time in its new and later sense. But I see no difficulty 
in such a supposition. In any case, it is important to insist that 
in attempting to reconstruct history, we must adjust the parts 
about which there is, on the whole body of evidence, more 
doubt to those about which there is less doubt, even though both 
fall far short of being certain. And surely there is, on the whole 
body of the evidence, less doubt about there being a monarchical 
head in the Roman Church from St. Ignatius and Sixtus onward, 
under some name or without any one definite name, than there 
is about just what he was called, or how soon he came to be so 
called, or what those later called (mere) presbyters were earlier 
called, or as to the date of The Shepherd o f Hermas. Thus no 
arguments based on any of these last-named points can legiti
mately be used to overthrow conclusions based on evidence 
about which there was ( if not certainty, at least) not so large a 
measure of doubt.



Chapter XXIII

WAS ST. CLEMENT A DEUTERO-APOSTLE?

422. With so much settled decisively, as I am firmly convinced, 
we now pass on to the final and most crucial part of our argu
ment concerning the origin of the Roman Episcopate, and come 
to grips with the strongest form in which the negative case can 
be presented. That, I think, would be to give up all attempt to 
question the existence of the monarchical Episcopate at Rome 
from the time of St. Ignatius onward (and a bit earlier), but to 
hold that it arose there between St. Clement’s Epistle and St. 
Ignatius’ visit, and to use the Epistle of St. Clement, coupled 
with Hermas (dated as a whole during the last decade of the 
first Christian century) to try to prove that it did not yet exist 
at Rome at c. 95 a .d. That I sincerely believe to be the strongest 
form in which the opposing case can be presented. So I must 
examine it fully.

Division I

423. But in beginning, let me emphasize that it is very doubt
ful whether that is the correct date for Hermas; and this doubt 
must inevitably weaken any (except a purely hypothetical) case 
based on that premise. However, I shall give our opponents the 
benefit of this doubt, and deal with their case as purely hypo
thetical, and their hypothesis as granted, for the sake of the ar
gument.
424. We find in several passages in I Clement references to 
“presbyters” or “the presbyters.” In the first two passages, we 
find the words usually translated “the presbyters” used along
side of “rulers.” That might suggest that the rulers were mo
narchical Bishops and the others were Ignatian presbyters. But 
this is made improbable by the use of “the young” alongside of 
the other two groups. This makes it more likely that the term 
hoi presbnteroi has its original non-technical meaning of “the 
older members” as distinguished from “the younger members.” 
In that case, “the rulers”302 will be either the whole hierarchy or 
else the portion of it which had in any measure the powers of 
governing the Church. This might easily be a college of essen
tially co-equal presbyter-bishops. But it could also be a college 
of such presbyters with an Apostle or deutero-Apostle as their

302 Hegoumenoi once and proegoumenoi the other time in I. 3 and XXI. 6.



head, as we have already found at Jerusalem in “St. James and 
the elders.” The reference, in III. 3, to the revolt of the young 
against the old certainly adds nothing important to the two 
other passages we have just studied.
425. Next, at several points in the Epistle we find references 
to “presbyters” or “the presbyters,” where it appears clear that 
officials of the Church and not merely the old as distinguished 
from the young are meant. Such passages are XLVII. 6, LIV. 2, 
LVII. 1, and especially XLIV. 5. Only in the latter passage is 
there anything that can seriously be urged as proving that the 
terms “presbyters” and “bishops” are perfectly coterminous. I 
have dealt with this question fully in Chapter XIX Sec. 352, 
where I showed reasons for concluding that, although the 
“bishops” were in these early days the largest and most impor
tant fraction of the “presbyterate,” they were not the only ones 
to whom the term “presbyter” could be applied. They were far 
more numerous at about 95 a .d . than the deutero-Apostles, and 
far more important (as well as, in all probability, more numer
ous) than the deacons. But it is, I hold, certain that the deu- 
tero-Apostles and probable that the deacons could be and fre
quently were called “presbyters” and that wherever any of these 
latter existed the “presbyters” would consist of “bishops” and 
(probably) “deacons” or of “Apostles and bishops and (?) dea
cons” where there was a member of the highest order still alive, 
as at Antioch, Ephesus, Jerusalem, and Rome. These are the 
four places of which I think we can be most certain at c. 95 a .d . 
But I think, on grounds given above where we studied the ori
gin of the Episcopate in Antioch and Asia Minor, that there 
must have been localized members of the deutero-Apostolic or
der in several or many other local Churches by that date. If 
this theory is correct, all bishops would be presbyters but all 
presbyters would not be bishops. And if this latter conclusion 
is correct, it would follow that the mention of presbyters in a 
local Church does not require but neither does it in the slightest 
degree disfavor the presence of a monarchical head of the local 
Church in question corresponding to St. James at Jerusalem. 
Whether or not there was one in the particular local Church 
would depend on other evidence.
426. Thus, where other evidence excludes the presence of a 
monarchical head, as does this very Epistle for the Corinthian 
Church, the presbyters would be the bishops and (probably) 
the deacons. On the other hand, since the evidence outside this 
Epistle very strongly favors the view that St. Clement, the au
thor, was a deutero-Apostle, and since there is nothing in this 
Epistle to prove the contrary, we are permitted  by the evidence 
of the Epistle itself, and obliged  by the rest of the evidence, to



suppose that “the presbyters” at Rome formed a college com
posed of a monarchical head, (St. Clement, a deutero-Apostle 
of very great prominence in the early Church) plus the bishops 
(in the pre-Ignatian sense of the word) plus, quite probably, 
the deacons. It is a pleasure to be able to quote two such 
strongly anti-Catholic scholars as Harnack and Streeter as ad
mitting that this is possible, as far as the evidence of I Clement 
goes. Harnack, in The Constitution and Law of the Church,WA 
says:

“As regards the Roman community (but not the Corinthian) 
the Epistle of Clement leaves, after all, the distant possibility 
open that a monarchical bishop existed there and that the very 
writer of the Epistle is the monarchical bishop etc.”

And Dr. Streeter304 writes:
“Nevertheless, hut for the evidence o f Hernias, it would be 

just possible, though not at all plausible, to maintain that Clem
ent himself, who wrote the letter in the name of the Roman 
Church, occupied in that Church the position of monarchical 
bishop. Etc.”

The clear implication of the words I have italicised is that 
the Epistle of Clement leaves the question open. I believe that 
both of these writers grant far less than we are entitled to de
mand of them. I believe that I Clement, for the reasons we 
have already seen, leaves the question wide open; and / that 
Hennas does not come any nearer to closing it, as both seem 
to think. I shall argue both these points immediately below. 
But even the concession they make is very significant. Coupled 
with the strength of the tradition, and all the direct and indi
rect evidence that supports it, as we saw above, we would be 
obliged, I hold, to interpret I Clement in accordance with that 
tradition even if it were only “distantly possible” and “not at all 
plausible” to do so, as long as it is easily possible, as it certainly 
is.
427. Before going on to argue this question with Harnack and 
Streeter, we had best finish our study of the Clementine evi
dence. We are told, in XLII-XLIV, that the Apostles instituted 
“bishops and deacons” from city to city from among their first 
converts, after testing them by the Holy Spirit. So ancient al
ready are these two orders, and so widely established, that St. 
Clement sees in them the fulfillment of a misinterpreted Old 
Testament prophecy. The argument in these chapters runs in 
such a manner that it seems certain there was no deutero-Apostle 
in Corinth, at least habitually resident there. Also, it would not 
be reasonable to suppose that the same officials (bishops and

303 English translation, page 74.
304 T h e  P rim itive C h u rc h , page 220.



deacons) were lacking at Rome, or that they were called by 
different titles at that date.

But this proves nothing as to the status of St. Clement him
self. He could, of course, be simply one of the college of 
bishops, as far as the evidence of this letter goes. But he could 
also be someone of higher rank than they, and holding the same 
position at Rome (a Bishop of the Ignatian sort, but before the 
later terminology came into use) that first St. James and at his 
date St. Symeon held at Jerusalem. We would not have to find 
him among the bishops, or (of course) among the deacons. We 
could find him among those variously described in I Clement 
and Hennas as “presbyters,” “rulers,” “leaders,” “holders of the 
first seats” and any other similar terms. Can anyone deny that 
the first of these terms is applied at an earlier date to St. Peter 
(whether by himself or a ps.-Peter does not matter for our pres
ent argument); at about the same date to some John who was at 
least as prominent a figure in the early Church as the tradition 
makes St. Clement; a little later, with considerable probability, 
by Papias to many of the Twelve Apostles, or else (certainly) 
to their personal disciples, some of whom were surely monarchi
cal Bishops; and rather widely, during the latter half of the sec
ond century and the early part of the third, to men who were 
certainly believed to be or to have been monarchical Bishops? 
Again, can anyone deny that the last three terms could have been 
used appropriately by St. Ignatius and later writers to cover a 
monarchical Bishop, plus his crown of (mere) presbyters, plus 
(possibly) his deacons? And if St. Ignatius and some later 
writers do not apply the term “presbyter” thus widely any longer, 
that need prove no more than that by their time the later termi
nology had already prevailed with them.
428. Unfortunately, Harnack and Streeter are not too clear as 
to why they hold the two crucial propositions:

1. That, though “distantly possible” (Plarnack) or “just 
possible” ( Streeter), it is not at all plausible to see in St. Clement 
himself a monarchical head of the Roman Church.

2. That Plermas excludes even this remote possibility.
But they do state their reasons, at least in part, and we must 

examine them. I have a shrewd suspicion that those stated are 
at least their best, if not their only, reasons. But as they do not 
express themselves very clearly, it is not possible to be sure of 
this. I have tried to understand their respective positions, and 
to see whether I can see any further arguments of real weight 
that they might use; and I have been unable to find any. We 
shall of course take their two contentions separately.
429. As to the first, Dr. Streeter tells us (p. 221), “These two 
offices (bishops and deacons) are spoken of by Clement in a



way which excludes the possibility that presbyters is the name 
of a third and intermediate office.” (Italics mine). And a bit 
further down on the same page he says, “He (Clement) goes on 
to argue that the existence of these two orders in the Church was 
a fulfillment of Old Testament prophecy—again in a way which 
excludes there being a third order of presbyters.” As to Har- 
nack, he says in a parenthesis, “in this case (of Clement being a 
monarchical Bishop) we should indeed be forced to assume that 
the Roman community entirely disregards its own constitution, 
and puts itself at the point of view of the wholly different con
ditions prevailing in Corinth—which is naturally quite improb
able.” That is all I can find, and it is certainly not very weighty.

430. As to Dr. Streeter’s first argument, we have not built our 
reconstruction on the theory he rightly finds excluded by the 
Clementine evidence. We do not hold that the presbyters were 
a “third and intermediate office.” We hold that the term “presby
ter” in pre-Ignatian usage305 was generic (covering two or more 
orders) rather than specific (designating one precise order so as 
to distinguish it from all others). If we compare our modern 
Anglican usage of minister or clergyman (which cover Bishops, 
priests, and deacons) with presbyter or priest (the usual name 
of the second order of our ministry) we shall have a fairly good 
example. In fact, it will be enlightening and quite possibly 
convincing if we try the experiment of substituting the jwords 
“minister” or “clergyman” for presbyter every time the latter 
term occurs in I Clement or Hennas, and see at once if that does 
not undermine completely the inference Harnack and Streeter 
draw. The terms bishops and deacons, can be left unchanged 
provided it is remembered that “bishops” represents at this 
early date, and everywhere as long as the pre-Ignatian terminol
ogy survives, the order of the ministry later called “presbyters” 
in the Ignatian terminology, not the order called Bishops. The 
same answer suffices equally for Streeter’s second and practi
cally identical argument.

431. As to Harnack’s argument, it seems quite exaggerated to 
speak of the Corinthian polity as “wholly different” from that of 
Rome, as we propose to conceive it. There were, on the theory 
I propose, in all probability, many local Churches in Italy and 
elsewhere in the West which had the same polity as Corinth. 
Moreover, Rome itself had the same polity before the appoint
ment of St. Linus to a position like that held by St. James and 
after him by St. Symeon at Jerusalem. But during that earlier 
period, Rome, in common with all other local Churches that had 
bishops and deacons (except Jerusalem) was under the super-

305 Possibly excluding the early Jewish communities.



vision of the higher order of Apostles and deutero-Apostles. We 
saw above in Chapter XVIII evidence to show that the deutero- 
Apostolic order was extended into the second and third Chris
tian generations, and lasted at least as late as Rev. 2:2, and quite 
possibly as late as the Didache, or even later.

The origin and development of the monarchical Episcopate 
was, we hold, a matter of the gradual passage of local Churches, 
one by one, from the status of all the Churches originally to that 
first attained by Jerusalem, then by Rome, then (probably 
thirdly) by Antioch, then by a number of local Churches in 
Asia Minor, at the hands of St. John and possibly other Apostles, 
and finally by “all” Churches. We are, I hold, certain that the 
development of the Episcopate had already passed the first four 
stages listed in the preceding sentence by the time St. Ignatius 
wrote. At least the first three, and a part of the fourth, must 
have been achieved by the time St. Clement wrote. Put differ
ently, the transition was very much like that involved nowadays 
when a large new territory is evangelized by a Catholic Church. 
First we have localized  priests and deacons only, but missionary 
Bishops. Then first one diocese, then another, and then others, 
are set up, until finally all the new territory has become dioceses, 
acquired localized Bishops, and the need for missionary Bishops 
has ceased.

But no one considers that there has been a change to a 
“wholly different” polity. The two lower orders were the same 
in Corinth and in Rome, and were called by the same names. 
Also the terms presbyters, rulers, leaders, holders of the first 
seats, and any other similar terms would mean the same in both 
Churches. That would be the whole hierarchy, or else the por
tion concerned with ruling. But Corinth, at that date, had to 
look to other Churches or to “missionary” deutero-Apostles for 
its superivsors, while Rome and some other Churches had a mem
ber of that order permanently resident locally. That difference 
would be known to both, and there would be no necessity for 
Rome or her Apostle to explain it to the Corinthians, or even to 
mention it. There would be no question of the Roman commun
ity “entirely disregarding its own constitution and putting it
self at the point of view of the wholly different conditions pre
vailing in Corinth.” St. Ignatius certainly would not consider 
that all the Syrian towns except Antioch had a “wholly differ
ent” polity from Antioch.
432. Thus there seems to be no weight in the arguments Har- 
nack and Streeter use against the view that St. Clement was a 
monarchical Bishop in all but name when he wrote to the Co
rinthians. Their arguments do, indeed, refute certain recon
structions of the evidence which could lead to that conclusion.



But they do not even scathe—in fact, they do not seem to envis
age—such a reconstruction as the one I have been presenting. 
In addition, there are several further considerations which con
siderably increase the probability of the interpretation I pro
pose. They are:

1. The pseudo-Clementine literature seems to presuppose 
that St. Clement had been a person of immense prestige in 
the early Church. That agrees with the position I have assigned 
him far better than with the primus inter pares, “corresponding 
secretary” conception of him, which is all the Harnack-Streeter 
viewpoint can well allow.

2. It is quite a problem to explain just why the Corinthian 
Church had appealed to St. Clement( or to the Roman Church) 
as it did. Of course, the papal theory will explain this easily; 
but I think decisive reasons can be given to show that the papal 
theory was unknown to the early Church—certainly at such an 
early date as c. 96 a .d. If so, then what other explanation will 
suffice? The position of the Roman Church might suffice. But 
the position I ascribe to St. Clement in the yarly Roman Church, 
and indeed in the early Church as a whole, at least in the West, 
is a very likely explanation also. Perhaps both these explana
tions worked together to motivate the appeal. Certainly such 
a position as I ascribe to St. Clement helps to provide us with 
a more adequate explanation than the position ascribed to him 
by Harnack and Streeter. It also explains better the subsequent 
treatment of his Epistle, and why no doubt was ever had as to 
who was the author. That would be very unlike the treatment 
accorded an author who got all his importance from the Church 
in whose name he penned a letter.

3. Finally, there is the matter of the interpretation of the 
forty-fourth chapter. I shall argue later in this book, at consid
erable length,306 that we must interpret that passage as mean
ing that the “additional injunction” the Apostles gave was a pro
vision for successors to themselves (not to the bishops and dea
cons; though, of course, with an eye to the prevention or diminu
tion of strife about the office of bishop); that the “approved men” 
and the “eminent men” are the same people, and are the suc
cessors the Apostles provided for themselves; and that, for the 
reason stated above, the Apostles kept in their own hands the 
power of appointment to the offices of bishop and deacon, and 
afterwards for the same reason left this same power in the hands 
of the approved and eminent men they appointed as their own 
successors. If this interpretation is correct, it clearly supports 
and greatly strengthens the case for conceiving St. Clement as a 
monarchical Bishop in all but name; in other words, as one of
300 See Section 529.



the most eminent of the approved men chosen to succeed the 
Apostles. I would emphasize, however, that my view as to the 
position of St. Clement at Rome is in no way dependent on the 
way I interpret Chapter 44. I maintain that either of these 
theses could stand entirely without the other to support it. Yet, 
if each one can be established separately, even with probability, 
they then give added support to each other.

We have, then, been unable to find any reasons for agreeing 
with Harnack and Streeter that there is anything in I Clement 
to make “distant” or “not at all plausible” the possibility ( which 
they both admit) of finding in the very author of I Clement the 
monarchical Bishop of the Roman Church. We conclude, 
rather, that I Clement leaves that possibility wide open, and 
that all the evidence outside the Epistle, except Hernias, coupled 
with the evidence given in the three immediately preceding para
graphs, which ties up very closely with the Epistle itself, very 
strongly supports that possibility. Does it fare any better with 
their contention that Hennas excludes even the remote possibil
ity left open by I Clement?

Division II

433. I think not. Harnack says307“The existence of a monarch
ical Bishop is excluded both by the plural ‘the presbyters who 
preside over the Church’ (in the one community of Rome) and 
by the plural ‘bishops.’ ” And Streeter agrees substantially, say
ing,308 “It is quite clear from Hennas that the Church of Rome, 
clearly in the lifetime of Clement,300 probably till the date of the 
latest portion of The Shepherd, continued to be governed by a 
board of persons who are spoken of alternatively as ‘the Elders’ 
or ‘the Elders that preside over the Church’310 or as ‘the Rulers,’ 
or ‘you that are Rulers of the Church and occupy the chief 
seats.’ ”311

That is the nearest approach to proof I can find in either Har
nack or Streeter that Hennas excludes the possibility of St. Clem
ent having been a monarchical Bishop in all but name. But if 
that is all the proof they can bring, it is so weak as to be amaz
ing. How can such an argument be held to outweigh the great 
body of very strong evidence we marshalled above in Chapter 
XXI to establish and support the tradition? Its weaknesses seem 
to me obvious. Yet in case any of my readers should fail to see 
the weaknesses in these arguments, I shall pause to expatiate

397 Op. cit., p. 78.
308 Op. cit., p. 220.
309 i.e. Vis. I-IV.
310 Vis. II. 4.
311 Vis. III. ix: 7.



somewhat. On the theory I have proposed, it will be clear at 
once that no such inference can be drawn from the plural use 
of either “bishops” or “presbyters” or from the fact that a board 
of persons could be spoken of as governing the Church at Rome 
at this time. As to “bishops,” they represented not the first or
der in the whole Church (though in many local Churches they 
were the highest order permanently resident) but the second. 
Their presence in no way excludes the presence of a deutero- 
Apostle, as at Jerusalem, in the persons of first St. James and later 
St. Symeon; and at Ephesus, in the person of St. John “the pres
byter.” The latter was not, to be sure, a monarchical Bishop. 
He was more like St. Paul during his long stay at Ephesus and 
later at Rome, only his stay was longer and his subsequent jour- 
neyings much less. But the point is that he lived there without 
detriment to the existence there of a college of bishops, at least 
until he gave the Ephesian Church a permanent, resident mem
ber of the first, the deutero-Apostolic, order.

The same applies to the term “presbyter,” even if we reject 
the theory I have advanced in Chapter XIX that it is a generic 
term. Even on the older theory that it is exactly synonymous 
and exactly coterminous with “bishop” we could still find the 
deutero-Apostle among the “rulers,” the“leaders,” the “holders of 
the first seats.” There is nothing to prove, either in Hermas or in 
I Clement, that there were no rulers, leaders, or holders of the 
first seat except the “presbyters”—not even one. Streeter! him
self is willing to leave open the possibility that “the presbyters” 
may include the deacons as well as, certainly, the bishops.312 
And Harnack agrees that the “rulers” include “every kind of 
leader.”313 And he interprets “those that occupy the first seats” 
as “expressly added to them” and as including “prophets, teachers, 
or (others) in some similar capacity.” Evidently, our two lead
ing opponents agree with us that the five terms presbyters, 
bishops, rulers, leaders, and holders of the first seats are not all— 
at least not obviously or necessarily—strictly synonymous and 
coterminous. But the result we derived from this fact just above 
in this paragraph becomes even easier and more obvious if we ac
cept, as I am convinced we should, the generic use of “presby
ters.”

Nor is the fact that “the presbyters” are spoken of as “pre
siding over the Church” at all decisive in favor of the position of 
Streeter and Harnack. Even on the older view of the meaning of 
“presbyters” nothing is said to exclude the presence of a presi
dent of their board who was a deutero-Apostle. St. Peter could 
call himself or be called by a pseudonymous writer a “fellow-

312 Op. cit., p. 221.
Op. cit., p. 75f.



presbyter.” Hence, even without the concession that the term 
was used generically, it could include a member of a higher or
der; or better, if it could not, then the usage regarding St. Peter 
and St. John is completely decisive in favor of the view I pro
pose, instead of being indecisive, as an objector must hold. But 
even if the term  does not cover the monarchical head, at least it 
does not exclude him. And as the presbyter-bishops had (ex  
hypothesi) the full power of government before a member of 
the higher order settled or was appointed among them, they 
would not at once lose all this power. Rather they would share 
it with their new monarchical head, and hence could be spoken 
of as a board which, in union with their deutero-Apostle, gov
erned the local Church. Surely the presbyterate in St. Ignatius 
could be spoken of as governing the Church, or as ruling it, or as 
leading it, or as holding the first seats; though always, of course, 
in due subordination to the Ignatian Bishop, where there was 
one. Obviously, the Bishop could be spoken of as included 
among the rulers, leaders, or holders of the first seats in the local 
Church.

434. Thus, while the evidence of I Clement is decisive against 
St. Clement having been called  a Bishop (unless he was not the 
monarchical head), it is not incompatible with his having been 
one without the name, and perhaps under some other technical 
or non-technical title. The same is true of the evidence of 
Hennas. In fact, he does not (unless dated early)314 even ex
clude the use of the term  Bishop for the monarchical heads of 
local Churches. So we can find no reason at all—and certainly 
no sufficient reason—to interpret these two documents in such 
a way as to set them in irreconcilable conflict with the great 
body of evidence, so strong, so unanimous, so unambiguous, and 
some of it only a little later, which carries back the monarchical 
Episcopate at Rome directly to one or both of the Apostles, St. 
Peter and St. Paul.

435. If this reconstruction is historical—and the evidence as a 
whole favors it overwhelmingly—it may provide an added ex
planation why St. Ignatius is silent about the whole hierarchy in 
his Epistle to the Romans. As we saw above, that silence can
not be due to a belief that the unmentioned officials were non
existent at Rome. But if he knew quite accurately that every
thing at Rome was perfectly all right, according to his ideas; if 
he knew that they had the same three orders as Antioch; but if 
he also knew that they called them by different names, or that 
the terminology varied and was in a state of flux—such a state 
of mind might provide additional explanation (if more is de



sired) why he avoids all mention of all the officials at Rome, in
cluding those of whose existence there can be no possible doubt.

This conjecture may receive some confirmation from the way 
St. Ignatius speaks of himself in this epistle. In Romans ix: 1 he 
seems to avoid the noun episkopos. He says the Church in 
Syria has God for its “Shepherd” in his room rather than its 
“Bishop.” And he adds, “Jesus Christ alone shall oversee it—and 
your love” once again avoiding the noun and using instead the 
verb episkoposei. However, I am mentioning this only as a re
mote possibility. I am strongly inclined to think that the way 
he speaks of himself in Romans 2:2 as “the Bishop of Syria,” 
using the noun, proves that he not only expected the Romans to 
be perfectly familiar with the idea of a Church—and even of a 
whole region—having but one single head, but also with that 
head being called  Bishop; and not a Bishop but the Bishop. 
This, added to all we saw above in this chapter and the preced
ing, seems to me to indicate that not only the Ignatian polity but 
also the Ignatian terminology was established at Rome by the 
time he wrote. If they still used the term there as when 
I Clement was written, he could hardly have spoken of himself 
as “the Bishop of Syria” without a word of explanation.
436. I think we can confirm strongly the conclusions we313 
have drawn from I Clement by the Epistle of St. James in our 
New Testament and the Epistle of St. Polycarp to the Philippians. 
As to the former, I am of course aware of the doubts of many 
critical scholars as to its authenticity, and am inclined to agree 
with those doubts. But no one, as far as I know, has ever used as 
an argument against the Jacobaean authorship, the polity refer
ence in this document. Only “the presbyters” are mentioned. But 
no one has suggested that for this reason the author could not 
be an Apostle; or that he could not be covered by the term 
“presbyters” as Chapter XIX on the primitive use of this term 
would make possible. Of course the evidence of I Clement is not 
so simple. But I think the phenomena are basically the same; 
and the negative inference no more follows in the one case 
than in the other. Would anyone suggest that the negative in
ference would follow if “James” had written “the presbyters who 
are bishops of the Church.” I cannot think so.

Even more illuminating is the letter by St. Poly carp. There 
is nothing in the whole document, except the Proem, to indicate 
that the author is a Bishop. Apart from that Proem, (and we 
must remember that 1 Clement has no mention of any Church 
officers in its Proem) we have the same phenomena, at least in 
their essence, as in I Clement. It is true that the term “bishop”

315 Or rather our refusal to draw the conclusions Harnack, Streeter, and 
others would have us draw.



is no longer used in the older way. But neither is it used in the 
newer way. Most scholars think that Philippi had the same 
ministry at this time (except for terminology, possibly) which 
we find at Corinth in I Clement twenty years earlier. And there 
is no hint, outside the Proem, that Smyrna had a different minis
try. Moreover, even the Proem is not unambiguous. St. Poly
carp could be a mere primus inter pares, as far as the language 
of the Proem proves anything. Of course we know from other 
evidence that St. Polycarp was a Bishop in the full Ignatian 
sense, and we rightly interpret the language of the Proem ac
cordingly. But that is just what we ought to do with I  Clement, 
since the document itself leaves entirely open the question of 
the status of its author within the Roman Church. Surely it is 
not sound to treat the two cases as essentially different, just be
cause the Church is represented as writing one letter and the 
hierarchy the other. Surely there was a hierarchy at Rome of 
two orders, if not of three. I think a careful reading of these 
two documents will warn us of the unsoundness of drawing con
clusions from what early letters and other documents neglect to 
reveal about their own authors. This applies especially to let
ters, where the bearer would know and explain who wrote the 
letter.
437. The outcome of our present Chapter, then, is that we 
have strong even though not contemporary evidence to show us 
that St. Clement (and therefore, presumably, St. Linus and St. 
Cletus also) were monarchical Bishops in all but name (that is, 
they were deutero-Apostles who were single heads of the Roman 
Church) and that there is no evidence which raises any serious 
difficulty about accepting this conclusion as strictly historical.



Chapter XXIV

HOW DID THE MONARCHICAL EPISCOPATE BEGIN?

D ivision I

438. In our four preceding chapters we have investigated 
rather fully the question of the when and how of the origin of 
the monarchical Episcopate in Jerusalem, Antioch, Asia Minor, 
and Rome. We have seen very strong reasons to conclude that 
this institution owes its origin in Jerusalem to the assignment of 
the headship of the Jerusalem Church to one who was already 
an Apostle, at least in the broader sense, and possibly one of the 
Twelve. Not only was he an Apostle, but one of the most in
fluential of all the Apostles. We must, of course, distinguish be
tween the two essentially different questions, “Why was the 
Jerusalem Church given a single head?” and “Why was St. 
James chosen for the position?” The personal influence which 
St. James early acquired, his relation to our Lord (whatever that 
relation was), his strong and admirable character, and his or
thodoxy measured by the standards of the dominant conserva
tive party at Jerusalem probably supply the answer, at least in 
large part, to the second question. Quite possibly a contribu
ting factor was the fact that St. Peter had compromised himself 
somewhat with the strict party at Jerusalem by his compara
tively liberal attitude toward compulsory Gentile observance of 
the Jewish law and toward the Gentile question in general and 
in its broader aspect. If so, he may have thought that he would 
be more useful in “foreign missions” than in Jerusalem. Perhaps 
his headship of the Apostolic College was an added reason why 
he felt an obligation to take part in the Gentile Mission. It is not 
vital to our study to know just why. St. John, though very influ
ential also, would probably not have been St. James’ leading rival 
for the headship of the Jerusalem Church. The desires of the 
members of the Jerusalem Church may have been very weighty 
in determining the choice.
439. But the answer to the first question is not supplied by 
the answer to the second. We can only conjecture the reason 
why the Jerusalem Church was provided with a permanent, sta
ble, resident leader. The desire of the rest of the Apostles to 
begin their belated missionary labors is not a complete answer. 
For that leaves open the question why they did not all set out on 
such labors. In other words, why was one of the greatest and
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most influential of the Apostles—one of the “pillar Apostles”— 
left behind when the others set out from Jerusalem as mission
aries? The most probable answer is that they did this for the 
same reason for which our Lord appointed one man, St. Peter, 
as head of the Apostolic College, and for the same reason for 
which innumerable institutions of all sorts and kinds have chosen 
—sometimes sooner, sometimes later—to have a single head. 
That reason is, of course, the practical utility of such an arrange
ment. To put the matter from the opposite angle, it is the ex
tremely unsatisfactory nature of committee rule, at least in cases 
where there is no definite head of the committee possessing 
power to act when differences of opinion paralyze the committee, 
as often happens.
440. This seems so obvious that perhaps it would be fair to 
say that the real question is not why the Jerusalem Church was 
given a single head of indisputably higher rank than the rest of 
the presbyterate left in charge, but why all new local Churches 
founded were not at once given similar heads. The probable 
answer is that there were not enough Apostles to go around, by 
a wide margin. Further, such as there were wanted to carry on 
missionary work, and this would be impossible if every one of 
them was made responsible for one and only one local Church in 
which they were to reside continually.

It might appear at first sight that the deficiency in numbers 
could easily be made up by ordaining the requisite number of 
deutero-Apostles. But here the problem of satisfactory material 
for such high posts probably supplies the answer. We know 
from the explicit statement of St. Clement of Rome (X L II:4 ) 
that the Apostles were acutely conscious of the need that only 
tested and fit persons should be appointed, even to the inferior 
offices of bishops and deacons. Quite naturally, then, they would 
go even more slowly in ordaining new men to their own ranks. 
A bad or even inadequate and inefficient man could do far more 
harm after being ordained a deutero-Apostle than as a member 
of a college of presbyter-bishops. Thus they had the choice, at 
least for a while, of two alternatives, neither one ideal. They 
could risk appointing comparatively untried neophytes to a posi
tion in every local Church comparable to that held by St. James 
in Jerusalem. Or they could rest content, for a while, with more 
or less remote control. By that I mean they could retain direct 
personal supervision and control of the Churches they founded, 
even though they obviously could not be in every Church all 
the time. They could—in choosing this second alternative, as 
they clearly did—alleviate the problem somewhat by choosing a 
few of their most promising neophytes and making them Apos
tles, but keeping these young men around themselves and under



their own personal oversight as much as was compatible with 
the needs of their missionary tasks. In this way mistaken choices 
would do less harm than on the first alternative, and at the same 
time wise choices would be tried, proved, and trained, so that 
bye and bye an adequate supply of Apostles (what I have ven
tured to call deutero-Apostles) would be available.

441. As the Parousia continued to be delayed, and first one 
thing and then another called first one of the Twelve and then 
another to his reward, the importance of these deutero-Apostles 
would grow continually. But, according to all indications, few 
if any of them would ever attain the personal influence and pres
tige of the original Apostles and St. Paul and St. James (if he is 
not one of the Twelve). One or two probable exceptions can 
be named, however. St. John, “the Presbyter,” would certainly 
be one case, if I am mistaken in identifying him with St. John 
the Apostle and beloved disciple. St. Clement of Rome would 
be another. His almost mythological position in the eyes of the 
Church of the second half of the second century requires, I 
think, that he should have been not only an Apostle in the ex
tended sense, but that he should have been one who stood out 
head and shoulders above the others of that same rank (whether 
localized or still itinerant) still surviving during the last quarter 
of the first century. He not only acquires an almost papal sta
ture in the Clementine Romance310 but his one genuine Epistle 
was read for generations in the Church of Corinth, and made a 
serious bid for inclusion in the Canon of Scripture, and his great 
name and fame attracted to him at least one other anonymous 
document, that now called II  Clement. Such a record sounds to 
me much more like that of one of the two or three most outstand
ing deutero-Apostles, who after a distinguished career as a mis
sionary Apostle became the third Bishop of the world’s capital 
and greatest city, and died as such, than like the record of a 
corresponding secretary.

442. But the number of really satisfactory deutero-Apostles 
never became great enough to send one to be the supreme head 
of every local Church that had been founded and still have 
enough for the requirements of the continually expanding mis
sionary work of the Apostles and their lieutenants or delegates. 
Moreover, the number of outstanding men among them was 
probably not large; and the few available ones were badly 
needed at the right hand of St. Paul. Presumably other Apostles 
had similar labors and similar lieutenants, though of course on a 318

318 In its original form this legend is held by most scholars to reach back 
to the second century; though not in the form of the Recognitions or the 
Homilies, which are much later, in the opinion of most.



much more humble scale. Nor were they fortunate enough to 
find a great biographer or to produce many letters that were pre
served. So very little is known of their activities, at least in rea
sonably trustworthy history. But this does not remove the gen
eral a priori probability as stated above. Hence until circum
stances forced their hand, so to speak, the constitution of the 
other local Churches outside Jerusalem was not completed. 
Even there it was, as we saw above, the force of circumstances 
that led to the appointment of St. James the Apostle to a special 
relation to the Jerusalem Church, different from that held by all 
the Apostles to this Church before the appointment of St. James. 
That circumstance was the necessity of leaving Jerusalem, ei
ther because of persecutions, or for missionary work, or for both 
reasons, or for some other reason we cannot now recover.

443. Thus we ought not to be surprised if the second case of a 
monarchical Bishop317 is recorded under very similar circum
stances. Next to Jerusalem—in some respects even more than 
Jerusalem—Rome had become the greatest and most important 
Church in the world. What more natural, then, than that when 
faced with conditions that made it difficult if not impossible to 
continue to supervise that great Church personally, St. Peter or 
St. Paul or possibly both acting in concert set one of their most 
able and trusted lieutenants and a product of the Roman Church 
itself at the head of that Church, in a position precisely similar 
to that which at least one of them had been instrumental in as
signing to St. James at Jerusalem probably twenty years earlier? 
The occasion would, of course, be the imminent prospect of death 
or banishment at the time of or just after the Neronian persecu
tion. The appointment may have been made after their fate had 
been definitely made known to them; or it may have been made 
in view of rather definite forebodings that an unfavorable out
come was imminent. In either case, the action is the most nat
ural—and therefore the most credible—we could well imagine. 
The rest of their lieutenants were left to carry on the Gentile 
Mission, including several new ones chosen from among the 
best men available in the large Roman Church. St. Clement 
would be one of these, and St. Anencletus probably another. Of 
course Saints Timothy, Titus, Silvanus, Mark, Luke, and many 
other names familiar to us from the Pauline or other Epistles and 
Acts are, with varying degrees of probability, to be included in 
the list of surviving deutero-Apostles after the deaths of St. 
Peter and St. Paul. Of course, some of the original Apostles 
were still alive, and remained so until St. John, probably the 
last of them, died somewhere about the turn of the century.

317 Once again, however, as in Jerusalem, without the name.



444. The Church of Antioch was probably the third to re
ceive a single supreme head out of the Apostolic numbers. I 
say out of their numbers; but it is equally possible that, while 
the appointment was made by one or more Apostles, the man 
chosen was a well-known and highly esteemed member of the 
Antiochene Church itself. He was probably, but not necessarily, 
one of the presbyter-bishops—quite likely the chairman or presi
dent of the college. What does seem very unlikely is that the 
Bishop of Antioch owed the origin of his office to an essentially 
different process from that to which the Bishop of Jerusalem and 
those of Asia Minor owed theirs. Nor, as we saw in Chapter XX, 
would the only serious alternative theory account as fully and as 
easily for the tremendous authority which St. Ignatius—at least 
sincerely, even if mistakenly—ascribes to the Episcopate. Hence 
we should suppose that an Apostle, or more than one, gave An
tioch the same completed constitution which the Apostles had al
ready given the Churches of Jerusalem and Rome at a still earlier 
date. We do not have any proof that this was not done ear
lier at Antioch than at Rome. And if it was, it is quite possible 
that St. Peter may have been the Apostle in question, as a con
siderably later tradition asserts. But that tradition is so late as 
to be of very doubtful weight. So I am inclined to place Antioch 
third in order among the Churches that early acquired Bishops. 
St. John may quite possibly have stopped a while in Antioch be
fore he went on to Ephesus. If so, it would be quite possible 
that he would give Antioch the completed constitution when he 
took what he intended to be his permanent departure to take up 
his anticipated missionary labor in Asia Minor. If so, that would 
easily explain why he instituted only one Bishop in Syria, and 
later instituted many—under much more stressful circumstances 
—in Asia Minor. But of course some other Apostle or deutero- 
Apostle may have given Antioch its first Bishop. Yet the more 
eminent that Apostle was, the easier it is to account for St. Ig
natius and his viewpoint.
445. The fourth Church is not so easy to name, even conjec- 
turally. But the fourth region is perfectly easy to name—at least 
as far as concerns the regions for which we have extant and rea
sonably early and trustworthy evidence. It is Asia Minor. We 
saw strong reasons in Chapter XX to attribute the institution of 
the Bishops there to the direct appointment of St. John, and 
probably other Apostles (including, quite possibly, some deu- 
tero-Apostles). The attribution of these appointments ( or many 
of them) to St. John sets—if correct—a date by which at least a 
considerable number of these Bishops were already in existence 
as such. It is not easy to set a date before which they cannot 
have been appointed. On the whole, it is tempting to accept the



opinion of St. Clement of Alexandria that St. John appointed 
most—though probably not, as St. Clement seems to have 
thought, all—of these Bishops after his return from exile in 
Patmos. There we would have, once again, as at Jerusalem and 
at Rome, an Apostle completing the constitution of the Churches 
over which he had hitherto exercised a direct, if more or less 
remote, control—perhaps because he was now rapidly becoming 
more and more doubtful whether he was really going to live 
until the Parousia, as at least the community where he had set
tled, and quite possibly the Apostle himself, had at one time be
lieved our Lord had promised or foretold. If scholars are right 
in suspecting several relevant New Testament documents318 of 
being pseudonymous and coming from a date late in the first 
century, this would strongly confirm the idea that the Bishops 
in Asia Minor were appointed late in the century, without of 
course proving that none were appointed before the exile in 
Patmos. Here, incidentally, is an added reason, and a strong 
one, for placing the Episcopate at Antioch earlier than in Asia 
Minor.
446. So far we have done little more than present in one com
prehensive picture the results already attained in our four preced
ing Chapters, with a somewhat fuller explication of how the sepa
rate parts of the picture relate to each other and fit together. Now 
we must ask how, with this impressive start, the Episcopate con
tinued to spread until it was universal; or at least sufficiently so 
for St. Ignatius to think that it was universal by 115 a .d . and for 
a general and unchallenged tradition in the Church as a whole 
to assert the same thing and ascribe it to direct Apostolic insti
tution by the middle of the second century at the latest, and 
quite possibly (the present writer would say “very probably”) 
much earlier. But first let us get the other half of the picture 
out of which we have to seek the answer to our problem. The 
first half is, of course, what we have already presented so far in 
the present chapter. The other half is what we so fully estab
lished in Chapter XVIII.

D ivision  II

447. In that chapter, we saw that from almost if not quite the 
beginning the Apostolate—both the office and in some cases, at 
least, the title also—was extended to other men of note in the 
early Church. In some cases it was simply a question of recog
nizing an appointment which there was held to be sufficient rea
son for believing that God or Christ had made without human 
intermediary. St. Paul was such a case; in a sense St. Matthias

318 e. g. the Pastorals, I Peter, and “Ephesians” (also possibly Jam es).



was one; quite possibly310 St. James, “ the Lord’s brother,” was 
another. But in many cases it was a very different matter. 
Those who were already accepted as Apostles appointed others 
deemed worthy or fitted to assist them by sharing in their office, 
and endowed them with the necessary charismatic equipment 
by the laying on of hands. The direct evidence to show that Or
dination was the normal means of appointment in such cases is 
slight, but under the circumstances sufficient to justify the con
clusion as at least the most probable one, as was shown in Chap
ter XII. Moreover, we saw in Chapter XIV that the evidence 
favors the view that no order below the first and highest order 
and possibly but disputedly the second order ever had the right 
to ordain.

448. The Apostles added to the original number by the Apos
tles themselves we have, purely for convenience, called deutero- 
Apostles. There is, however, no sign of this name being used in 
those days. In fact, we noticed two contrary tendencies as to 
nomenclature in this matter. One tendency was to entend the 
title “Apostle” along with the office. The contrary tendency was 
to reserve that very honorable title to the Twelve and possibly 
a few other very early additions, of direct divine appointment, 
such as Saints Paul, Matthias, and “the Lord’s brother,” St. 
James. In such circles as seem to be under the influence of this 
tendency, we would naturally expect to find one of two tpings: 
either the use of some other substitute title, such as “evangelists” 
or “prophets” or “apostolic men” or (less certainly) “teachers”: 
or else the same situation which we found in the earliest Pauline 
communities with regard to the presbyters who were copied, 
but without their Palestinian title apparently, from the Jerusa
lem Church—namely, the thing without any one technical title at 
all, but described, when a reference was necessary, by some more 
or less clumsy untechnical but descriptive word or phrase. I 
shall show in ChapterXXVIII in Part IV on Ordination that this 
is the probable meaning of I Clement XLIV:2-3 and XLVII.-4, 
where the terms “approved men” and “eminent men” are used, 
probably because St. Clement had no more technical term by 
which to call them.

D ivision  III

449. Now, combining this half of the picture with the other 
half sketched just before we turned to it, we get these results: 

From the time the twofold local ministry began to exist we 
had a threefold ministry in the Church as a whole—the Apostles, 319

319 He was unless he was one of the Twelve.



the collegiate bishops, and the deacons.320
Since the Apostolate was, as we saw, extended into the second 

and third Christian generations; and since it was still in existence 
at the turn of the first century into the second, and probably a 
little later still; and since the monarchical Episcopate had by the 
death of St. John come into existence at least in Jerusalem, Rome, 
Antioch, and Asia Minor—since, I say, these three things are true, 
it follows that there never was a time when the twofold ministry 
was all the official ordained ministry the Church as a whole had.

The threefold ministry consisted at first of two localized or
ders and one superior itinerant order. Finally it consisted of 
three localized orders, the apparently new order being one super
ior to the two earlier local orders.

The origin of the localized  superior order goes back to about 
45 a.d. or earlier at Jerusalem; to c. 65 a.d. at Rome; to perhaps 
70-80 a.d. at Antioch; and to at least 90-100 a .d. and possibly ear
lier in Asia Minor. There were still itinerant Apostles c. 100 a.d. 
Thus the earliest form of the threefold ministry and the final 
form overlapped by about fifty years at least.

The former waned as the latter waxed, and it is probably no 
coincidence that our last trustworthy evidence of the itinerant 
Apostolate comes just a little before our first clear evidence that 
the Episcopate had decisively prevailed.

The Church had a tradition, already well established by the 
middle of the second century and probably considerably earlier 
—not to beg the question at issue, by. saying from the first—that 
the Episcopate was the direct successor to the Apostolate, and 
owed its origin in many places to direct and explicit appoint
ment of the first Bishop by one or more Apostles.

The above summary makes it seem quite likely that this tra
dition was well-founded, even apart from all else that can be 
said in favor of its high historical presumptive value. Nor can 
any objections of real weight—let alone of decisive weight—stand 
up under cross-examination.

If our conclusions in Part IV on the Minister of Ordination be 
sound, they will greatly reinforce this already strong case. On 
the other hand, the fact that this case is already strong without 
that reinforcement makes our results in Part IV all the more 
likely to be correct. 450

450. Now we must go on to explain how the monarchical 
Episcopate spread until it became universal, after having reached 
the stage we have so far established—its firm establishment at 
least in Jerusalem, Rome, Antioch, and Asia Minor (and very 
probably in many other places about which direct evidence does

320 Two rather obvious but unsound objections to this statement are ex
amined in Appended Note X.



not happen to be extant) at the time of the letters of St. Ignatius.
It may be well to remind the reader at this point that in some 
places at least our first extant evidence of the existence of mo
narchical Bishops is so late that it is exceedingly improbable 
that the absence of earlier evidence can be due to the absence 
of such Bishops until shortly before the earliest extant reference 
was written. But of course that is what would be obvious to 
anyone except a devout worshipper of that idol with feet of 
clay, the poor old argument from silence!

451. First it seems desirable to digress again to say a bit about 
the sense in which the Episcopate was universal. We know that 
St. Ignatius was—and was fully aware that he was—the only 
Bishop in Syria. Incidentally, he mentions or rather alludes to 
this fact in his Epistle to the Romans; and it is tempting to 
conjecture that this was due to the fact that he knew that Rome, 
like Antioch, was the residence of the Bishop of a large area. 
He may even be adopting this as a graceful way of reminding 
the Romans that he was not just the Bishop of a moderately 
important city and a small surrounding countryside, but of the 
third greatest city of the empire and of the whole region of 
which it was the center. If he knew this, and could still say 
that the Bishops were established to the farthest corners of the 
world, it will be clear at once that his statement need not mean 
that every city of whatever size had a Bishop. It would b  ̂ well 
known to him that many smaller cities in Asia Minor and prob
ably all or nearly all of the country regions were without sepa
rate Bishops of their own.

So his statement, interpreted in the light of his own knowl
edge about Syria, would be perfectly compatible with the possi
bility—w e do not know  it to be a fact—that there was only one 
Bishop in Italy, one in Gaul, in Spain, in Carthage, in Alex
andria, in Greece, and in Thrace or Macedonia. Possibly even 
less than this might suffice. It would be hard to say with pre
cision how little would have been the minimum which would 
have sufficed to cause St. Ignatius to speak as he did. It is even 

-possible—though I think very improbable—that one Bishop at 
Rome for the whole West might have sufficed. But let it be 
carefully remembered that we do not have any evidence to 
show, even with probability, that there were no other Bishops 
in the West, by 115 a .d. except the evidence examined so care
fully in the preceding chapter by which it was sought by Har- 
nack, Streeter, and many others to show that even at Rome 
itself there was no Bishop by the time St. Ignatius wrote—or 
at least none when St. Clement wrote twenty years earlier. That 
evidence we concluded to be quite unconvincing, and far over-
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balanced by evidence of much greater weight to the contrary 
effect.

But even later, when there can no longer be any possible 
doubt about the “universality” of Episcopacy, there were still 
small cities or towns or villages with no Bishop of their own; 
and of course the same was true of country districts. More
over, there were regions not yet fully evangelized, and in these 
Bishops were still less numerous and the territory one Bishop 
had to cover was consequently larger. Nor would conditions 
be exactly similar in every large area. In some regions every 
city of any size might have a Bishop, in others only the great 
cities. All of this must be remembered when we speak of the 
universality of the Episcopate.

452. Of course this raises a question concerning the tran
sitional period while the itinerant Apostolate was waning and 
the Episcopate waxing. Originally every Church would be un
der the authority of the Apostles, at least potentially and in 
principle, even if no member of the Apostolate had yet visited 
it. The same would be true of country districts in which Chris
tians were so few and scattered that they could be called 
Churches only by courtesy. It would seem obvious that when 
the nearest great center acquired a monarchical Bishop he would 
naturally take the oversight of the nearby country districts and 
villages and towns. For the surviving Apostles and deutero- 
Apostles would have more than enough ground to cover to make 
them welcome all possible relief from neighboring Bishops. For 
a while it might be an undetermined point in regard to certain 
towns, cities, or somewhat remote country regions whether they 
were under the recently instituted Bishop of the not-too-near 
metropolis, or still under the Apostle or successor of the Apostle 
who had founded the particular local Church, or had ordained 
its first “bishops and deacons,” if it had been founded, in the 
strict sense, by men below Apostolic rank. In this sense, then, 
we could not yet speak of dioceses at this early date; there 
would probably be, at least in most cases, no definite well-defined 
limits to the “jurisdiction” of the monarchical Bishops in those 
cities having such. But there would, I think, be dioceses in the 
looser and broader sense—that every Church and even every 
isolated Christian would know itself or himself to be under some 
Apostle who had some sort of connection with it, or else under 
the Bishop of some Church nearest at hand, even if that were 
rather far away. This seems to me to be the only way to recon
cile the knowledge of St. Ignatius that there were many Churches 
and districts without monarchical Bishops with his two asser
tions that the Bishops were established to the farthest parts of
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the world, and that without the three orders of Bishops, pres
byters, and deacons no Church is entitled to the name.

453. This will be a good point at which to consider the ques
tion of Corinth and Philippi. It has been customary to agree 
that there was no monarchical Bishop at Philippi, even as late 
as the Epistle of St. Poly carp. Certainly if there was one, there 
are only two ways to find him there. One of these is to find 
him in a president of the presbyterate who had not yet emerged 
far enough above his erstwhile equals to preempt a separate 
title, Bishop; and this explanation is quite out of line with the 
account we have found reason to accept of how the Episcopate 
originated. The other way is to suppose a vacancy in the Epis
copate. This has usually been held to be an illegitimate hy
pothesis, under the circumstances, even by such well disposed 
scholars as Gore and Turner. Under these circumstances, I 
would not care to let any important result hinge on the hypoth
esis that there was such a vacancy at the time St. Polycarp wrote.

Yet for the sake of exploring all the reasonable possibilities, 
I would point out a few reasons why I am not as sure as Gore 
and Turner that the hypothesis of a vacancy in the Episcopate is 
not after all the best explanation of the phenomena of this Epis
tle, coupled with related historical facts. For one thing, I think 
the Ignatian terminology is definitely established, not only in 
Smyrna but also in Philippi. This is indicated not only by the 
absence of the term bishop ( in either the singular or the plural) 
—for that might be a pure coincidence—but by the first specific 
use in history of the term “presbyters,” as shown by the fact 
that here for the first time they are bracketed with any other 
order (in this case, the deacons). Bishop Gore had found this 
point made in an earlier writer, but refused to attach any sig
nificance to it, on the ground that presbyters and bishops were 
exactly synonymous. He does not appear, however, to have 
considered the possibility of such a relation of these terms as 
I have accepted in Chapter XIX; and if he had, I think he 
would have found it convincing. In any case, whether with or 
without Gore’s assent, I believe that point to be established as 
at least more probable than any other theory on the subject 
with which I am acquainted.

For another thing, St. Ignatius had visited Philippi, and 
had left the city still on the very best of terms with the Church 
there. Would this have been the case if he had found the 
Church lacking a Bishop, when he believed Bishops to be of 
divine institution and essential to the very name of a Church? 
The explanation must be one of two things. Either he knew 
the see to be vacant, and therefore no defect in principle was 
involved; or else Philippi had the same relation to Smyrna,



Thessalonica, Athens, Corinth, or some other nearby city having 
a monarchical Bishop as the lesser cities of Syria had to Antioch. 
In view of the possibility of this second explanation, the first 
is only an alternative possibility. But it is at least that; and, 
by so much, gives some support to the hypothesis of a vacancy 
in the see. It is not impossible that one of the names mentioned 
as going on with St. Ignatius to Borne and a prospective martyr
dom may be the Philippian Bishop who had in some way be
come involved and incurred the same fate. St. Polycarp would 
not have to mention this, for all would know who Zosimus or 
Rufus was.

Still a third point is that St. Polycarp sent to the Philippians 
a collection of the Epistles of St. Ignatius. These, as we have 
seen, are full of emphasis on the divine institution, the uni
versality, and the necessity of Bishops. Yet St. Polycarp does 
not feel obliged to say a word to relieve the uneasiness that 
would come, upon reading these Epistles from so highly ven
erated a man, to a Church which had no Bishop. This can be 
explained, I think, in either of the two ways suggested in the 
immediately preceding paragraph. It cannot, I am convinced, 
be explained on Lightfoot’s theory. For according to him, 
Philippi had a different and older polity from that which St. 
Ignatius held to be divinely instituted, universal, and absolutely 
essential. This would not be the same thing at all as a city 
with a vacancy in its Episcopate, or a city comparable to smaller 
Syrian cities under the “Bishop of Syria.” If it is not impossible 
to reconcile Lightfoot’s theory with the evidence dealt with in 
this paragraph and the preceding, at least it is certainly far 
harder to do so than with the theory I accept, with which either 
of the explanations I have proposed harmonizes perfectly and 
easily. Here again the possibility of a vacancy in the see is 
only one possible explanation. But we have seen that either 
this explanation or the alternative proposed will remove any 
prima facie  difficulty such as Lightfoot and many others have 
supposed St. Polycarp’s Epistle to create for the theory I have 
adopted and am now developing.
454. As to Corinth, I am quite convinced that there was no 
monarchical Bishop there at the time St. Clement wrote, c. 95 
a.d. In this case the hypothesis of a vacancy is quite improb
able. But this does not prove that there was still no Bishop 
there by 115 a .d. when St. Ignatius wrote. The Episcopate may 
have been established there as the result of the settlement of 
the very rebellion against the bishops in which St. Clement 
intervened. The Episcopate at Corinth must have been of con
siderable age in order for the Bishop whom Hegesippus found 
there to be able to speak and act as he did. As to the date of



St. Clement’s Epistle, there were probably considerably fewer 
Bishops at that date than c. 115 a .d . Quite possibly not only 
Italy but Greece were under the Bishop of Rome in the same 
sense in which the smaller Syrian cities were under St. Ignatius 
as Bishop of Antioch. Or it may have been the case that the 
passing away of most of the surviving deutero-Apostles had left 
so few alive as to make it very difficult for them to carry on 
new missionary work and still supervise the older Churches that 
had not yet acquired Bishops of their own. Thus it might have 
been a debatable point c. 95 a .d . whether Corinth was under 
some particular itinerant deutero-Apostle or Apostles, or under 
the Bishop of Rome. But I am inclined to favor the view that 
Corinth was under Rome. For unless we accept the Papal 
theory,321 this is far and away the most plausible explanation 
as to why Corinth had appealed to Rome. That an appeal had 
been made seems to me almost certain from the near-apology 
of the Epistle in the opening chapter for having delayed so long 
about intervening. Dr. W. K. Lowther-Clarke has given, on 
pages 19-20 of his edition of the First Epistle of Clement, inter
esting and strong reasons why Rome should intervene at Corinth. 
But I submit that the reasons he gives can be combined with 
those I have given without detriment to either set of reasons and 
with the result of a much more adequate explanation than his 
reasons alone can supply why Corinth should have asked/Rome 
to intervene, or why Rome should have intervened on her own 
initiative, if after all there was no prior appeal. Of course it 
may be that only the deposed men appealed. Dr. Lowther- 
Clarke’s explanation would also explain a question that has 
puzzled me somewhat in the past. That question is why the 
Corinthian Church or its deposed presbyters appealed to St. 
Clement rather than to St. John “the Presbyter.” Even if the 
latter is not the Apostle, he was nevertheless certainly of as 
high rank and as great importance as St. Clement. The possi
bility that St. John was in exile on Patmos at the time may be 
a sufficient explanation. If not, Dr. Lowther-Clarke’s explana
tion is now happily available.

455. The dying out of the last generation of deutero-Apostles 
was not the only reason why that order soon became extinct. 
Antecedent probability would lead us to expect what the Didache 
definitely contemplates and provides for, that some of the itin
erant prophets (who are shown twice over in XI. 3-6 to be 
Apostles in at least some cases) would from time to time, due 
to age or health or some local need or problem or other reason, 
settle down and abandon further itinerancy. But settling down

321 And we could give decisive reasons for not doing so.



in general is of course impossible. He would have to settle 
down in some particular place. How would this affect the 
situation in that particular Church? All our evidence would 
lead us to be sure that in such a case he would be completely 
dominant in that Church. In fact, he would be exactly the same 
official in that Church, at least in substance though not always 
at first in name, as the Bishops already in charge of Jerusalem, 
Rome, Antioch, and many cities in Asia Minor. This is what 
we would expect a priori, and the D idache strongly confirms 
this antecedent probability. For it provides that, in case a true 
prophet wishes to settle “among you” he is “worthy of his food.” 
So is a teacher. But of the “prophets” only is it said, (X III. 3) 
“Therefore thou shalt take the firstfruits . . . and shall give 
them as firstfruits to the prophets, for they are your high priests.” 
That sounds very much like a Bishop without the name. In 
fact, it is I believe the first case in history in which the term 
“high priest” is applied to the Christian ministry, and we may 
well remember that this term and the closely related term 
“priest” (sacerdos) were somewhat later applied to Bishops. 
Later, as the term sacerdos came to be applied more generally 
to presbyters also, the term “high priest” was used to distinguish 
the Bishop from mere presbyters. This tends to strengthen the 
inference that some local Churches secured their first Bishop 
in this way. Lightfoot rejected “localization of the Apostolate” 
as the means of the origin of the Episcopate. But here in the 
Didache, which was not known to scholars at the time Lightfoot 
first wrote his famous essay, we have it quite definitely attested. 
And Jerusalem is another case.
456. Yet we must not exaggerate the part this process played 
in the origin and spread of the Episcopate. For one thing, we 
have at least one complication raised by the Didache evidence. 
What if more than one of these apostle-prophets settled in the 
same community? There are several possible answers to the 
question. Possibly the first would have time to gain a monarchi
cal position before the second one settled. Possibly no second 
one would settle in a place where there was one already, either 
as a matter of courtesy, or for less admirable reasons—the desire 
to be indisputably first. Possibly there might be many who 
had the prophetic gift, but only one of these who was an Apos
tle. But also it is possible that in some cases more than one of 
equal rank and personal stature would settle in the same place 
and disputes arise as to leadership under such circumstances. 
There is no such case on record, I believe. But there may have 
been some that have left no trace in history. However if this 
process had played a very dominant part in the prevalence of 
the Episcopate, there would have been more cases in all prob



ability, and accordingly a greater chance that one of these would 
leave some trace in history. On the whole this localization of 
a member of the deutero-Apostolic order by settling of his own 
choice in some particular local Church probably played a real 
and important part in the spread of the Episcopate, but only 
a part.
457. Other ways in which local Churches would acquire a 
Bishop would be these:

1. One or more Apostles would send one of their own num
ber to assume the leadership of some local Church in which 
there was trouble, or the prospect of some trouble, or simply 
because (as apparently in the case of St. John) they had come 
to the conclusion that the form of organization set up in Jerusa
lem by their college and at Rome by two of their most eminent 
members was good and working well and ought to be extended.

2. For the same reasons, one or more Apostles might select 
the leading figure of a local322 Church and give to him the rank 
and authority he had not hitherto possessed, that of Apostle 
or Bishop. The person chosen would often, but not always or 
necessarily, be a member of the college of presbyter-bishops. 
Frequently, in such cases, he might be the president or chair
man of the college, especially in cases where the presidency 
was not rotated. Or he might be some rising younger member 
of that college (or even outside the college), who had made 
a great impression on the Apostles appointing the Bishopi

3. Sometimes one or more monarchical Bishops of nearby 
Churches might, for the same reasons just ascribed hypotheti
cally to the Apostles, set up a Bishop in some nearby Church 
or Churches which desired what was beginning to be so wide
spread as to be almost “the fashion.” In this case the same al
ternatives are available as to the person who would be chosen 
as in the case immediately preceding. The only important dif
ference would be that it was Bishops rather than itinerant Apos
tles who made the appointment. And if the theory here being 
set forth is correct, that would mean no more than that in the 
former case the appointment was made by itinerant Apostles, in 
the latter case by localized Apostles.

In these three ways, and in the fourth way discussed immedi
ately before enumerating them323 the monarchical Episcopate 
spread from the four centers in which we traced its beginnings 
in the four preceding chapters until it became universal in the 
sense discussed above, and prevailed completely.
458. Someone may ask why it would not be right to include 
the way described by Lightfoot, and accepted by so many emi-

322 Less likely, but possibly, of some outside Church.
323 I.e. the way of “localization” of an Apostle or deutero-Apostle.



nent scholars, as at least one of five contributory fountains, even 
if it be improbable as the only or the chief way in which Episco
pacy originated and spread everywhere. The answer is that it 
represents an essentially different way, and an essentially differ
ent principle or set of principles from the four ways listed above. 
They are all simply minor variants of one way—direct appoint
ment by the Apostles and their full successors. Lightfoot’s the
ory is essentially different from this. I believe that the evidence 
we have so fully considered in this chapter and the four pre
ceding is strongly unfavorable to his theory, because strongly 
favorable to its opposite. If the conclusions reached in Part IV 
on the Minister of Ordination be true, they will add still another 
and strong reason against Lightfoot’s theory as even a partial 
explanation of the origin of the Episcopate. We have also seen 
in Chapters IX-XIV the evidence to prove still another conclu
sion which, if well founded, will be very unfavorable to Light
foot’s theory. That is that the early Church consciously ac
cepted the theocratic principle, the hierarchical principle, the 
“sacramental” character of Ordination, and the principle of re
stricted power to minister. His theory of the origin of the Epis
copate by “elevation out of the presbyterate” clashes with sev
eral of these principles. Consequently it is improbable that the 
early Church would have employed a practice in conflict with 
her consciously held principles. Of course, the theory I have 
adopted and am defending allows “elevation out of the presby
terate” in a sense—that frequently a prominent member of the 
presbyterate would be the one chosen to be elevated to the Epis
copate by the Apostles, by deutero-Apostles, or by men already 
monarchical Bishops. But that is not the sense in which Light- 
foot means the phrase.

Division IV

459. This concludes the positive presentation of the case for 
the theory of the origin of the Episcopate which is adopted in 
this book. Of course it cannot claim to be certain—perhaps not 
even overwhelmingly probable. But it does seem to me to have 
a decisive advantage in probability over Lightfoot’s theory, held 
also by so many others, or over any other thqpry with which I 
am acquainted. There are a number of reasons for this estimate, 
which may now be summarized very briefly, as follows:

1. It seems to be the theory of the general and (until Am- 
brosiaster, St. Jerome, and their school) unchallenged tradition 
of the whole Catholic Church, at least as far back as 150 a .d. 
and very probably much earlier. This is deducible, as we have 
seen at length above, from the writings of Hegesippus, St. Iren-



aeus, St. Clement of Alexandria, St. Dionysius of Corinth, St. 
Polycrates of Ephesus, the Muratorian Fragment, Tertullian, 
Julius Africanus, St. Hippolytus, and the later but learned and 
widely read historian Eusebius. Of course all these writers are 
not equally complete in their attestation of this view. Some of 
them attest only some one or two bits of the whole theory. But 
their joint testimony is a harmonious whole.

2. It is the only theory that can allow full weight to the 
evidence of St. Ignatius—not only to what he explicitly says but 
also to the implications of his words and whole attitude as to the 
authority ( and hence as to the age and source) of Episcopacy.

3. It enables us to work all our evidence into one harmoni
ous whole, instead of being obliged first to contradict the later 
evidence by the earlier, and then secondly to make a choice be
tween them. Surely this is an important advantage, for the later 
evidence is, for the many reasons marshalled above, not too late 
to be weighty.

4. It accounts for the inherited beliefs and teachings of the 
Church from (say) c. 150 a .d . to 300 a .d . concerning its three
fold ministry better than any of the alternative theories. Thus 
it would be a priori the most probable explanation, even from 
the angle of one whose radical canons of historical criticism for
bid him to allow direct historical value to the testimony of the 
writers named under the first and second points of this summary.

5. It accounts at least as well as other theories for our find
ing men who were monarchical Bishops in effect before they 
were called hy that title. It accounts better than any of the 
chief alternative theories for the fact that we never catch any 
local Church in the process of change from the older polity to 
the Ignatian polity though we do catch the Church as a whole 
in the process of that change. For on our theory this is the sort 
of a change that coidd not be gradual in the former sense, but 
only in the latter. On Lightfoot’s theory, on the other hand, it 
could be and would be gradual in both senses.

6. It explains far better than any other known theory how 
the monarchical Episcopate could originate so comparatively 
late and yet have prevailed so early, so universally, with such 
high and unchallenged authority, and without the slightest real 
trace of any dispute or trouble about the change. Attempts to 
read such controversy into the evidence are totally devoid of 
foundation and are highly arbitrary.

7. It explains, far better than the chief alternative theory, as 
we shall see at length in Part IV on The Minister of Ordination, 
(a) why the Bishop had-5-4 a separate and additional Ordination 
from the mere presbyters, (b ) why this was not at the hands of 324

324 At least later, if not, as I think, “from the beginning!”



his own fellow-presbyters but at the hands of other and outside 
Bishops, (c ) why the presbyters never had any part in the Or
dination of their own Bishop or even in the Ordination of dea
cons, and yet (d) why in the West they retained all down the 
history of the Church some sort of share in the appointment of 
new members of their own order.

8. It explains at least as well as Lightfoot’s theory why for 
a considerable time it was still customary to call Bishops presby
ters. But it explains better than his theory why at the same 
time the (mere) presbyters ceased to be called “bishops” every
where and at once as soon as there was any change at all in the 
earlier terminology. It must not have been easy for those who 
had once been called bishops to surrender the title completely.
460. For all these reasons, then, as well as because of the 
weighing of the detailed evidence undertaken in this chapter 
and the four preceding, we think that this account of the origin 
and growth of the monarchical Episcopate has a very strong 
claim to be considered a more probable theory—and that not by 
any small margin—than Lightfoot’s theory, or indeed any other 
rival theory on this subject so far advanced.



Chapter XXV

LIGHTFOOT’S THEORY: A CRITIQUE

461. I go on now to cross-examine the arguments which Light- 
foot urged in favor of his theory, apart from those already un
avoidably considered in the process of substantiating my own 
account. One of the most surprising facts in this connection is 
that he does not even claim to have a single case in which he 
can produce any writer earlier than “Ambrosiaster” (whom he 
calls Hilary) and St. Jerome who definitely asserts that a par
ticular Rishop became such in the way Lightfoot supposes. His 
case rests, then, entirely on a disputable interpretation of the 
cases of St. James at Jerusalem and the early Rishops (?) at 
Rome, plus the general considerations we are now about to 
cross-examine. As to the case of St. James, I have already criti
cised his treatment in Section 377 of Chapter XX on The Mo
narchical Episcopate in the East. (See further on this case 
Sections 358-360 and also Sections 438-9.)

As to the more or less transitional status which he attributes 
to St. Clement and his predecesors at Rome, Chapters XXI-XXIII 
contain a thorough investigation of that whole problem. If I am 
not very much mistaken, it was shown in those chapter^ that 
there is no good reason to qualify (as Lightfoot does) the admis
sion that the early names in the list may have been and in all 
probability were true monarchical Rishops; except, of course, 
that they were not called by the later name until after the time 
of St. Clement’s letter. Lightfoot went further, and said that, 
though more than mere presidents of the presbyteral college, 
yet they could not have attained the same outstanding position 
held by St. Ignatius, St. Poly carp, and others. If his theory is 
taken as true, this would be plausible enough, and would pro
vide a case of a Church at a transitional stage. Rut to use these 
men and their conjecturally reconstructed position to support the 
theory by attesting a Church in a transitional stage would be to 
argue in a circle. Only if the theory is, on other evidence, made 
out to be at least more probable than the theory of Rishop Gore 
can the view of Lightfoot as to the position of St. Clement be 
entitled to our acceptance. For on Gore’s theory there would 
be no such transitional stage in a local Church, but only in the 
Church as a whole. Nor can it be held, in view of our discus
sion in the chapters on the early Roman episcopate, that the early 
evidence requires, or even materially favors, such a partial re



jection of the clear testimony of all the evidence later than 1 
Clement and Hermas. Lightfoot himself seems (as Gore rightly 
notes) to have acquired a gradually increasing confidence in the 
historical value of the early Roman episcopal lists and the other 
evidence that supports them in his editions of I Clement and St. 
Ignatius, both of which were published later than his celebrated 
Dissertation. In fact, in his later writings he approximates 
somewhat more closely to the conclusions defended in Chap
ters XXI-XXIII, without ever coming to complete agreement with 
them. I do not, let me repeat, deny that the evidence concern
ing Rome admits of Lightfoot’s earlier interpretation; and still 
more easily of his later approximation to our own view. But it 
can be so taken only by distrusting the later evidence. And 
this, I maintain, we have no right to do without reasonably 
strong proof of the necessity of distrusting it, which is not forth
coming. So the conclusion reached in Chapters XXI-XXIII is 
more probable and more in accord with sound methods of scien
tific historical procedure. At least the case of Rome certainly 
cannot be alleged in support of a theory of “elevation out of the 
presbyterate” in the sense in which Lightfoot uses those words.

Division I

462. We now go on to hear Lightfoot’s other arguments. He 
argues that, if the two offices (Apostle and Bishop) had been 
identical, the substitution of the one name for the other would 
have required some explanation. To this we answer (1) that 
the two offices are not held by our theory to have been identical 
in all respects, but only (or at least chiefly) in the sense that 
the Apostle was the highest rank of Christian minister in the be
ginning, that the Bishop was the highest rank ultimately (and 
very early), and that there was no intermediate stage in which, 
all of the original first order having died out, the old second order 
had become the first by default. We answer (2) that an expla
nation of the change of name is available, and is sketched above 
in our study of the subject, especially in Sections 326, 334, 
339, 360, and 416. We answer (3) that Lightfoot’s theory also re
quires an explanation of the change of name involved in with
holding from those who had once had it a name they had once 
enjoyed without objection, and just when that name was likely to 
be most prized because it was becoming a title of greater emi
nence than it had been. Lightfoot’s theory would explain why 
the change of name took place; but not, as far as I can see, why 
all who had formerly possessed it were so acquiescent in sur
rendering it.
463. The first of these answers also will suffice for Lightfoot’s



next objection, that the functions of the Apostle and Bishop dif
fered widely, the former being essentially an itinerant officer 
and holding no local office. I see nothing essential about the 
itinerancy of most Apostles. It was the force of circumstances 
that made them missionaries. But their function was not only, 
as Lightfoot seems for the moment to have thought, to “found 
and confirm new brotherhoods.” It was to supervise them after 
they were formed. In the first stages of their work the former 
functions would predominate. But after this work was done in 
a good many cases, and especially as they became older and 
less active, the latter functions would become much more promi
nent. Certainly one Apostle, St. James, was left to govern, with 
the help of a college of members of the second order, the Mother 
Church after it was already well founded and organized.
464. Lightfoot is certainly right in rejecting the very weak 
case that Theodoret made out for the view that Bishops are the 
direct successors of the Apostles. But I doubt if Theodoret 
meant this in as narrow a sense as Lightfoot supposes. At any 
rate, we have made out our own statement of the argument 
above, and we respectfully submit that it is in no way depen
dent on the untenable exegesis used by Theodoret.

465. He goes on to argue that the history of the name suggests 
a different account of the origin of the Episcopate. If bishop 
was first used as a synonym for presbyter, and later came to des
ignate the higher officer under whom the presbyters served, the 
Episcopate properly so called would seem to have developed 
from the subordinate office. I reply that this would be a very 
plausible guess if we had no direct evidence as to how the office 
originated. But even then it would not be any more plausible 
than the theory I have adopted, following Gore and many others. 
And the latter has the advantage of being the way the change is 
asserted to have taken place by many writers who, if not con
temporary, are at least too early to be negligible, and who are 
at least far earlier than Theodoret, or than Ambrosiaster and St. 
Jerome, in whom Lightfoot thinks he can find a more nearly 
correct account of the process.
466. He argues that, if his account be true, we might expect 
to find in the oldest Church of Jerusalem, which would naturally 
ripen first into maturity, the first traces of the Episcopate, and so 
we do. But I think I have shown above that Lightfoot’s is not 
the only theory on which we would expect to find this fact. Nor 
do we find mere traces, but the institution already fullgrown, ex
cept for the title later used. And there was no difficulty in ac
counting for the lack of the later title. In fact, we saw above in 
Sections 377 very strong reasons to conclude that Lightfoot had



read his theory into the facts concerning Jerusalem, and that they 
really fit much better the theory of the localization of an Apostle.

467. Lightfoot lays stress on the fact that St. James at Jeru
salem, even after he has become a full monarchical Bishop ( only 
without the name), is still reckoned a member of the presbytery, 
and was probably its head or president. In reply, I would ask 
(1) “on the side” how Dr. Lightfoot reconciles his account of St. 
James and his position at Jerusalem with the opinion he ex
presses elsewhere that the name would be bound to appear as 
soon as the thing was unmistakably in existence. Then, (2) I 
would emphasize that on our theory there is no difficulty in find
ing St. James a member of the presbyteral college. In fact, if 
the view I have presented in Chapter XIX on the primitive 
meaning of the term presbyter be correct, it is inevitable; and 
therefore my explanation would be at least as good as his, with
out laboring under the tremendous disadvantage of having to 
forget that St. James was apparently a pillar Apostle before he 
became the single head of the Jerusalem Church; or at least an 
Apostle, if not quite so certainly already a “pillar.” I am not at 
all clear that Lightfoot has made a good case to prove that St. 
James was considered a presbyter. Certainly he is not called 
one; nor do we read of “the other presbyters” after a mention of 
St. James; while we do get “other of the Apostles saw I none save 
James” in Galatians. ^

But even if the matter were certain, and my explanation of 
the generic usage of the term “presbyter” were rejected, it would 
still not prove Bishop Lightfoot’s theory as to the original rela
tion between the Episcopate and the presbyters. For clearly St. 
Ignatius and St. Polycarp could be counted a member of their 
respective presbyterates, though certainly not mere primi 
inter pares. Nor will it do to argue that this could only have 
been possible as a belated survival of an earlier state of affairs 
in which those who became the Bishops were mere primi inter 
pares. For St. Peter was able to call himself, or be called, a 
“fellow-presbyter,” and he was certainly always of the fullest 
Apostolic rank. And the same is almost equally certain, in my 
judgment, in the case of St. John the Apostle who was at the end 
of his life called “The Presbyter” without any qualification, or 
even any accompanying name. Neither of these had ever been 
a primus inter pares among a college of presbyter-bishops. 468

468. Lightfoot next makes the point that in the Gentile 
Churches the New Testament presents no case of the “third” 
stage of “real” monarchical Bishops, but only the first two stages 
which he describes thus. The “first” is the Apostles themselves 
superintending the Churches under their care, sometimes in



person and on the spot, sometimes at a distance by a letter or 
by a message. The “second” is the stage in which we find 
them, at crucial times and in important places, delegating some 
trustworthy disciple who should fix his abode  in a set place for 
a time and direct Church affairs there. Then, after more dis
cussion, he adds, “With less permanence, but perhaps greater 
authority, the position occupied by these Apostolic delegates 
nevertheless fairly represents the functions of the Bishop early 
in the second century. They were in fact the link between the 
Apostles whose superintendence was occasional and general, and 
the Bishop who exercised a permanent supervision over an indi
vidual congregation.” Now I cannot resist the impression that 
such a summary of the “first two stages” supports the theory 
of Gore rather than Lightfoot’s own theory. In the intermediate 
stage the near-Bishop got his position not by gradual evolution 
or emergence but by direct Apostolic appointment. In fact, it 
seems a perfectly natural step for an Apostle to have taken to 
make permanent, when confronted with death or some other 
cause expected to terminate soon his own ability to exercise 
further occasional supervision, in a few of the largest and most 
important centers, an arrangement which had been found valu
able on a semi-permanent basis on several occasions during his 
lifetime. The second stage recognized by Lightfoot—and cor
rectly so—has no connection with the origin of the Episcopate 
as he describes it, but is on a very different line of development. 
It fits into the development as Gore reconstructs it quite well, 
as shown just above, however. Of course, there is also the ques
tion whether Diotrephes in III  John  is not the same thing that 
St. James was—a Bishop without the name. If he was, Lightfoot 
is mistaken in not finding his “third” stage in the New Testa
ment. And in any case, why is not St. James at Jerusalem a 
case?325
32B Before following Bishop Lightfoot’s argument further, I ought perhaps 
to say for the convenience of the reader that I have not attempted to give 
page numbers in my references to his Dissertation, because there are so 
many different editions with such varied numberings of the pages. But 
when at the beginning of the present chapter I started to cross-ex
amine his arguments, I began following his arguments in the order 
in which he gives them at the point he numbers 3 where he goes 
on to study the Episcopate after having studied the diaconate under (his) 
number 1 and the presbyterate under (his) number 2. This point is about 
one-sixth or one-fifth of the way through his Dissertation. We have in this 
chapter and the five preceding noticed and taken issue with some points in 
this treatment of the evidence. W e have so far come to the point where he 
devotes almost a third of his total space to a survey of the evidence for 
the Episcopate when it first appears in all parts of the known Church. 
There is no need to follow his masterful summary of this. We resume fol
lowing him just a very little more than half way through his Dissertation, 
where he finishes his study for the Episcopate at Alexandria, and then but
tresses the direct evidence which he has marshalled with the indirect evi
dence of the tacit assumptions of writers living around the close of the 
second century.



469. Lightfoot’s first argument at this point is that the crea
tion of the Episcopate out of the presbytery is shown by the 
fact that it was a progressive development, not advancing every
where at an uniform rate, but exhibiting at one and the same 
time different stages of growth in different Churches. This 
summary statement I most emphatically challenge. The devel
opment was of course progressive in the sense that what a few 
Churches had at first was gradually extended to more, then 
most, then finally to “all” in the sense explained above in Sec
tion 451 of Chapter XXIV. But I can see no clear evi
dence of a single Church in any stage between the full 
and frank twofold local ministry and the full and frank 
threefold ministry, unless he has in mind the semi-perma
nent quasi-Episcopates of St. Timothy at Ephesus and St. Titus 
in Crete, as attested in the Pastorals. But we considered this 
“second” stage above in Section 468 and saw that it does not 
support his theory. As to the only kind of transitional stage 
which would not fit into Gore’s theory as easily as into his— 
that of presiding presbyters who were not yet Bishops even in 
substance—we have examined the only two plausible cases above 
in Sections 461-462 of this chapter, and have seen that no argu
ment in Lightfoot’s favor can legitimately be based on these.

Division II

470. Lightfoot’s next argument is that the original relation of 
the Bishop to the presbyter which his theory supposes was not 
forgotten even after the lapse of centuries. This would be very 
important if he had any real proofs of it. So we must examine 
those he alleges. His first argument is that the Bishop, “though 
set over the presbyters, was still regarded as in some sense one of 
them.” Now we have already seen just above in Section 467 
of this chapter, in discussing his argument about St. James of 
Jerusalem, how little this fact favors his theory or disfavors ours.
471. But we must examine his proofs of this. They are, first, 
that St. Irenaeus and others of approximately the same date 
repeatedly call the Bishops “presbyters,” without any hesita
tion or difficulty. The fact is beyond doubt, but the inference 
is very questionable. They may be called “presbyters” for the 
same reason that every Bishop even to-day is a presbyter—be
cause the greater office includes the lesser in any real hierarchy, 
and because most if not all of the Bishops of the time of St. 
Irenaeus and later had passed through the first two orders of 
the ministry before being ordained to the highest order of the 
Episcopate. Or it may be, if it is a survival of primitive usage, 
due to the generic meaning of the term as argued in Chapter XIX



on The Primitive Meaning, and Usage of the Term Presbyter. 
Or it may be a synonym for the word “Fathers,” which seems 
to be the meaning in Hebrews 11:2, and which would satisfy 
the context in all the texts I have seen produced from St. Irenaeus 
and other writers of his time and later where the term is applied 
to Bishops. My own opinion is that the explanation based on 
the primitive usage as a generic term is to be preferred as more 
probable than any other.

It is, in any case, demonstrable that St. Irenaeus326 did not 
use the term in this way because he had any memory or any 
awareness that presbyters had at one time been called bishops. 
His treatment327 of the passage in Acts 20 is proof of this, as we 
saw above in Section 345 of the chapter on the primitive usage 
of the term presbyter. Of course that still leaves open the possi
bility that he might have inherited this usage without any idea 
how it originated; and if this was the case with him, it was 
probably the case with the other Fathers who so used the term 
of Bishops. But even this possibility cannot be supposed to gain 
any support from the usage Lightfoot has noticed. As we saw 
at the beginning of Section 471, it may be due to any one of 
four causes. All we can safely say, therefore, is that it is evi
dence of one of these four causes; we cannot say of which. But 
we do have independent evidence to establish the generic usage 
of the term originally, and some evidence of its use in the sense 
of “the Fathers.” Moreover, we know the first explanation men
tioned in Section 471 would be true in the minds of late 'second 
century writers, even if it is not actually the cause of the usage 
we are studying. So Lightfoot’s explanation would seem the 
least probable of the four, because it alone has no independent, 
direct, and clear evidence in its favor. In fact we have already 
been discovering—and shall make this discovery complete as 
we go along—that not one single piece of the evidence on which 
Lightfoot based his theory really supports it, except in the sense 
that it is one possible explanation in every case. In no case 
can it be said to be the only reasonable explanation. In none, 
I think, can it even claim to be more probable than one or more 
alternatives. And in several cases, as we have seen, it is defi
nitely less probable.
472. Closely related is Lightfoot’s next argument, as follows:

“And the same estimate of the office appears in St. Clement 
of Alexandria; for, while he speaks elsewhere of the three offices 
in the ministry, mentioning them by name, he in one passage 
puts forward a twofold division—the presbyters whose duty is

320 Who has more such passages than any other writer, as far as I am 
aware.
327 Adv. Haer. III.xiv.2.



to improve, and the deacons whose duty is to serve, the Church. 
The functions of the bishop and presbyter are thus regarded 
as substantially the same in kind, though different in degree, 
while the functions of the diaconate are separate from both.” 

Surely this is making bricks without straw, and with a very 
limited supply of clay! Let us grant that the estimate of the 
three offices which Lightfoot reads into the mind of St. Clement 
would be one estimate which could account for his language. 
But it is not the only one by any means. The generic use of 
the term presbyter would account for this equally as well. We 
saw in Chapter XIX on that subject that it was doubtful whether 
the term covered deacons even originally, and if not the expla
nation is perfect. But even if it covered the deacons originally, 
it could easily have ceased to do so as they lost whatever rights 
they may possibly have had originally to a share in the first 
seats, or in the government of the community. We saw in Chap
ter XX what St. Clement believed about the origin of the Epis
copate. This makes it obligatory to interpret the language under 
consideration in a way that will harmonize with his belief, if 
possible; and it is possible, as we have just seen. The evidence 
of St. Hippolytus supports our argument. He definitely classes 
the two highest orders together, and the deacons apart. But 
he classes the first two as priests, not as presbyters. And his 
explicit teaching that when presbyters join in laying hands on 
a new member of their own order, they are not “ordaining” but 
only “sealing,” excludes the estimate of the relation of the two 
offices which Lightfoot ascribes to St. Clement. But if the same 
phenomena do not favor this estimate in St. Hippolytus, obvi
ously they do not in St. Clement either. Of course Lightfoot 
did not have this crucial evidence of St. Hippolytus at the time 
he wrote his famous Dissertation.
473. Next Lightfoot argues that the theory he ascribes to St. 
Clement is put forward “with the greatest distinctness by the 
most learned and most illustrious of the Latin fathers” more 
than a century and a half later. He means “Hilary” (Ambrosi- 
aster) and St. Jerome, and (with much less justification) St. 
Augustine. “Even in the fourth and fifth centuries, when the in
dependence and power of the episcopate had reached its maxi
mum, it was still customary for a bishop in writing to a presbyter 
to address him as a fellow presbyter, thus bearing testimony to a 
substantial identity of order. Nor does it appear that this view 
was ever questioned until the era of the Reformation. In the 
Western Church, at all events, it carried the sanction of the 
highest ecclesiastical authorities, and was maintained by popes 
and councils.”

Lightfoot is right in holding that here at last we really do



find the theory we have failed to find so far. But there is not the 
slightest excuse for supposing that it is any sort of a survival, or 
of a tradition. As Lightfoot himself has written, “To these 
fathers, this view seemed to be an obvious deduction from the 
identity of the terms 'bishop' and ‘presbyter’ in the apostolic 
writings.” In other words, they derived their view from a direct 
study of the New Testament. There was no question of any tra
dition about it. And as to the value of their critical exegesis, we 
are in a better position than they to judge. Of course St. Jerome 
has an argument based on some unusual practices at Alexandria 
which will have to be considered below. But if he had had any 
sort of tradition behind him we may be sure he would not have 
made his appeal to one single and unusual Church which had, 
as he admits, ceased to be irregular about 125 years before his 
day. As to the use of the title “fellow-presbyter” enough has 
been said above at more than one point.

But to say that the view was never questioned until the Ref
ormation is about as misleading a statement as could well be 
made. It would be more correct to say that it is heard of only 
in the West, and even there only after St. Jerome, and as a school 
owing its origin to his great influence, and to the influence of Am- 
brosiaster based on the mistaken supposition that he was the 
great St. Ambrose. To this was added the supposed necessity 
of reducing eight orders of the ministry to the mystic number of 
seven, and the difficulty of finding any other way to qo this. 
Finally, the presence of a maximizing papal school made it diffi
cult to reject the theory decisively, once a pope—with more 
knowledge of St. Jerome and of Scholasticism than of early 
Church history—had given his adhesion to St. Jerome’s theory. 
All this may create polemical embarrassment to one who holds 
such a rigid view of Church infallibility as to be unable to come 
to terms with the existence within the Church of a mistaken 
school, or an erring pope or provincial council. But it has no 
bearing at all on the question of what is historical between 25 
and 200 a .d.

Nevertheless, it may be well to point out, with Gore-Turner, 
that this school does not concede, to presbyters in their own day, 
the power to ordain even in an emergency. Nor do they allow 
a priest to confirm; though the East did, but only with chrism 
consecrated by a Bishop. Nor is it at all clear that St. Jerome be
lieved the power of Ordination to belong to the unusual Alexan
drian presbyters of whom he tells us, as we shall see below. Nor 
do they date the supposed differentiation between bishops and 
presbyters in the post-Apostolic age, but in the Apostolic, thus 
making it the work of the Apostles, which is the only sense in 
which the present writer would claim divine authority for any



order of the threefold ministry except in so far as the Bishops 
are directly descended from the Apostles, who did have direct 
divine institution through Jesus Christ. Finally, it should not be 
forgotten that both of these earliest writers (St. Jerome and Am- 
brosiaster) had polemical motives for wanting to find some way 
to exalt the presbyters nearer to the bishops, and thus further 
above the deacons.

Division III

474. Lightfoot’s next argument is that not only in language 
but even in practice it is possible to find in the later Church 
traces of a time when the Bishop was still only the chief member 
of the presbytery. For his theory it is, of course, necessary, as 
we have been seeing above, that this mean only a primus inter 
pares. For we have not in the least questioned that the Bishops, 
like the Apostles, were reckoned as presbyters; and of course 
our view would be at least as anxious as Lightfoot to insist that 
they were the chief member in every presbytery. Lightfoot 
gives the original position of the presbyters in the Church of Al
exandria as his first trace, and says, “Though the direct statement 
of this father (St. Jerome) refers only to the appointment of the 
bishop, still it may be inferred that the function of the presby
ters extended to the consecration.” He adds, “And this inference 
is borne out by other evidence.” He then lists two pieces of evi
dence, to which I shall add a third, discovered since Lightfoot 
wrote, to support this “inferehce.” I shall examine these three 
pieces of supporting evidence before considering the evidence 
of St. Jerome, for reasons that will appear as we go along.
A. The first piece of evidence is of no real weight. It is a 
quotation from “Hilary” ( i.e., Ambrosiaster) to the effect that “In 
Egypt the presbyters seal (i.e., ordain or consecrate) if the 
bishop be not present.” From the Latin of the parallel passage 
in the same author’s Questions on the Old and New Testaments 
it appears, however, that the correct word is not consecrare but 
consignare. Nor can there be any reasonable doubt that con- 
signare refers to Confirmation, not to Ordination. Moreover, 
this agrees with other evidence, while to interpret the word of 
Ordination would clash with all the evidence for the second half 
of the fourth century.
B. The second piece of evidence is that of a tenth century 
writer, Eutychius, an Arabic-speaking Patriarch of Alexandria. 
In addition to confirming St. Jerome on several points of his nar
rative, he says explicitly what Lightfoot admitted had to be only 
“inferred” from St. Jerome himself, that the Alexandrian presby
ters definitely did consecrate their own Patriarch; that they had



\

a self-perpetuating college of exactly twelve members instituted 
along with the very first Patriarch by St. Mark himself; and that 
this practice continued down to the time of the Patriarch who at
tended the Nicene Council. He adds that there was only one 
Bishop in Egypt until nearly or quite the end of the second cen
tury.

I shall not pause to examine the evidence of Eutychius in de
tail, because that seems to me to have been done quite suffi
ciently by Gore-Turner in their Appendix B. They show con
clusively, I think, that when we test his additions to our knowl
edge from other sources by the usual critical means, we do not 
find anything to encourage us to think that his sources of informa
tion were reliable. Hence we must refuse to place confidence in 
those portions of his story not supported by other and better 
evidence. I cannot help wondering what short shrift would be 
made of evidence produced in favor of some orthodox position 
which attested something six hundred to eight hundred years 
before its own date, and without support from other earlier and 
better evidence.
C. But there is one piece of evidence unknown to Lightfoot 
which, though not perfectly clear, seems very probably to sup
port Eutychius on the point that the Alexandrian presbyters or
dained their own Bishop in “old times.” Severus, exiled (in
truded) Patriarch of Antioch living in Alexandria, says that the 
Bishop was in old times “appointed” by the presbyters, and that 
need not mean “ordained,” though it is more favorable to that in
terpretation than St. Jerome’s “nominabant.” But the meaning 
“ordained” is made more probable by the fact that he proceeds 
to contrast this “appointing” in early times with the “solemn 
institution of their bishop” by other bishops later. That tells 
strongly against the idea that by “appointed” he means “chose the 
man to be ordained by others ( i.e ., Bishops);” and not so 
strongly, but still to some extent, against the meaning “chose one 
who should succeed to the Episcopate without further ordina
tion.” Thus it seems quite probable that Severus thought of the 
Bishop as receiving a new Ordination at the hands of his fellow- 
presbyters in addition to the Ordination that had made him a 
presbyter. His date is much earlier than that of Eutychius, and 
he was a learned and scholarly writer (c. 520 a .d. or later). Nor 
does he bring the supposedly original state of affairs at Alexan
dria down to any definite date, as does Eutychius. Hence it is 
perfectly possible, though of course by no means certain or evi
denced, that he thought the same as Jerome, who (Joes not bring 
it down any further than the middle of the third century. Hence 
he may be as close as 270 years to the practice he attests. That 
would be almost as close as Eusebius is to a great many of the



events he attests without impressing many modern scholars, even 
though we can often trace or conjecture plausibly the sources of 
his information. Thus we find Severus and Eutychius support
ing St. Jerome as to the unusual status of Alexandrian presby
ters for almost two centuries at the beginning of Christian his
tory. Are they also supporting him on the point of the Ordina
tion of the Bishop by his own presbyters, or does he hold a dif
ferent view on that point? The answer is not perfectly clear, 
but the probability seems to be that he does hold a view quite 
different from theirs.
475. St. Jerome compares what happened at Alexandria, ac
cording to his information, to an army making their general, and 
to deacons choosing one of themselves whom they knew to be 
industrious, and calling him archdeacon. It seems to the present 
writer that this passage admits of at least three reasonable in
terpretations, and that the one that would coincide with the 
theory expressed (certainly) by Eutychius and (probably) by 
Severus is by all means the least probable of the three.

For neither one of the examples chosen by St. Jerome sup
ports the idea of the presbyters ordaining their own Bishop; at 
least certainly not at the time he became Bishop. I qualify thus 
to leave open the possibility that they might have been the ones 
who had at an earlier date ordained him as a member of the pres- 
byterate. That part of the transaction lies entirely outside the 
field of St. Jerome’s attention, so it would not be legitimate to 
draw any inferences concerning it from what he says or fails to 
say. But it would have strengthened his argument considerably 
if he had been able to argue that even in his clay the only thing 
a Bishop could do which a presbyter could not do was to ordain, 
and that in Alexandria as recently as the second quarter of the 
preceding century the presbyters had still enjoyed even that 
privilege.

I am aware, of course, that this is exactly what some take St. 
Jerome to mean by what he has written. But if it is what he 
meant, he has certainly not made the strongest possible statement 
of his case. He has, on that hypothesis, passed lightly over the 
strongest single point in his argument, trusting the tense of the 
verb to do unaided what could have been done much better by 
some such adverbial phrase as “even today” added to the verb 
facit when he adds, “Quid enim facit excepta ordinatione episco- 
pus, quod presbyter non faciat?” Nor has he used one of the 
words commonly used to express ordination, or even appoint
ment, but rather the Latin words “union ex se electum” and “in 
excelsiori gradu collocatum episcopum  nominabant.” If the 
reader will take the trouble to read the long study of “succes
sion language” and the terms used in Latin and in Greek to ex-



press Ordination or appointment in the third essay, by the late 
Prof. C. H. Turner, in Dr. Swete’s collection entitled The Early 
History of the Church and the Ministry he will see that the words 
election, collocation, and nominabant are not the usual words 
used for this purpose, and that the words commonly employed 
are conspicuous by their absence from St. Jerome’s vocabulary in 
the crucial sentence, though he shows his knowlege of their 
proper use by saying excepta ordinatione in the sentence imme
diately following. On the whole, then, it seems not unfair to say 
that the very thing St. Jerome has failed to say, even though it 
would have strengthened his case to say it clearly and explicitly, 
and even though it would have been perfectly easy to say in a 
vocabulary already well established, is that the Alexandrian 
presbyters not only chose their own Bishop out of their own 
number, but ordained him. Certainly neither of the examples he 
has chosen gives any countenance to that conception.
Y. But perhaps it will be objected, “If he did not mean that, 
then what did he mean?” I think he could have meant at least 
two other things, both quite different from the interpretation 
we have rejected just above. One of these is that the new 
Bishop-elect did not receive any additional ordination, because 
the situation St. Jerome believed to be primitive and original 
everywhere had survived at Alexandria down to the Episcopates 
of Heraclas and Dionysius, and consequently it was fully under
stood by all that when a presbyter was ordained at Alexandria it 
was intended that he would afterward need only election and 
installation but no additional Ordination to succeed to the Epis
copate.

To put this point into later language, so that we can see 
more clearly its theological significance, he would need “jurisdic
tion” but no new “orders” in order to become Bishop, if chosen 
for that office later by his fellow-presbyters. But that would 
imply that his “orders” were “Episcopal” rather than “presby- 
teral.” Or, if one prefers, that presbyteral orders at Alexandria 
were, before c. 250 a .d., equal to Episcopal orders instead of 
definitely and unequivocally inferior to them, as they were every
where else. Put into still different (and again later) language, 
the Alexandrian presbyters would be Bishops in posse or approx
imately the equivalent of our modern suffragan Bishops, at least 
as far as concerns their “orders,” to use language which is again 
later, but which was certainly a part, even if not yet a carefully 
differentiated part, of what the early Church meant by “valid 
orders.”

Now if this interpretation of St. Jerome were correct, and if 
his opinion were historical (which are two questions, not just 
one) it would support one form of Lightfoot’s theory as to how



the Episcopate originated; but it would not be the form, that 
would provide us with “ordination from  below ” but with “Ordi
nation from above.” It is very important to notice this essential 
difference, because of the theological issues which would de
pend on which of the twm forms of Lightfoot’s theory is correct. 
About this more will have to be said later. It is also important 
to emphasize that even if St. Jerome meant this, and even if he 
was right in his belief, that would not show, in view of the rest 
of the evidence as we have studied it above, that the Alexandrian 
arrangement was a survival of what had originally been the 
case everywhere, as St. Jerome thought. It would show, at most, 
that Alexandria had a very different form of polity from that of 
other parts of the Church.
Z. Thus the second interpretation of Jerome is more likely to 
be correct than the one we considered first. But there are serious 
reasons for doubting whether either of these pictures is histori
cal. Let us look at these reasons briefly.

First of all, there is the fact that St. Epiphanius, who was 
practically contemporary with St. Jerome, engaged in a sharp 
controversy with one Aerius, an Alexandrian presbyter, about 
the validity of “ordinations” by presbyters. But under such cir
cumstances it is overwhelmingly probable that, if the story heard 
by St. Jerome were true, and if it meant any of the alternatives 
so far considered, Aerius would have known of it, and would 
have used it as one of his arguments. But then St. Epiphanius 
would have been obliged to deal with it, when in facts he does 
not!

Secondly, there is no indication in St. Clement of Alexandria 
or Origen, who would be contemporary with the last half cen
tury or more of this peculiar arrangement, that the organization 
of the Alexandrian Church was essentially different from that 
of other Churches. Nor is there any other reliable evidence, 
earlier than St. Jerome, of the particular abnormality he is usu
ally supposed to attest.

Thirdly, St. Clement seems to show, in the introduction to 
the story of the young robber, which was quoted in Chapter XX, 
that he thinks of St. John as having to go away to surrounding 
Churches whenever there was someone to be ordained. In the 
text this is carefully distinguished from his activity in (a) estab
lishing Bishops, and (b ) organizing whole Churches. Hence it 
appears to imply that, in St. Clement’s opinion, the action of an 
Apostle was necessary not only for the Ordination of a Bishop, 
and for starting the hierarchy in places where there was none so 
far, but even in ordaining a presbyter or a deacon in Churches 
where there was already a presbyterate in existence. That im
plies the assumption, so undisputed as to be almost unconscious,



that presbyters could not ordain in St. Clement’s day; nor, as far 
as he knew, at any time in the past. Would St. Clement have 
thought this if the story commonly extracted from St. Jerome’s 
passage, in either of the forms considered above, had been true 
and known to him? It seems very unlikely. Yet he would have 
been a contemporary and perfectly situated to know it if it were 
a fact.

Fourthly, as Gore argues at considerable length, Origen not 
only was a contemporary, and well acquainted with Alexandria, 
but he would have had special reasons to criticize the Bishop of 
Alexandria if he were at that very time grasping more authority 
over his presbyters than he had formerly enjoyed. And if St. 
Jerome’s story were historical, as usually understood, the change 
would have been going on just during Origen’s lifetime. Yet he 
shows no trace of it in his comparatively voluminous writings.

Fifthly, St. Hippolytus of Rome would be a contemporary of 
the last half century of the older state of affairs at Alexandria, 
and we have every reason to think that he would be well in
formed, though not himself an Alexandrian. How could he have 
written, as he did in The Apostolic Tradition, that even when 
presbyters lay hands on a man being ordained a presbyter in 
conjunction with their Bishop they are not ordaining but only 
sealing, if he had known of such a practice at Alexandria as St. 
Jerome is commonly taken to attest? His teaching on this point, 
coming as it does from a strict, ultra-conservative traditionalist 
such as he was, seems certainly to imply that, if presbyters ever 
had enjoyed the right to ordain anywhere in the Church, at 
least St. Hippolytus had never heard of it. And, though he 
writes that document about 220 a.d., he was probably born not 
much if any later than 160 a.d. and would have been a young 
man from 180 a.d. or earlier.

Sixthly, Ambrosiaster has the same axe to grind as St. Jerome, 
and would have found St. Jerome’s story very helpful had he 
known of it. But he makes no use of it. That does not, of course, 
prove that the story is not true; but only that if it is true at least 
he had never heard of it. But even this would prove that if it 
were being circulated at all, at least it was not generally known. 
And the possibility that St. Jerome misunderstood, or has been 
misunderstood, or that his information was inaccurate, must be 
remembered as possible alternatives.

Seventhly, in the story about Abbot Poemen, mentioned 
above and to be noticed more fully below, we shall see that cer
tain heretics visited the Abbot and began to disparage the Arch
bishop of Alexandria as having received his Ordination at the 
hands of presbyters. If this applied to the living Archbishop, St. 
Athanasius, as it presumably would, it is demonstrably false.



But the point is, it would have been a worthless and pointless ac
cusation unless it were believed to be a fatal defect if true. 
Moreover, it would have been greatly reduced in seriousness if 
it had been known to many that as late as about eighty years 
before the consecration of Athanasius the way charged was the 
normal way in which all Archbishops of Alexandria had been 
ordained.

Eighthly, there are many possible or probable avenues 
through which confusion could have arisen either in the mind of 
St. Jerome himself, or in the mind of someone through whom 
his information on this point reached him. I shall notice several 
of these:

a. He could have heard and misunderstood an account in 
which someone spoke of the Bishop or Patriarch as having been 
ordained by “the presbyters” and could have taken the term as 
meaning the Alexandrian presbyters instead of recognizing the 
usage we found in St. Irenaeus and several other Fathers of his 
age and a little later in which the term is used of Bishops.

b. He could have misread or misunderstood an account in 
which it was said that the Alexandrian presbyters chose their 
Bishop from their own number and ordained him when the mean
ing was that they “got him ordained” in the usual way.

Gore produces several cases in which this misunderstanding 
had taken palce, even among scholars. And Turner shows at 
least one case in which the mistake mentioned under “a” just 
above has tripped a modern scholar. It would be still easier to 
understand how uncritical ancient writers could have made these 
same errors.

c. St. Jerome could have made the same error in interpret
ing his source, whether oral or written, that I am inclined to 
think modern scholars—and quite possibly Severus and Euty- 
chius, if they are directly or indirectly dependent on St. Jerome’s 
story—have made in interpreting St. Jerome himself. What this 
error ( if it is one) has been we shall see below.

d. St. Jerome or someone in the chain of his informants may 
have come across and credited one of the Arian slanders against 
St. Athanasius which were so plentiful while he was the great 
champion of orthodoxy against them. On this possibility, see 
further the discussion a little further on concerning the story 
about the Abbot Poemen in the Apophthegmata of the Egyptian 
Fathers. It would be necessary to suppose, in the case here sug
gested hypothetically, that St. Jerome had “corrected” the date, 
knowing of his own certain knowledge that the practice had not 
survived as late as St. Athanasius, but crediting it for an earlier 
period.

e. We have independent evidence, outside the St. Jerome- 
Severus-Eutychius line of tradition, of the Alexandrian presby



ters holding a peculiar position before St. Jerome’s date. At the 
time of St. Epiphanius and before they seem to have been the 
first, or among the first, presbyters to attain the position of what 
we would later call “parish priests.” Either this, or some still 
earlier peculiarity, heard about but misunderstood by St. Jerome 
or by one in his chain of informants, might have given rise to 
such an opinion as St. Jerome held, if he really meant what he is 
usually taken to mean.

476. Of course these reasons do not prove conclusively that 
St. Jerome cannot have meant either of the alternatives so far 
considered, or that if he did he was wrong. If the meaning were 
clear, and the writer a reputable contemporary and an Alexan
drian, we would certainly have to overrule these objections both 
severally and taken together. Of course the fact that he is not 
a contemporary or an Alexandrian does not justify the inference 
that he is mistaken, as I have argued at length above in another 
connection. But it does make his testimony less weighty than 
it would otherwise be. And it raises the question whether it 
should be accepted against so many reasons telling in the oppo
site direction, even though none of these taken alone gives more 
than probability in varying degrees. St. Jerome is writing well 
over 125 years after the end of the state of affairs he attests, how
ever he is understood. That is considerably further from his 
facts (if such they be) than St. Irenaeus is from the Apostolic in
stitution of the Episcopate in Rome (c. 100 years from the crucial 
case of St. Clement), in Asia Minor (about the same distance), 
and from the Johannine authorship of the Fourth Gospel (again 
about 100 years or less). Moreover, St. Irenaeus is only one of 
many writers of approximately the same date who attest all these 
things. Nor do these points run into as many difficulties that 
will stand up under cross-examination as does the unsupported 
story of St. Jerome. Yet many modern scholars reject the testi
mony of St. Irenaeus and all others who attest the same things, 
while accepting the story supposed to be meant by St. Jerome. 
Not only is he about 125 years from his alleged facts, but he is 
not an Alexandrian, or residing even temporarily in that city; 
and he has obvious motives for accepting such a narrative with
out too closely inspecting its authenticity. Nor is it easy to ex
plain why his narrative, if historical, should find so little support 
that even may be independent in later writers.

477. Finally, there is onew piece of evidence which ought, 
judged by ordinary historical standards, to be far stronger than 
that of St. Jerome. That is the story referred to twice above of 
the visit of the heretics to the Abbot Poemen. It apparently re
fers to St. Athanasius. And if it does, it is practically or quite



contemporary, and from the same country, if not from the very 
city in question. Yet it is obviously and demonstrably mistaken, 
as Gore shows beyond any possible doubt. But if even this ap
parently invincible piece of evidence is certainly mistaken, that 
cannot but throw still further doubt on the accuracy of St. 
Jerome’s supposed story dealing with the same general subject, 
and to the same general affect, even if far more prudently, and 
therefore not demonstrably erroneously.

478. Moreover, we have already seen above that if we are to 
interpret St. Jerome in either of the two ways so far considered, 
the second is far more probable than the first, as being sounder 
and more careful exegesis of his actual language. But if this 
is correct, then his version of the story is historically to be pre
ferred to the differing version of the far later Severus and the 
very much later Eutychius. But that, in turn, shows how such a 
story can grow, either by misunderstanding or by accretions. 
And this follows regardless of whether the two later writers 
are dependent literarily on St. Jerome, or merely on the same 
bit of tradition-stuff on which St. Jerome is dependent.

479. For all these reasons, I am inclined to think that we ought 
to put on the narrative of St. Jerome a third possible interpreta
tion which avoids all or nearly all of the difficulties listed above, 
and which in addition seems to me to satisfy the language he 
actually uses at least as well as either of the other interpreta
tions. That is, that the Alexandrian presbyters had two pre
rogatives peculiar to them as contrasted with presbyters else
where. One of these was that they alone had exclusively in their 
hands the election  of their Bishop.328 The other was that no one 
was eligible except one of the presbyters.329 The fact that St. 
Jerome does not say “ordained” but nominabant was due, I 
would suggest, to the fact that he was not in a position to say 
the former, the word that would have greatly strengthened his 
argument if the facts as he knew them had allowed him so to 
speak. The Bishop, I suppose, was always ordained by the other 
Bishops of neighboring cities in Egypt. That was known to 
St. Jerome and to all, and he could not use this fact to support 
his argument. But he can minimize it, so to speak, by pointing 
out that it is the only thing a presbyter cannot do. If he had 
been able to minimize it still further by emphasizing that even 
this was formerly a prerogative of the Alexandrian presbyters, 
and had only recently ceased to be so, we may, I think, be 
reasonably sure he would not have failed to do so. Nor would 
he have rested content with using the present tense of a verb

328 Jerome uses the word electum.
329 Jerome says ex se.



when the words “even to-day” or some other words would have 
made his point so much clearer and stronger. Nor would he 
have chosen such bad examples, had he meant that for almost 
two centuries in Alexandria the presbyters had been conceded 
the power to ordain.

Perhaps the best solution of this whole problem is, then, to 
suppose that St. Jerome has said all that he intended to say, and 
has not left the most important part to be read between the 
lines, or (as Lightfoot said) “inferred.” If we suppose, further— 
what is not demonstrable but not at all improbable—that Severus 
and Eutychius were dependent on St. Jerome, either directly 
or through others, and that either they or those others have 
made the same mistake in interpreting St. Jerome that Lightfoot 
and many before and after him have made, ex liypothesi, com
bining then this supposed information with other bits of infor
mation culled from other sources, we shall obtain a historical 
reconstruction that reduces the abnormality at Alexandria to 
the point where it contained nothing of very great importance, 
which in turn will make it far easier to account for the silence 
not only of Eusebius, but of all ante-Nicene writers, and indeed 
of all writers still extant of the first five centuries a .d. except 
(doubtfully) St. Jerome. The present writer has already made 
it sufficiently clear that he hesitates to attach much weight to 
arguments from silence unless under very special circumstances. 
But here the circumstances are special and the volume of the 
silent writers very great, and the only writer who may break 
the silence of very doubtful meaning. Moreover, our argument 
is one based not entirely on silence, but on silence plus other 
matters enumerated a few pages above under “First of all” 
through “Eighthly etc.”

Thus it is clear that the amount of support Lightfoot can 
get for his theory from St. Jerome and his “supporters” (?) con
cerning an abnormality at Alexandria is at best very problemati
cal; quite possibly, or even probably, nil.

D ivision  IV

480. The last of Lightfoot’s arguments is based on the con
tention that even outside of Egypt presbyters had originally 
had and long continued to have the power to ordain, at least 
in cases of “urgent reasons.” He instances Canon XIII of the 
Council of Ancyra, in addition to the case of the Alexandrian 
presbyters already studied, and the still broader case of the 
Egyptian presbyters, who turned out, as we saw above, to be 
allowed to confirm rather than to ordain. But others have al



leged other cases of supposed Ordination by presbyters, which 
would equally support Lightfoot’s main thesis, if historical. How
ever, as all the important (i.e. plausible) cases will be examined 
carefully in Part IV on the minister of Ordination, it will not 
be necessary to cover the same ground here. It will be found 
in that place that there is not a single instance in the whole 
range of Church history in which we can make out anything 
remotely approaching a clear case for presbyters having been 
allowed to ordain. Of course this does not mean that they 
were not generally accustomed, in the West, to join a Bishop in 
laying hands on a new member of their own order. Not only 
that, but in all cases except two the supposed evidence breaks 
down completely when carefully cross-examined. The two cases 
excepted just above are (1) the Alexandrian presbyters before 
the middle of the third century—a problem already studied just 
above, and (2) primitive presbyters before the rise of the mo
narchical Episcopate, as attested particularly in I Timothy 4:14. 
We have already seen above that the evidence concerning Alex
andria is very doubtful. And in Part IV we shall, I think, see 
the same concerning primitive presbvterian ordination; though 
it is only fair to say that in these two cases the evidence does 
not break down so completely. I think, however, that we shall 
have to conclude that even in these two cases it is at least ut
terly indecisive, and that the balance of probability is against it. 481

481. We have now come, as we conclude Part III, to the end 
of a long study. But I believe our conclusions are secure enough 
to reward us adequately. We have seen that there is a great 
body of evidence to be found which strongly supports such a 
theory of the origin of the Episcopate as that held by Gore. It 
is not strictly contemporary. But it is early enough, direct 
enough, clear enough, and plentiful enough to be of very con
siderable historical weight. There is nothing in the earlier evi
dence which really requires us to reject the testimony of this 
later evidence. And there are many historical reasons for pre
ferring such an account. The evidence is not sufficiently strong 
to make alternative theories impossible. But even the strongest 
alternative theory, that of Lightfoot just examined at length, 
has little or no direct support from the evidence, and has been 
found to rest on drawing consistently an inference from a set of 
phenomena which is at best one possible explanation in every 
case; which is in none of these cases the only reasonable infer
ence that could be drawn; which is in few if any cases superior 
to the explanation we propose; and which in several is definitely 
inferior in probability. It would take more than such a state of 
ffie evidence to overthrow such a strong body of evidence as can



be produced in support of Gore’s theory. Hence any alternative 
theory must be considered highly improbable, though not im
possible. In particular it is really surprising how little substance 
is left standing in Lightfoot’s case after it has been subjected, 
as in the present chapter, to careful and detailed cross-examina
tion. Yet scholars, by failing to embrace any other alternative 
theory in anything like equal numbers, have shown a realiza
tion that such other alternatives are even weaker.
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Chapter XXVI

THE CASE FOR EXCLUSIVE EPISCOPAL ORDINATION 
RACK TO ST. IRENAEUS

482. We now go on to consider the very hotly disputed and 
very important question as to the Minister of Ordination in the 
early Church. Because of the heat of the dispute, and the 
importance of the question, it is very desirable to reach secure 
conclusions, if possible. Now there can be no doubt, I think, 
that the evidence admits of at least two different interpretations, 
if we refuse to settle first those points that can be settled on 
evidence that has little or no ambiguity about it. But so to 
refuse seems to me a very unsound procedure. I shall, there
fore, try first to settle definitely as many as possible of the rele
vant historical issues connected with the problem to which Part 
IV is to be devoted—the problem of the Minister of Ordination. 
Then, with the less doubtful points securely settled, we shall try 
last of all to settle, if possible, the more doubtful points. In 
other words, we shall use the clear evidence to settle the mean
ing of that which is less clear.

D ivision I

483. Now the point that is clear beyond any reasonable dis
pute is that by the fourth century—and how much earlier we 
shall have to inquire later—it was the settled teaching of the 
whole Church everywhere that we have evidence at all that 
Bishops and only Bishops had the power to ordain. Let us 
collect the evidence that proves this with certainty. 484

484. There are many Fathers of this century who mention 
Ordinations by Bishops. These are too common to require quo
tation or enumeration. With this agree the Church Orders of 
this century, which direct Bishops to ordain, and no others; for 
it will be seen below that the Western practice of having the 
presbyters join in laying hands on a new presbyter at his Ordi
nation was not considered to be Ordination but something else. 
This evidence, however, if it stood alone, would prove con
clusively no more than that Bishops were the normal Ministers 
of Ordination. It would not prove, except by a very questionable 
argument from unsupported silence, that presbyters could not 
ordain even in an exceptional case. The same is true of certain



Canons which require at least three Bishops to ordain another 
Bishop.
485. But we are not limited to such evidence. We have the 
explicit teaching of St. Epiphanius that while presbyters could 
“beget children” to the Church (he means by Baptism) only 
the Bishop can “beget fathers” to the Church (he means by 
Ordination, of course). We know this from the passage330 itself 
and still more clearly and decisively from his attitude toward 
one331 Aerius. The latter may in a sense be called the first ade
quately attested presbyterian on record. He argued thus: “The 
Bishop lays on hands, ( cheirothetei, not cheirotonei) but so does 
the presbyter; the Bishop baptizes, so does the presbyter like
wise; the Bishop is the minister of worship, so is the presbyter; 
the Bishop sits upon the platform, and the presbyter also.” 
Therefore they are equals in essence, and the presbyter can 
ordain. I cannot be sure whether he means Confirmation by 
cheirothetei or, as Gore apparently thought, the blessing of 
penitents in certain benedictions by the laying on of hands with 
prayer. He may even possibly have in mind the part of the 
presbyters in the Ordination of a new presbyter. But at least 
it is clear that he makes no slightest appeal to any sort of tra
dition. It is all based on contemporary practice. And Epiphanius 
treats his contention as absolutely ridiculous. In doing so he 
makes his primary appeal to the mind of the Church, and shows 
absolute confidence that there can be no doubt about his right 
to do so. Thus the very first time this claim was put forward, 
it was promptly and decisively rejected. And the claim is not 
based on any pretense of a tradition, while the rejection is. 
Moreover, the man who makes the claim is a heretic on other 
subjects also, including Christology.

486. There is, moreover, abundant evidence to show that St. 
Epiphanius was accurately expressing the mind of the Church 
of his day, and of her tradition at least a long way back behind 
his time—how far, it is the object of Part IV to determine. For 
instance, The Apostolic Constitutions explicitly says, “The Bish
op both ordains and lays on hands (cheirothetei).”332 “The 
presbyter lays on hands, but does not ordain (cheirothetei on 
cheirotonei).”333 C. H. Turner shows in the article referred to 
above in the J.T.S. for 1922-23 that the word cheirotonein  is for 
this author strictly technical for “to ordain” and the other word 
is exclusive of Ordination.
487. Then, there is the case of one Ischyras who, early in the 

380 A d v . H a er. lxxv. 4.
881 Not, be it noted, the Christological heresiarch, Arius!
882 VIII. xxviii. 2.
338 VIII. xxviii. 3.



century, was deprived of his Orders because he had been or
dained by a presbyter unassisted. This shows quite clearly that 
presbyters did not have the power to ordain validly in the eyes 
of the Church of that day. It has, however, been suggested 
that the very fact that one presbyter had presumed to do so is 
an indication that their primitive power to ordain had survived 
in Egypt down to the fourth century. But, as Gore-Turner show 
more fully than I can take space to do here on page 120 of the 
final edition of The Church and the Ministry, his ordainer, 
Colluthus, made no claim to ordain as a presbyter. He had be
come a schismatic, and in schism had been made a Bishop, and 
as such had ordained Ischyras. But in those days, before St. 
Augustine, Ordinations given in schism were treated as abso
lutely invalid. Hence he was in the eyes of the Church, to which 
he had later been reconciled, no true Bishop but only a pres
byter. Consequently all his Ordinations were invalid. It would 
seem that his Ordinations might have been condemned also on 
the ground that they were done in the schism. But in fact the 
other ground was assigned. Possibly the reason may have been 
that there could be less dispute about the reason actually as
signed than about the other. As to Colluthus, he had apparently 
accepted reconciliation as a presbyter, and had admittedly died 
as such, so there was no possibility of maintaining that his 
Ordination to the Episcopate had been valid. That was a settled 
point. If this conjecture be correct, it would show that the doc
trine that a presbyter could in no case ordain validly was an 
even more undisputed point at that time than that Orders given 
outside the Church were invalid.
488. Still another piece of evidence to the same effect is the 
story about the Abbot Poemen and his heretical visitors men
tioned where we were considering the alleged “presbyterian” 
constitution of the early Church of Alexandria. It is not nec
essary to review the whole story here. But the very fact that 
they alleged that the Bishop of Alexandria had been ordained 
by presbyters, and brought this as a serious charge against him, 
shows that both orthodox and heretics alike were agreed that 
presbyters had no right to ordain—at least not a Bishop.
489. But perhaps even more weighty is the testimony of three 
Fathers and one Church Order which have the common trait that 
they are all trying to exalt the presbyterate as an office ( and not 
as a college) to a position as near to the Episcopate as possible. 
Thus we may be quite sure that they would say eveiything they 
possibly could in favor of any right to ordain which the presbyter 
might have had, whether past or present, whether in whole or in 
part, whether of a higher Order or only of a lower Order, whether



alone or in association with a member or members of the superior 
Order. These authorities are St. Jerome, St. Chrysostom, Am- 
brosiaster, and The Canons o f Hippolytus. This last document 
is of very doubtful date, and I think it probably comes in the 
next century, or possibly even later. But I include it here be
cause of its ideological kinship with the others named, coupled 
with the fact that it was for a long time the most highly reputed 
of the Church Orders with many scholars, and received from 
many, and still receives from some, a much earlier date than the 
one I believe to be correct, which is incidentally the one now 
gaining wide acceptance. St. Chrysostom says,334 “In Ordina
tion alone do (Bishops) exceed, and in this alone do they seem 
to surpass presbyters.” St. Jerome says, “For what does a Bishop 
do, Ordination excepted, which a presbyter does not do?”335 
The Canons o f Hippolytus say, “The Bishop is in all respects the 
equal of the presbyter, except in regard to the throne and Ordi
nation; for the presbyter was not given authority to ordain.” An 
apparently conflicting provision in The Canons will be studied 
later in Division I of Chapter XXVII. The italics in these quo
tations are mine.

As to Ambrosiaster, he does not contain any one single brief 
and decisive passage like those quoted from the other writers. 
But his language, which is examined more fully in Gore than I 
can spare space to do here, does not contain any slightest hint 
that he thought that presbyters in his day could ordain. He 
does not even say that they could primitively, though what he 
says about the primitive Church probably implies that he thought 
they could in those days. But he thinks that the primitive state 
of affairs has changed. In regard to the actual historical facts as 
to the primitive Church his opinion is not real historical evidence. 
For he shows no sign, and makes no claim, of having any other 
knowledge of that period except what he thinks he derives from 
the New Testament documents on which he is commenting. 
Nor does his exegesis stamp him as authoritative. For example, 
he assures us that Evangelists “are deacons and not priests.” But 
the point that is important for our present purposes is that, de
spite his strenuous and extensive efforts to exalt the presbyter- 
ate, he makes no claim, even by implication, that in his day they 
could ordain. He says that in Egypt they consignant when the 
Bishop is absent. But this must mean “confirm.” He is clearly 
marshalling all the arguments he can to prove the near-equality 
of presbyters and Bishops, and his failure to mention Ordination 
can, under the circumstances, prove but one thing—that he knew 
what all the rest of our evidence has already proved conclusively;

334 Horn. XI, on I Tim. 3 :8 .
335 Ep. 146.



namely, that they could not ordain in his day. Moreover, he says 
other things which imply, even though he does not say explicitly, 
that only Bishops can ordain.
490. All of this evidence shows these things:

1. That Bishops were the only normal ministers of Ordina
tion.

2. That the inability of presbyters to ordain was the chief 
point, and in the opinion of some the only point, in which a 
Bishop essentially exceeded a presbyter.

3. That presbyters could not ordain even in an emergency, 
or in the absence of the Bishop. For if they could (a) these 
writers would certainly have used the fact to strengthen their 
argument and to narrow still further the difference between 
Bishops and presbyters; and (b ) Ordination by presbyters could 
not have been rejected without qualification and so decidedly as 
it is by St. Epiphanius and the others; and (c) it would not have 
been possible for some of them to say without qualification that 
the power to ordain distinguished Bishops from presbyters.

4. That none of them, with the possible but doubtful ex
ception of Ambrosiaster, had any idea that, even in the past, pres
byters could ordain. For, if they had, they could have used it 
to strengthen their argument and narrow the essential gap be
tween the two Orders. Moreover, it would have been natural, 
in that case, to add some such qualifying adverb as “at present” 
or “even today” when saying that Ordination was the one thing 
which presbyters could not do.

5. That the Western practice of having the presbyters join 
in the laying on of hands at the Ordination of a new presbyter 
was not considered to constitute true Ordination. For if they 
had so thought, the first and third arguments used under our 
third point just above would apply equally here. And even the 
second argument would apply to some extent.

6. That presbyters were incapable of ordaining other pres
byters and deacons, and not only of ordaining Bishops.

Division II

491. Now is all this new in the fourth century, or had it a 
long tradition behind it? We may, I think, answer this ques
tion with great confidence, on the evidence of The Apostolic 
Tradition of St. Hippolytus. That document presents all the 
phenomena we have found in the fourth century (except the 
effort to minimize the difference between Bishops and presby
ters) and on the most crucial issue of all it is even clearer and 
more explicit than they are. He mentions the power to confer 
Orders (didonai klerous) in the prayer for the Ordination of a



Bishop, while the prayer for the Ordination of a presbyter con
tains no slightest hint of any such power. But this argument 
from silence would prove little if we did not have to interpret 
the silence of the latter prayer in the light of the explicit language 
of A. T. 9:7-8. There we read,336 “Yet the presbyter has only 
the power to receive; but he has no power to give. For this 
reason a presbyter does not ordain the clergy; but at the Ordi
nation of a presbyter he seals, while the Bishop ordains.” Dix 
translates, “For the presbyter has authority only for this one 
thing, to receive. But he has no authority to give (holy orders). 
Wherefore, he does not ordain to orders but (by laying on hands) 
at the ordination of a presbyter he (only) blesses ( literally 
“seals”) while the Bishop ordains.” The substantial agreement 
is clear.

Thus it seems clear that to St. Hippolytus, as to the writers 
of the fourth century, it is a settled point that presbyters totally 
lack the power to ordain—so completely that even when they ap
pear to the eye to be ordaining they must not be understood to 
do so, but something essentially different. Now he is an ultra
conservative traditionalist, and Easton and Dix agree in placing 
his birth somewhere around 160 a .d . He would, then, be a 
grown man by about 180 a .d . and his reliable memory would 
reach back even further than that. The doctrines he teaches 
probably go back to the earliest times to which his memory car
ries him. In fact, since he received his beliefs from those who 
taught him as a child it is probable that they go back still fur
ther. On the other hand, the favorable and widespread use 
which his work received, being translated into numerous lan
guages and used in several redactions, shows that it was faithful 
to the traditions of the Church as a whole. The same inference 
is justified by the fact that, to quote Brightman in Essay VI in 
Swete’s collection,337 “since other fragmentary records of the 
period, so far as they go, are in agreement with (the A. T. pro
visions about Ordination) and since also the procedure so de
scribed is the procedure which is found prevailing everywhere 
later on, it is natural to assume that the Order338 represents, not 
only the Roman practice and theory of the third century, but that 
of the Church at large.”
492. As implied in this quotation, the other evidence on the 
subject for the third century is slight, but what there is of it 
agrees perfectly with the evidence of the A. T. For example, we 
find St. Firmilian,* in a letter translated and preserved by St.

338 In Dr. Easton’s translation, with which Dom Gregory Dix substantially 
agrees.
337 Op. tit., p. 401.
338 Brightman’s name for the A.T. of St. Hippolytus.
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Cyprian, to whom it had been written, speaking of Bishops whom 
he in this context calls presbyters as possessing the authority to 
ordain. The context leaves open the possibility that delegation 
of this authority to ordain might be possible, as Baptism is named 
in a list of three points, the third being “laying on of hands” 
which probably means “Confirmation.” The evidence indicates 
that “Confirmation” was never delegated in this period. Hence 
we can conclude with certainty no more than that the Bishop was 
the normal minister of Ordination. Whether any exceptions were 
allowed must be determined from the rest of the evidence. It 
ought, perhaps, to be repeated that he apparently did not always 
call the highest Order of the Ministry Bishops, but sometimes 
“presbyters,” sometimes seniores et praepositi,* * and sometimes 
successors of the Apostles. But there can be no real doubt that 
he means Bishops and not mere presbyters; the usage whereby 
Bishops were down to his time occasionally called presbyters by 
some Fathers is well known, and is studied elsewhere339 in this 
book. Incidentally he speaks of “episcopis, qui eis (the Apos
tles) vicaria ordinatione successerunt.”340 Unless St. Cyprian 
has misled us by his translation here, this passage may be added 
to those given by Gore, and referred to above in Section 181 of 
Chapter XII as attesting Ordination for the third century.

493. It will be convenient to pass from St. Firmilian preserved 
in St. Cyprian to St. Cyprian himself. He tells us in more than 
one Epistle of the main elements in the choice of a Bishop. The 
See must be vacant, either by the death of the latest legitimate 
Bishop, or because he has forfeited his Episcopate by some major 
offense. Then a successor must be legitimately chosen by the 
jopit action of the people and clergy of the See that is vacant, 
and also of the nearby Bishops of other Sees. No doubt their 
approval of the choice was given in another way besides that of 
ordaining the Bishop-elect. But that the latter was done also is 
indicated clearly by his words in Ep. LV.8 where he tells us of 
St. Cornelius of Borne that, in addition to fulfilling all these re
quirements, he “was made a Bishop by very many collegis nos- 
tris who were present in the city of Rome at that time.” We 
see, then, that though he was chosen by a threefold “election,” 
be was made a Bishop BY other Bishops, which is the only pos
sible meaning for collegis nostris. We have already seen enough 
in Chapter XII to lead us to conclude that the way they made 
him a Bishop was through Ordination by the laying on of hands. 
But St. Cyprian himself elsewhere expressly says what he does 
not mention here. In Ep. LXVII.5 he is describing how a legiti-

® * Cyprian’s translation into Latin, of course.
330 Chap. XIX.
310 Ep. LXXV. 16.



mate successor to the fallen Basilides was appointed, and after 
stressing the other essentials—a proper election—and arguing that 
the See was truly vacant because of the lapse of Basilides, he 
says of the Bishop-elect “and hands were imposed upon him in 
the place of Basilides.” So all we have to do to discover St. 
Cyprian’s mind and the mind of the widely scattered Churches 
involved in the two controversies with which the relevant Epis
tles deal is to piece together into one the information he has 
given more or less incidentally at different points.

He had no need, of course, to tell people of his day how a 
Bishop was ordained, or by whom. They knew that as well as 
we do about such appointments in our own Church today. Nor 
was there any dispute about the correctness of the Ordination 
from  that angle in any of the cases with which he deals. Basi
lides, his successor, Cornelius, and Novatian had all had hands 
laid on them properly by Bishops. At least no one questioned 
this. The dispute was as to which of rival (and from the modern 
Western standpoint properly ordained) claimants to the Chair in 
both cases was the true Bishop. That depended on (1) the See 
being vacant, and (2) the man ordained to fill the vacancy hav
ing been duly “elected.” So it is these points St. Cyprian argues, 
and it is only by pure coincidence that he has supplied us with 
the information we want, which was not in dispute in either case. 
But fortunately he has supplied it, if only by accident. This is 
a good indication of the extreme peril of arguing from silence. 
It is worth noting that St. Cyprian has been quoted by oppo
nents of the Catholic position in support of both presbyterian 
Ordination and the non-necessity of the laying on of hands in 
Ordination. What would Protestantism do without the good old 
argument from silence? The references in this paragraph and 
the preceding two are based on the old Oxford numbering, which 
differs from that of the English translations in The Ante-Nicene 
Fathers.
494. Our next witness is St. Cornelius of Rome, quoted in Eu
sebius’ H. E. VI.43.8-17. From this letter, which is practically 
contemporary with the evidence of St. Firmilian and St. Cyprian, 
we learn that the schismatic claimant to the Roman Episcopate 
against St. Cornelius had gone to the trouble of a definite and 
preposterous hoax in order to get hands laid on himself by three 
Bishops for the Episcopate. These Bishops, whom St. Cornelius 
calls “rough and very simple men” were enticed to come to Rome 
from “a small and very insignificant part of Italy” on the plea 
that they as mediators, along with other Bishops, might end any 
dissension whatsoever that had arisen. When they arrived, they 
were shut up by force, gotten drunk, and then “he forcibly com
pelled them to give him a Bishop’s office by a counterfeit and

vain laying on of hands.” One of these Bishops soon repented, 
and was restored to lay communion. The other two were re
placed by successors appointed by “us.” Unless that is the 
Bishop speaking of himself in a sort of “plural of majesty,” it 
would mean St. Cornelius and at least one other Bishop, proba
bly more than one. Nor can there be any reasonable doubt that 
the appointment of these two successors was made, like that of 
the schismatic Bishop, by Ordination through the laying on of 
hands. But in any case, the very lengths to which he went to 
get hands laid on him by these three Bishops shows how utterly 
essential, both in the eyes of his party and of the Church, was the 
laying on of hands in the process of becoming a Bishop, and 
bow necessary it was that Bishops should ordain. It suggests 
with almost, if not quite, equal certainty that the rule requiring 
three Bishops was already de riguer. For it would obviously be 
easier to get one Bishop or even two to fall into this trap than 
to get three. And every unnecessary risk run would needlessly 
endanger the whole success of the plot.

St. Cornelius also provides us with evidence in this same quo
tation341 of the way a presbyter was ordained. Speaking of the 
same man who later became the schismatic Bishop, he says, “he 
was deemed worthy of the presbyterate through the favor of the 
Bishop, who laid his hand on him to confer that Order (meeting 
the opposition of all the clergy and many laymen as well—since 
one who has received clinical baptism by affusion owing to ill
ness, as Novatus had, might not be ordained to an Order—with 
the request that he should be allowed to ordain this man alone) 
. . . ” From this passage, the practice of Ordination of a presby
ter by the laying on of hands of the Bishop is clearly and un
mistakably attested. If I interpret the closing words correctly, 
there is also an allusion to the usual custom of having the pres
byters join in the laying on of hands to signify their assent to 
what was being done. But in this case, since they did not as
sent, they did not lay on hands, but the Bishop was “allowed to 
ordain this man alone.” This interpretation would accord per
fectly with the teaching of the A. T., which we saw strong rea
son to believe to be the generally received theology of the 
Church as a whole.

The account of St. Cornelius as to Novatus’ Ordination to the 
Episcopate is confirmed to some extent by the words of the 
Roman confessors preserved in St. Cyprian’s Ep. X L IX .l where 
they confess that they have been deceived, so that “only through 
being misled had they also committed schismatical acts, and 
been the authors of heresy, so that they suffered hands to be im
posed upon him as if to the Episcopate.” It clearly matters

311 VI.43.I7.



little for our present purposes whether St. Cornelius has accu
rately relayed their words to St. Cyprian or not. For if the 
Roman confessors do not provide this partial confirmation of the 
narrative in Eusebius, then the same St. Cornelius does confirm 
it in a source independent of Eusebius. Besides, the deposition 
of the three officiating Bishops puts the matter beyond reason
able doubt.
495. A bit earlier we have the Ordination of the famous 
scholar Origen, described in Eusebius H. E. VI.23.4 where we 
read, “In their day ( i.e. about 225-230 a.d. ) Origen journeyed to 
Greece through Palestine, because of an urgent necessity in 
Church matters, and received the laying on of hands for the 
presbyterate at Caesaraea from the Bishops there.” Here we 
have a presbyter ordained by the laying on of hands, and by 
Bishops. If the plural is to be pressed, we would have some
thing unusual, but not necessarily to be doubted; for his very 
great eminence as a scholar might account for more than one 
Bishop joining in his Ordination. But the absence of any men
tion of the presbyters joining in this laying on of hands may be 
significant. Since Eusebius is not describing the act of Origen’s 
Ordination in detail, but only alluding to it, his silence may have 
no significance at all. But it may be an indication of his agree
ment with the A. T. that this ceremony was not true Ordination, 
and therefore of no real importance to deserve mention. Or it 
may be that the presbyters actually did not join in the laying on 
of hands because this ceremony meant, as St. Hippolytus appears 
to mean, only their consent to the addition of the particular indi
vidual to their college, and there would therefore be no pro
priety in joining in the laying on of hands on Origen, since he 
was not to stay in Caesaraea, and hence would not become a 
member of their college. Finally, Dom Gregory Dix tells us in 
the last footnote on page 16 of his edition of the A. T. of Hippoly
tus, that the custom of presbyters laying on their hands during the 
Ordination of a new presbyter was unknown in the East. The 
latter explanation derives some support from the way the Orien
tal versions of the A. T. seem to have been troubled by this pro
vision, as shown by the unusually corrupt state of the text at 
that point. Further support may be derived from the fact, on 
which a different interpretation was put above, that fourth cen
tury writers, even those very strongly inclined to exalt the office 
of the presbyter, never think of interpreting this ceremony as 
any indication that presbyters could in any sense or in any de
gree ordain. A difficulty for this last argument in favor of this 
last explanation, however, is the fact that two of the writers in 
question, St. Jerome and Ambrosiaster, are Westerners, and the 
practice was certainly known in the West.



496. Last of all, we come to the Didascalia. It is generally 
agreed that this document is from the third century, but scholars 
are divided as to whether the first or second half of the century 
is more likely. They think that Syria is the most likely prove
nance, and Palestine is another possibility. The writer does not 
deal professedly at any point with the minister of Ordination, so 
that his testimony is more or less accidental. Yet there is little 
difficulty in getting the information we want. He says explicitly 
in 11.34, “so now does the Bishop take for himself from the peo
ple those whom he accounts and knows to be worthy of him and 
of his office and appoints him presbyters as counsellors and as
sessors, and deacons and subdeacons . . . ” And again in III .12 
we read, “Wherefore, O Bishop, appoint thee workers of right
eousness as helpers who may cooperate with thee unto salvation. 
Those that please thee out of all the people thou shalt choose 
and appoint as deacons: etc.” If the Bishop appoints the pres
byters and deacons, it does not take any very profound logician 
to see who would appoint the Bishop himself. The text does not 
mention the point, of course. For the Didascalia is a pseudony
mous work, pretending to be by the Apostles, and it would be 
rather a waste of time to command other Apostles, who by the 
third century had all been long dead, to appoint Bishops. On 
the other hand, the author could not very consistently step out 
of his picture to the extent of commanding Bishops to ordain 
their own successors during the (pretended) life of the Apos
tles. But if there is no hint of presbyters even sharing in the ap
pointment of members of their own Order, it is impossible to 
suppose that they ordained their Bishop. So the regular custom 
that was universal as far as all our evidence goes in the third 
century must have been followed. Nor need we have any doubt 
that Ordination by the laying on of hands was the method used in 
making appointments, at least for Bishops, presbyters, and dea
cons. For in II.2 we read, “And thus let him be proved when he 
receives the imposition o f hands to sit in the office of the Bishop
ric.” Clearly then the Bishop is the minister of Ordination, and  
he ordains by the laying on of hands. Thus the document is in 
harmony with all the rest of our evidence.
497. Thus, in view of the great strength of the fourth century 
evidence and of the evidence of St. Hippolytus at the end of the 
second (though he actually wrote late in his life in the early 
third century) and the not inconsiderable strength of the scant
ier evidence of the rest of the third century, we seem to be led 
irresistibly to the conclusion that—at least for those two centuries 
—the Bishop was not only the normal minister of Ordination but 
the only possible minister under any circumstances. We found 
abundance of evidence to prove the first point. We found some



writers definitely asserting unqualifiedly that the presbyter does 
not have the pow er to ordain. We found that most of these very 
writers were certainly trying to exalt the office of presbyter, not 
to disparage it. We found only one writer daring to question 
this doctrine, and him being ridiculed and scorned by the only 
Father through whom his name has come down to us. We found 
presbyterian Ordination being flung as a false but obviously 
serious charge at St. Athanasius. We found Ordinations being 
rejected because they had been performed by a presbyter, though 
the latter claimed to be a Bishop. And finally, we find to back 
up all this positive evidence the negative evidence that there is 
not a single case in all Church history in which it can be se
curely shown that an Ordination by a presbyter, or even by a 
college of presbyters, was ever recognized as valid within the 
Catholic Church. In fact, even apart from being able to show 
such a case securely, I am prepared to say that there is not a 
single case in which such recognition of presbyterian Ordination 
can be maintained, after criticism, as even probable, or equi- 
probable with its denial. Now such silence, which standing 
alone would be of problematical weight, even for so enormous a 
volume of evidence as we have, is very weighty when coupled 
with the great amount of direct evidence which shows that the 
silence is not an accident but is the result of the whole Church 
holding without question or hesitation the same teaching about 
the minister of Ordination with which St. Epiphanius confronted 
Aerius, and not only holding it but acting on it with complete 
unanimity all down the ages.



Chapter XXVII

ALLEGED EXCEPTIONS AFTER 250 A. D.

498. Our denial that there is a single well-attested case of pres
byterian ordination in all Church history is sharply challenged by 
many, so we must justify it in detail. For most of the alleged 
cases, the criticism in Gore’s great book is so completely satis
factory, in my opinion, that I shall not trouble to reproduce it. 
On page 120 of the 1919 edition the case of the ordination of 
Ischyras by Colluthus is decisively disposed of, as we have also 
shown briefly in this book.
« In Appendix E on pages 332-334 Gore examines other cases 
of alleged presbyterian Ordination, and in my judgment shows 
that there is no substance whatever in the grounds alleged for be
lieving such Ordinations to have been attempted. In most cases, 
it is simply a matter of some writer using the word “ordain” or 
some other even less decisive word in the sense of “getting a 
man ordained by the proper person.” If such cases were valid, 
it would be easy to prove that laymen also could “ordain,” for 
Gore produces numerous cases in which the word is used of the 
part of laymen in promoting a man to various ecclesiastical 
offices. It is significant that (apart from four alleged situations 
involving more than isolated cases, if valid at all) there is only 
one alleged case, besides the case of Ischyras and Colluthus men
tioned above, in the whole history of the Eastern Church, and 
that is from the fifth century, which is so late as to deprive it of 
all probability, even if it were more than a case of using the 
word “promote” for “secure his promotion.” Likewise, there is 
only one alleged case in the West before the Middle Ages. In 
this case Gore completely undermines the argument for it, and 
Dr. Brightman in a footnote on page 402 in Dr. Swete’s collec
tion of Essays shows that it has even less foundation than Gore 
had allowed. There is also the problem of the purely theoreti
cal claim made for the Popes by a few extreme maximizers of 
Papal authority. But Gore’s remarks on this subject deprive it 
of all theological significance for our purposes, as it was al
ready devoid of any historical bearing on the question of primi
tive belief or practice.
499. We must, however, say something about the four “al
leged situations” referred to i»  parenthesis in the preceding 
paragraph. We are told that presbyterian Ordination is “defi



nitely proved in the Pastorals, at Alexandria, in Canon XIII of 
the Council of Ancyra, and in the Church Orders.” Is this state
ment anywhere nearly justified? Let us examine it carefully.

The case as to the Pastorals belongs to the first century and a 
half, with which we are not yet concerned, so we had best pass 
over it until we study that problem in detail. To some extent, 
the same is true of the problem of Alexandria. If we come to 
the conclusion, when we study the problem down to c. 150 a.d., 
that there was a period when presbyters had the full and recog
nized right to ordain without the leadership of a member of a 
higher Order than their own, that will considerably, though only 
indirectly, strengthen the case for putting on the statement of 
St. Jerome concerning Alexandria one of the two interpretations 
we decided above to be improbable. For it would greatly in
crease the a priori possibility of the supposed state of affairs at 
Alexandria being a belated survival there of what had once been' 
customary everywhere, or at least in some other parts of the 
Church, but had ( ex hypothesi) ceased elsewhere long before it 
came to an end in Alexandria. But, apart from any possible re
enforcement which the argument based on Alexandria may ac
quire from our studies on the first century and a half, we have al
ready said about the later evidence as to the supposed irregu
larity at Alexandria all that needs to be said, when we cross-ex
amined the usual argument in the preceding chapter, and found 
a different interpretation of the statement of St. Jerome to be 
more probable. It remains to examine Canon XIII of the Council 
of Ancyra and the Church Orders, which alone do not depend 
on our study of the early period, which is yet to come. I take 
the Canons of Hippolytus first, as being the later.

Division I

500. As far as I know, the only one of the Church Orders 
which can be quoted in favor of presbyterian Ordinations is The 
Canons o f Hippolytus. In Canon 2, according to Riedel’s enum
eration, we find the preliminary rubrics before the Ordination 
Prayer for the Ordination of a Bishop, and at the end of this 
Canon we read, “One of the Bishops and presbyters shall be 
chosen to lay hands on him and to pray, saying, Etc. (Canon 3).” 
Here, it is said, we have presbyterian Ordination definitely at
tested.

I wonder? The historical difficulties in the way of accepting 
this as representing anything really practiced either before the 
author wrote, or as a result of his Canons, seem to me insuper
able. Let us enumerate them:

1. Only one ordainer is to lay on hands. Now this would be



difficult enough even at the date of the A.T. For, while the di
rection for one Bishop to lay on hands at the moment of the Or
dination Prayer is contained in the A.T., there is also an earlier 
direction for “the Bishops” (plural) to lay on their hands slightly 
before this. But the Canons are now generally recognized to 
date from the fourth century at the earliest, and probably from 
the fifth. Some even prefer the sixth century. Now certainly by 
any of these dates the custom of having at least three consecra- 
tors for every Bishop was firmly established and rigidly adhered 
to. Nor is the plea of an emergency or a special case possible. 
For the Canons are supposed to be laying down general rules. 
Moreover, the presence of more than one Bishop is definitely 
contemplated and taken for granted in the words “one of the 
Bishops (plural) and presbyters,” and there is in this Canon 
nothing corresponding to the earlier rubric in A.T. providing for 
a plurality of Bishops to lay on hands.

2. Even if presbyterian Ordination be deemed at all credi
ble at this date, it would certainly have to be in an emergency 
or in some sort of special case, and not as a general practice, 
treated as on a perfectly equal level with Episcopal Ordination. 
But here, as mentioned under the preceding difficulty, there is 
no question of any emergency or special case but of the regular 
normal practice.

3. As will be shown conclusively before Part IV is finished, 
the case for presbyterian Ordination anywhere at any time is 
very weak. But what little case there is applies only (apart from 
Alexandria) to the first century and a half, and rests entirely on 
the theory that originally (or after the death of the Apostles for 
a brief period only in most places, if at all) the colleges of pres
byter-bishops ordained as colleges, and not at all as isolated in
dividuals. But here, at a date far too late to be plausible any
way, we have one single presbyter ordaining; and that not be
cause only one is available, but when the presence of other pres
byters and also Bishops is clearly taken for granted.

4. The Canons themselves say explicitly elsewhere, in Canon 
4, “The Bishop is in all respects equal to the presbyter, except in 
the matters of the throne and Ordination; for the power to or
dain is not given to the latter (the presbyter).” The italics, of 
course, are mine. Now this passage makes it absolutely im
possible that the words we are considering in Canon 2 can have 
been put there advertently, and with a realization of their mean
ing, by the original author; unless, of course, the words in Canon 
4 are spurious. But it would be the height of arbitrariness, and 
also of improbability, to doubt the words that make no additional 
historical difficulties, except for their conflict with something 
else in the same document, and which can be parallelled in sub



stance in other earlier and highly reputable writers, in favor of 
an attempt to retain words which raise all the additional diffi
culties studied under the first three difficulties just above, and 
which have no parallel in other writers, earlier or later, reputa
ble or disreputable.

501. 5. It is generally recognized that the Canons are di
rectly dependent on a Greek text of the A.T. of St. Hippolytus. 
Now at this point (Canon 2) he seems, at least in the sentence 
which raises our problem, to be following his source rather 
closely. His source read “Then one of the Bishops who are 
present shall, at the request of all, lay his hand on him who is 
ordained Bishop, and shall pray thus, saying, Etc.” I think this 
look at his source increases the difficulty of supposing that the 
author has made an intentional alteration at this point, and at 
the same time provides us with a perfectly simple and easy so
lution to an otherwise insoluble problem. The author, perhaps 
not knowing Greek too well, and possibly being acquainted also 
with the abbreviated form of the word “presbyters” often found 
in ancient Greek manuscripts, has misread the words ton paronton 
or ton parastanton after ton episkopon  as ton preshuteron  or as 
its abbreviated or contracted form. Thus a simple blunder342 in 
copying his source at this point, coupled with the omission of 
several preceding lines, accounts for all three of the historical 
difficulties we found under our first three points, and also for

342 That he is quite capable of such mistakes, some of them really quite 
stupid and confusing, appears at several points in his work. One of the 
most obvious and also most amazing is his enigmatical words near the end 
of Canon 32 according to Riedel’s edition. There we read, “The thanks
giving (or Eucharist) which is at the beginning of the Mass is incumbent 
on the poor.” I challenge anybody to guess what that means without a 
careful study of the source on which he depends. On the other hand, if 
one studies the A. T. carefully, and in the form of text for which I have 
argued at length in the first Appendix of my recent book, The Early Eu
charist, I think it will be found that he is trying to summarize, with greater 
brevity than is actually possible, tire directions given in XXVI. 18-23 of the 
Ethiopic Church Order, which I have argued in that Appendix were an au
thentic part of the original text of the A.T., or certainly at least of the 
form of the text used by the author of The Canons. It apparently is in
tended to mean that the Eucharist Dialogue, minus the versicle Sursum 
Corda, is to be used before the thanksgiving prayer to be said by the 
Bishop for the blessing of the lamp at the special form of Agape held for 
the poor. But the author has, with almost incredible stupidity, made of it 
something totally incomprehensible. Clearly, then, he is not above making 
pure and simple nonsense by a handling of his sources which is alternately 
very free and slavishly literal.

A far more important mistake of his, especially for our present pur
poses, is his misunderstanding of the confusing rubric with which in A. T. 
VIII. 1 St. Hippolytus introduces the prayer to be used in ordaining a 
presbyter. Of course here our author has a far better excuse for his mis
take than in the other case just considered, or in others I shall not pause 
to discuss. He has been victimized by a confusing rubric that has likewise 
fooled many fine modern scholars. But I think the matter has been finally 
cleared up in a completely convincing manner by the late Prof. C. H.



the author contradicting himself later. For his copying was 
quite mechanical, and he had not the faintest idea that he had 
materially altered his source. Nor had he adverted carefully 
enough to the meaning of what he was copying to realize that 
it clashed with the customs of his own day and place. It was 
sufficient for him to follow humbly what “Hippolytus, the lead
ing Bishop of Rome,” had written.

6. We must notice, as confirming in some measure the con
jecture defended under our preceding point, the fact that the 
words “who are present” after “one of the Bishops” in A.T. are 
missing in the Canons. In itself, this would not prove much, for 
editors vary greatly in the freedom with which they handle their 
sources, and even the same editor varies greatly at different 
points. But since they are missing at exactly the same point 
where the troublesome words appear, and which were not in the 
source, this strongly supports the conjecture made above that the 
words in Greek for “who are present” have been misread by our 
editor as “the presbyters.” It is, of course, necessary to qualify 
this by warning that I do not know Arabic and am therefore 
forced to work with translations of the text of the Canons. But all 
except one343 of the translations I have seen omit the words “who 
are present.” If Dix’s quotation by any chance represents the 
true text, this argument and the preceding would be invalidated, 
unless a later scribe, using the source directly, has conflated. But 
it is very unlikely that all the editors and others quoting the

Turner in the J. T. S. for 1914-15. Turner’s solution, which I think may be 
taken as final, has been incorporated into his English version of the A. T. 
at this point by Fr. Dix. What St. Hippolytus really meant was that in the 
first part of the prayer, the more general and prefatory part so to spe~k, 
but one word needed to be changed, the word Bishop being changed into 
presbyter. But when the ordainer came to the second part of the prayer, 
the part that refers specifically to the office of the presbyter, he is given 
completely different language from that used in the corresponding part of 
the prayer at the consecration of a Bishop. This accounts for the apparent 
contradiction in first ordering in a rubric that the same prayer be used over 
the presbyter as over the Bishop except for a change in the name of the 
office, and then immediately after that giving a very dissimilar prayer to 
be used. When the total prayer over the presbyter is reconstructed as 
Prof. Turner suggests, the result is 1 think beyond reasonable doubt self
authenticating. The author of our Canons, perceiving the superficial con
tradiction and not seeing the true solution, has resolved the “contradic
tion” by leaving out the latter and specifically appropriate part of the pres
byter’s Ordination prayer. That is all we have here—a blunder pure and 
simple. His “prebyterianism” goes beyond that of St. Jerome, St. Chrys
ostom, and Ambrosiaster in only one point—he considers the deacons the 
servants of the presbyters as well as of the Bishop. This, incidentally, is a 
clear watermark of a late date—in all probability later than the writers 
just named. For had they been able to make such a contention even 
plausibly they would in all probability have done so, as it would have 
strengthened their case. Indeed, it would all but have clinched it.

343 The exception is that of Dix, at the top of his page lxxix, which I am in
clined to think a careless reproduction, due to the fact that he had not 
noticed the significance of their absence in the true text.



402

Canons have made this same mistake, so I assume Dix’s quota
tion to be inaccurate on this point.

7. If the editor is not responsible for this confusion or cor
ruption in the text of his source, then, since we have seen above 
that the alteration cannot have been intentional and advertent 
on the part of the original editor, it must be attributed to him 
who translated the Canons into Coptic, or the still later trans
lator into the extant Arabic. Of these two, the former is far 
more likely. For he would have been working on a Greek text, 
and might easily have made the same error conjecturally at
tributed above to the editor. On the other hand, those who 
know Coptic and Arabic tell me that there is far less likelihood 
of confusion in either of those languages between the words for 
“who are present” and “the presbyters” than in the original Greek. 
However, if my studies344 as to the sources of the Canons are 
correct, which I would contend only with great diffidence, then 
the history of the Greek and subsequent texts has been more 
complicated than the modern editors of the Canons seem to sup
pose, and that would increase the opportunities of the conjec
tured confusion having occurred before the A.T. even reached 
our editor. There is also, of course, the possibility that the 
Canons were copied several times or more in their original Greek 
form before being used for the Coptic version now no longer 
extant but held by the experts to underlie the extant Arabic.

502. Thus there are plenty of opportunities for the conjec
tured confusion to have taken place, and I consider it quite likely 
that this is the true solution of the enigma. But even if my so
lution be rejected, the first four difficulties raised above in Sec. 
500 are so grave that we would in any case be forced to reject 
the historicity of any such actual practice, and rest content with 
ignorance as to how the confusion or corruption occurred until 
some other more satisfactory solution is brought forward. But 
in no case can these Canons be legitimately adduced as valid 
evidence that a mere presbyter was ever in the actual history of 
the Church allowed to ordain a Bishop. And if it does not at
test that, then neither does it attest any kind of presbyterian or
dination whatsoever.345

344 These were made more or less incidentally when I was using them in my 
book on the Eucharist to which reference was made above, and which are 
referred to briefly in Appendix I of that book. 343
343 Dr. Cyril Richardson, to whom I am deeply indebted for help at many 
points in the writing of this book, has expressed to me the firm conviction 
that the solution of the problem presented in Sec. 501, just concluded, is 
not tenable. While I am not myself convinced by his reasoning, I think 
my readers, and especially those who will dissent from my main line of 
argument, are entitled to have his really cogent arguments, so that they 
can form their own judgment. So I present them in this footnote.

First of all, let me emphasize that Dr. Richardson is as firmly convinced



Division II

503. We must now pass on to study the much debated Canon 
XIII of the Council of Ancyra, which dates c. 313 a .d . This in 
all probability puts it a century or more before the date of the 
Canons of Hippolytus, which we have just finished studying. Of 
course at that early a date, it is less impossible than at a date 
somewhere near 450 a .d .846 to find ordination by presbyters 
“still” practiced, if indeed it had ever been practiced at all. And 
we are confidently told by some that this thirteenth Canon of 
the Council of Ancyra does definitely attest ordination by mere 
presbyters; and that not as an exception, allowable only in an 
emergency and for grave reasons, but as a fairly common and per
fectly permissible practice, provided only the consent of the

as I am that these C anons  may not legitimately be taken as attesting pres- 
byterian ordination. But he objects to my proposed solution, that the 
words et p resb y teris  arose from a misreading or misunderstanding of the 
words ton p a ro n to n , following immediately upon the words eis ek  ton  
episkopon in the passage in the A. T. of St. Hippolytus, which is the 
source of the puzzling passage in the C a n on s o f H ipp o ly tu s. He sees two 
main difficulties:

1. The word used by Hippolytus was not paronton , but parastanton, 
as proved by the fact that several of the versions (the Ethiopic and Arabic 
versions) have misunderstood it and rendered it as if it had read panton  
stanton; i.e. “all standing up.”

2. The word order in the A. T. was not eis ek  ton episk op o n  ton  
parastanton but rather eis ek  ton parastanton episkopon . This leaves no 
room for the misunderstanding which I have conjecturally supposed. He 
bases this opinion on the order of the Latin version, and to some extent 
of the parallel in the A postolic C onstitutions, coupled with a number of 
cases to show that the Latin translator adheres faithfully to the word 
order of his Greek source.

Dr. Richardson then proposes his own solution to the problem. It is 
that the author of the C anons of H ipp o ly tu s, writing with a mixture of 
carelessness and of close adherence to his source, had left out all reference 
to the presbyters, which are mentioned twice in his source. Having now 
gotten near to the end of his paragraph without mentioning them, he bung- 
lingly attempts to remedy his omission by inserting a reference to them at 
this point. He has in mind to stress only their presence and part in the 
service; not at all any power to ordain, in which he did not beileve, as he 
shows in Canon 4.

To the present writer, this solution seems possible, but not very proba
ble. The rest of Dr. Richardsons’s case is really cogent. But the solution 
I have accepted in the text can stand as well with the word parastanton  as 
with the word p aronton , which I had originally supposed must have been 
used. Hence I have included the word Dr. Richardson favors in the main 
text, as an alternative to paronton . Because of his argument given in this 
footnote, I must prefer it.

As to the word order, I think he has proven at least that the Latin 
translator usually follows the Greek word order strictly. But I cannot 
think that he has done this in all cases, without exceptions. If exceptions 
to the general rule are both possible and credible, then it seems to me 
that we ought in all probability to conclude that this was one of the ex
ceptional cases. For if we so suppose, we can solve in an easy and attrac
tive manner a problem that otherwise has so far eluded a satisfactory 
solution. I was glad to gain Dom Gregory Dix’s provisional assent on his 
recent visit to this country.
:i4u The probable date of T h e  C a n on s o f H ippolytus.



diocesan Bishop in writing has been secured in every case be
forehand. Let us look into this allegation.
504. The original text of these Canons is in Greek, and I shall 
therefore give an English transliteration of the original Greek, in
dicating the points at which there is doubt as to the correct 
reading. The text is as follows:

Chorepiskopous (or Chorepiskopois) me exeinai presbuterous 
e diakonous cheirotonein, alia men m ede presbuterous (or pres- 
buterois or episkopous or episkopois) poleos choris ton epitra- 
penai hupo episkopou meta grammaton en hekaste (or lietera) 
paroikia.
505. There are other minor textual variants, but these are the 
most important ones, and the only ones which seem to the present 
writer to stand the slightest reasonable chance of being original. 
Moreover, we are fortunately not obliged to attempt to settle 
the issue between the reading chorepiskopous and the reading 
chorepiskopois, nor once again between the reading hekaste and 
the reading hetera, because neither of these readings has any 
bearing on the question whether or not this Canon allows ordina
tion by mere presbyters in the first quarter of the fourth cen
tury. As to the first word of the Canon, it is certain that it is 
the subject and not the object of the verb cheirotonein, whether 
we read it as ending in —ous or in —ois. And as to the choice 
between hekaste and hetera, I cannot see that it will make any 
difference to the meaning of the Canon, at least as far as con
cerns the issue we are now studying, unless we could accept the 
reading episkopois (or episkopous) at the third point where 
the reading is seriously doubtful immediately before the word 
poleos. And we most certainly cannot.347

506. The only readings that need seriously engage our atten
tion, then, are the alternative readings presbuterous and pres- 
buterois immediately before the word poleos. Professor Cyril C. 
Richardson of Union Theological Seminary in New York City 
has argued cogently for the reading presbuterois, in this agreeing 
with Lightfoot, and other earlier scholars. If he is-right in ac
cepting this reading as original, we would have ordination by 
these presbyters, whoever they are, attested here. If, on the other 
hand, the original reading was in the accusative, then we may or

347 The reasons why we cannot are these: ( I )  The readings episkopous  
(or -o is) are far less well attested than either the reading p resb u tero u s  or 
the reading p resb u tero is ; (2 )  It is the “easier reading” and it is axiomatic 
in textual criticism that the “harder reading” is to be preferred, ceteris  
p a ribu s. The reading “Bishops” here raises no problems from the stand
point of copyists later than the date of this Canon, and consequently we 
cannot account for the variety and far better attestation of two other main 
readings if we assume either form of the word episkopoi to be original; 
(3 )  Finally, it really needs the reading h ete ra  instead of h ek a ste, and the 
latter reading is much better attested than the former.



may not have presbyterian ordination. For the accusative can 
be either the subject or the object of the verb cheirotonein. If 
it is the subject, we would still have ordination by these pres
byters. If it is the object, there would be no hint whatsoever of 
presbyterian ordination. So we must first look into the question 
as to whether the correct original reading here is the accusative 
plural or the dative plural.

Dr. Richardson348 argues in favor of the dative plural as 
follows:

It is true that the earliest Greek manuscripts favour the read
ing in the accusative plural. But the Latin tradition is of special 
weight for the true text of the Ancyran Canons, and it “suggests” 
the dative. Such is the reading of the Isidorian “antiqua”349 and 
its significance is great. We can be sure that the dative in this 
text is not due simply to an attempt at stylistic improvement by 
translating the accusative construction with me exeinai into the 
more usual dative with non licere. For in that case we would 
expect both words, chorepiskopous and presbuterous, to become 
datives in the process; while in actuality only presbuterous be
comes a dative, and chorepiskopous remains accusative. It is 
only in the later Dionysian versions that both words become 
datives. We ought to conclude, therefore, that the original text 
of the Canon started with an accusative and continued with a 
dative. The reason for such a procedure would have been to 
avoid the ambiguity in the second accusative, which ( as pointed

318 In an article entitled T h e  R id d le  of th e  13th C a n on  o f A n cy ra  published 
in the December, 1947, issue of C h u rc h  H istory , Vol. XVI, No. 1.

310 This text can be seen in C. H. Turner’s E cc le s ia e  O rientalis M o n u m en ta  
Juris A ntiquissim a, II. i. 84 (Oxford, 1907). It is the weightiest of all the 
Latin texts extant for this Canon, and probably belongs to the early part 
of the fifth century. The still earlier “Gallica,” which belongs probably to 
the second half of the fourth century, is incomplete, and contains no trans
lation of this particular Canon. Nor does the later “Prisca,” which is prob
ably to be dated in the early part of the sixth century, throw any light on 
our problem. For it consistently abbreviates the words ch o rep isco p u s, 
presbyter, and d ia co n u s, with the result that we cannot tell what the end
ing was, nor by consequence the case. At least this is true of the older of 
its two manuscripts. On the other hand, its later and better manuscript 
translates the words in dispute by p resb y teru m  civitatis. There are two 
other later versions, commonly called Dionysian. In his earlier version, 
Dionysius waters down the functions referred to in the second half of the 
Canon, as does also the Isidorian “antiqua,” by saying “S e d  n e c  p resby teris  
civitatis sine ep isco p i p ra ecep to  a m plius a liquid  in h e re , v e l  . . . a liq u id  
agere. In this way, the translator has successfully avoided any slightest 
appearance of sanctioning presbyterian ordination. But this crystal clear 
attempt to minimize the implications of the dative gives us no worthwhile 
reasons to take this watered down text seriously. Rather it provides strong 
added reasons for refusing to take seriously certain variants of the “antiqua” 
which read p resb y teru m  and p resby tero s  instead of the dative. In his 
second version, Dionysius gives a text which supports the dative. I am 
indebted for this textual information to the late Professor C. H. Turner 
and to Dr. Richardson.



out above) could be read as either the subject or the object of 
the verb cheirotonein.

Dr. Richardson has no trouble in explaining the accusative 
in the great majority of the Greek manuscripts as a corruption, 
due to an attempt to “smooth out the apparent difficulty” in the 
Canon. He justly observes that “A later scribe would doubtless 
think there was something wrong with a regulation which pre
supposed city presbyters could ordain.” He sees evidence of a 
similar attempt, only by a very different route, in the “watered 
down” and “minimizing” readings of the Isidorian “antiqua” as 
noticed in the immediately preceding footnote. As we saw in 
that footnote, he could apparently have added the earlier of 
Dionysius’ two versions as a similar case.
507. This certainly provides a weighty argument, and the con
clusion may well be right. Yet the present writer is by no means 
sure that this is the case. It is true that we can easily explain 
how the dative became changed to the accusative in the ma
jority of the best Greek manuscripts, if that change is a fact. 
But the mere possibility of explaining it easily does not go far 
toward proving that it is a fact. It is equally possible to explain 
the reading of the Isidorian “antiqua” on the assumption that it 
is not a correct rendition of the original Greek. It could easily 
be that the divided tradition which we at present find in the later 
and still extant Greek manuscripts goes back as far as the date 
of the translation of the Isidorian “antiqua,” and that the maker 
of that version was simply unfortunate enough to get a manu
script that had the wrong reading.

It is even, I think, possible to explain the Isidorian reading 
on the assumption that the manuscript from which he translated 
contained the accusative plural, presbuterous poleos. In that 
case his use of the dative would be for the same reason for which 
Dr. Richardson supposes that the original authors of the Canon 
changed from the accusative to the dative when they passed from 
the “country Bishops” to the “city presbvters”—namely, to re
move the ambiguity which he rightly perceived in the accusa
tive. If it be objected that he would never have found presby- 
terian ordination in the Canon if there had been a way to avoid 
finding it there, we may ask in return why he should have been 
so conscientious as to be unwilling to avoid finding it there by the 
comparatively simple process of changing a dative to an accusa
tive, and yet should have been so unconscientious as to be quite 
willing to “water down” and “minimize” the original implica
tions of the Canon by the much more drastic revision noticed 
above in the longer footnote. The ways of editors, translators, 
copyists, etc. are very varied; and we cannot safely be too dog
matic about what they would “certainly never have done.”



There is also the possibility that the Isidorian text might have 
come to its present form by two stages instead of only one. For 
example, the author of the “Gallica” might have already “watered 
down” or “minimized” the text in the same way in which the 
Isidorian does, as a result of reading the ambiguous accusative 
as the subject of the verb cheirotonein  rather than as its object, 
and for the same obvious theological reasons, but without chang
ing the accusative to the dative. Then the translator of the Isi
dorian “antiqua” would have found the ambiguity of the sense 
already completely removed, and would have been doing nothing 
more than making the grammar say unambiguously what the 
sense already said clearly.

Or, conversely, the “Gallica” might have removed the am
biguity by changing the accusative into the dative, but without 
adverting to the theological issue involved, and the Isidorian “an
tiqua” might have been the firs! to add the “watered down” and 
“minimizing” revision of the closing part of the Canon, because 
its author was more acute, and noticed the theological implica
tions of the Canon in the form in which the “Gallica” had trans
lated it.

We do not have to seek for any difficult or complicated ex
planation as to how the minority of the Greek manuscripts came 
to read the dative. A fully sufficient explanation can be found in 
the phenomenon called “itacism” in textual criticism. That is 
the very common phenomenon of one vowel being transformed 
into a different vowel, and especially in the tendency for other 
vowels to become iota. It is by no means uncommon for — ous 
to become —ois, and vice versa; though the tendency to “itacism” 
makes the former exchange more likely than the latter.
508. We must remember that in regard to manuscripts of the 
same language as the original, any reading may possibly directly 
represent the autograph. But in regard to a version, the read
ing represents usually only one manuscript of the date and place 
at which the version was made. Thus, even if we have used 
thousands of extant manuscripts to reconstruct the original read
ing of a version, we can assign to the result only the value of one 
manuscript. In the case of these Canons, we cannot use the 
“Gallica” and the older manuscript of the “Prisca,” for the rea
sons given in the footnote on page 405. The other manuscript 
of the “Prisca,” which Turner describes as “later and better,” 
reads the accusative, but in the singular, so that it gives very little 
support to either side. And Turner tells us that the Dionysian is 
a “revision of the Isidorian.” Thus it will not be a reliable in
dependent witness to the readings of any additional Greek 
manuscript.

So we have only one Greek manuscript attested by all the



relevant Latin versions. On the other hand, this one manuscript 
represents a date in the early part of the fifth century, and that 
is far older than the earliest extant Greek manuscripts, which 
are usually dated by experts about the year 800 a .d . So the 
question is, should one manuscript of the early fifth century out
weigh the rather heavy balance of the rest of the manuscripts, 
which is in favor of the reading in the accusative plural. The 
answer would seem to be that perhaps there is something of a 
balance in favor of the reading attested by this early manuscript 
from which the “antiqua” translation was made, if  we judge the 
question entirely by the common standards of scientific textual 
criticism, pure and simple, and without giving attention to the 
really grave historical objection that can be raised to such a 
reading. But should we? To the consideration of that angle of 
the problem we must next turn our minds.
509. Of course the main argument in favor of the reading in 
the accusative is the fact that in that way we get a text which is 
so much more likely to have been written by a Council of or
thodox Catholic Bishops of the date 313 a .d . Dr. Richardson 
agrees fully that no solution which interprets this Canon as at
testing presbyterian ordination at that date can well be historical. 
As we shall see before Part IV of this book is finished, what case 
there is for alleged presbyterian ordination—and it is at best a 
very poor case indeed—is a case in favor of a very different re
construction, and one that clashes with the hypothesis of pres
byterian ordination as late as the Canons of Hippolytus, or even 
as Canon XIII of Ancyra, almost as violently as the Catholic 
contention does.

That reconstruction is that originally presbyters and bishops 
were strictly identical, and that both had the power to ordain, 
acting as colleges (though not as individuals apart from their 
several colleges); that this power was usurped by the monarchi
cal Bishops at a point lying, in most places, somewhere during 
or very near to the first half of the second century; but that it 
continued to belong to and to be exercised by the (mere) pres
byters at Alexandria and possibly or probably in the rest of 
Egypt until some time during the second quarter of the third 
century, after which time it ceased to be exercised anywhere 
within the limits of the Catholic Church. Neither do we have 
any evidence of presbyterian ordination outside the Catholic 
Church, at any date, however early or late, until we come to the 
Reformation.

But Ancyra is in Asia Minor, and it was in that region that 
we can first be certain of the widespread prevalence of the mo
narchical Episcopate. It is, therefore, the summit of improba
bility to prefer that one of two doubtful readings which would



require us to find presbyterian ordination attested for Asia 
Minor more than a half century after it had admittedly ceased in 
Alexandria. Of course this argument is balanced, to some extent, 
by the fact that the reading which attests presbyterian ordina
tion is the “harder” reading, and that it is a well-established 
maxim of scientific textual criticism that, ceteris paribus, the 
“harder” reading is to be preferred. Now, in this case, the dative 
is certainly the “harder” reading in the sense that it raises theo
logical difficulties for copyists, so that it is harder to see how an 
intelligent and alert copyist can have changed the accusative into 
the dative than vice versa. But it is, in my opinion, even harder 
to suppose that a whole Council of orthodox Catholic Bishops can 
have sanctioned presbyterian ordination at any such date as 313
A.D.

510. I think, then, that we get the following result. I f  the 
dative reading were clearly and securely established, we would 
of course, have to accept it. And if it then was found not to ad
mit, without unreasonable forcing, of an interpretation which 
did not attest presbyterian ordination, we would be forced to 
revise our other conclusions, very strongly attested though they 
are, and admit the existence of the practice of presbyterian or
dination as late as 313 a .d. in Asia Minor.

Once again, if we can find some interpretation of the Canon 
which, even assuming the dative to be the correct reading, will 
enable us to avoid the implication of presbyterian ordination, 
that will remove the main argument against accepting the dative 
as the correct reading. In a few moments we shall, therefore, 
examine several solutions, based on the assumption that the dat
ive is the correct reading, which Dr. Richardson has proposed.

But if we find that none of these solutions is satisfactory, we 
shall be forced to conclude that the dative is not the correct 
reading, and that we must either read the accusative plural, as 
the present writer is already inclined to do, and to make it as the 
object rather than the subject of the verb cheirotonein, or else 
to accept the very different solution to the textual problem pro
posed by the late Professor C. PI. Turner, on pages 327-330 of 
the 1919 edition of Bishop Gore’s The Church and the Ministry.

In no case, however, will anyone be entitled to use the Canon 
to attest presbyterian ordination at that place and date. The 
relatively slight balance in favor of the dative reading is entirely 
insufficient to overbalance the overwhelming evidence against 
presbyterian ordination at that place and date, even if we agree 
that there really is some appreciable balance in favor of the 
dative reading. Professor Turner will add an extra reason for 
doubting this when we study his solution a little further on in 
the present chapter.



Division III

511. But before we go on to consider Turner’s solution, let us 
first study three solutions proposed by Professor Richardson on 
the assumption that the dative reading must be accepted as orig
inal. One of these solutions has since been published in the ar
ticle referred to above on page 405 in the present study. We 
may safely presume, therefore, that it is the one which Dr. 
Richardson thinks most satisfactory. The other two to be noticed 
were suggested by him in an earlier and (as far as I know) never 
published form of the same article as two of three alternatives.
512. The solution proposed by Dr. Richardson in his published 
article is that the “city presbyters” referred to in Canon XIII of 
Ancyra are not any and all city presbyters everywhere, but city 
presbyters in Episcopal Orders. He has in mind certain attested 
cases in which one of two things happened: either (1) a man 
was ordained a Bishop for some Catholic See, and later was un
justly deposed or forced to resign or in some other way lost his 
own See; or else (2) some heretical or schismatical Bishop with 
valid Orders was reconciled to the Catholic Church at some time 
and place where there was no vacant See to which he could se
cure a title as the legitimate Catholic Bishop. He was allowed, 
in such a case, to become a city presbyter, and even in some cases 
to retain the title of Bishop, if the Catholic Bishop consented, 
though of course he did not enjoy Episcopal Jurisdiction. Dr. 
Richardson supposes that the Canon we are studying was aimed 
at these two somewhat similar kinds of men in Episcopal Orders, 
but lacking Episcopal Jurisdiction, because at times members 
of both classes had presumed to ordain presbyters and deacons 
against the will of the Diocesan Bishop. He finds attestation of 
the two kinds of quondam  Bishops acting as city presbyters in 
Canon VIII of the Council of Nicaea, and in Canon XVIII of the 
Council of Ancyra. I refer my readers to the article cited several 
times in this discussion for a fuller presentation of his case.

The present writer finds this proposed solution attractive in 
many ways, and had assented to it provisionally, after a first 
and somewhat hasty reading, in a private conversation on this 
Canon with Dr. Richardson. What I am now about to say is 
not to be taken as a decided change of mind on the point. At 
the same time, I do not feel quite as well satisfied with it as I 
did at first. It seems to me to be questionable whether it is per
missible to read so drastic a limitation into the quite unqualified 
words presbuterois poleos, in view of the fact that other solu
tions of the puzzle presented by this Canon are available. Since 
no solution seems to be without its own difficulties, and since 
several are possible, it seems proper to choose the solution that



leaves the largest “remainder” after we have taken the arguments 
in favor of that solution as the “minuend” and the difficulties it 
presents as the “subtrahend” in a sort of “example in subtrac
tion.” I am not sure that the “remainder” is largest in the case 
of this proposed solution.

513. I therefore hope I may be excused for taking the liberty 
of presenting a different solution proposed privately by Dr. Rich
ardson to the present writer before he came to the definite con
viction that the solution just studied was to be preferred. He 
then suggested that some such word as sphragizein had acci
dentally fallen out of the text in reference to these “city presby
ters.” That solution has two main advantages. For one thing, it 
relieves us of any necessity of reading what may be called an ar
bitrary limitation into the unqualified words “city presbyters.” 
For another thing, it relieves us of the very grave difficulty pre
sented by presbyterian ordination. For there would be little, if 
any, historical difficulty involved in supposing that presbyters 
were confirming regularly in the East by 313 a .d. And the word 
sphragizein would certainly, in such a context, refer to Confirma
tion. Thus this possible solution also presents its attractive fea
tures. Its main weakness lies in the necessity of resorting to 
conjectural emendation of the text, without any shred of external 
evidence to support the insertion. The present writer feels con
siderably less qualms of conscience when accepting the dele
tion of a word, phrase, or clause by conjectural emendation than 
when accepting the insertion of something. For that reason I 
would feel that the necessity of resorting to conjectural emenda
tion of the text is a considerably less weighty objection against 
Professor Turner’s proposed solution than against the conjectural 
emendation we are now considering, even if it were impossible 
to quote any external evidence at all in favor of Turner’s emenda
tion.
514. Substantially the same must be said, I think, concerning a 
third solution proposed privately by Dr. Richardson. It was to 
suppose that certain different words had dropped out of the text 
at the point of the doubtful reading. He suggested poiein ta 
epitrapeisa. Rut this conjectural emendation seems to the pres
ent writer to be considerably less attractive than the preceding 
one.

515. I am not acquainted with any more attractive solution to 
the problem, on the assumption that the dative plural is the cor
rect reading before poleos. My own estimate of these proposed 
solutions is that the first is decidedly the most attractive, and 
that there is much to be said for it. If we could be certain that 
the reading in the dative plural is correct, I think we would be



justified—and even forced—to accept it as in all probability cor
rect. But since we are not by any means certain that the dative 
reading is correct, it remains in my mind a serious question 
whether we ought not rather to prefer, as more probable, either 
the accusative plural reading, or else the solution proposed by 
C. H. Turner, to the study of which we now must proceed. For 
none of these solutions seems so entirely free from difficulty, or 
so cogently attractive intrinsically, as to command our confident 
acceptance.

D ivision IV

516. Professor Turner based his argument chiefly on the prem
ise that the words alia men m ede must mean some such thing as 
“no, not even” or “nor yet even.” In other words, he thinks that 
they must introduce a still better or stronger or more probable 
or more plausible case than the one preceding. He gives two 
specific cases from patristic writers in which he believes these 
words have that force. He seems to have Lightfoot and also 
Rackham, one of the earlier editors of this Canon, on his side as 
to the precise force of the words alia men mede.
517. Working, then, on this premise, Turner claims that nei
ther the accusative reading nor the dative reading of presbu- 
teroi can be correct. For (he claims) they both require us to 
give the wrong force to alia men mede. If we take “city pres
byters” as being the subject of cheirotonein, we get the impossi
ble result that not only could “city presbyters” ordain, but that 
the case for their right to do so without the written consent of 
their diocesan Bishop would be better than the case for a similar 
right in the “country Bishops.” If, on the other hand, we take 
“city presbyters” as the object of cheirotonein, we get the equally 
absurd result that the “ country Bishops” had a more plausible 
claim to ordain “city presbyters” without the consent of the 
diocesan Bishop than they had to ordain presbyters and deacons 
in the country without the same consent. These two absurd re
sults follow, that is, if we give to alia men m ede the force which 
Turner holds to be obligatory.350 In order to avoid them, we are 
obliged to give to alia men m ede the meaning of “much less,” 
which Turner agrees with Lightfoot and Rackham (against 
Routh) in holding to be inadmissible.

350 although Dr. Richardson contests Turner’s view as to the necessary 
meaning of alia m en mede, and he is certainly right in thinking that it 
would greatly weaken Turner’s case if the words may mean either “much 
less” (i.e. a weaker case) or else “nay, moreover” (i.e. a case which may 
be of either greater, equal, or lesser plausibility), yet I cannot see that 
he needs to contest that meaning as far as concerns the requirements of 
his own preferred solution. For it might easily seem that “city presbyters 
in Episcopal Orders” had a better right than “country Bishops” to ordain 
without the consent of the diocesan Bishop involved.



518. Turner then goes on to suggest that the only persons who 
can be placed in that context without giving an inadmissible 
sense to alia men m ede are the “city Bishops,” or as we would 
say diocesan Bishops. It will be remembered that a few of the 
less weighty manuscripts already have been found reading epis- 
kopous or episkopois at this point. As Turner rightly says, the 
requirements of the context make it quite tempting to accept 
this ill-attested reading; but the temptation must certainly be re
sisted. For if either of these forms had been the original read
ing, there is no satisfactory way to account for the rise and prev
alence of the alternative readings of the accusative and dative of 
“presbyters,” which together share by far the greater part of the 
attestation by manuscripts and versions.
519. But while the origination and spread of these alternative 
readings is unaccountable, if we suppose the word  Bishop to 
have stood originally before poleos, the meaning of the word is 
still required in order to be able to give their proper force to 
the words alia men mede. Now it is a not too uncommon experi
ence of textual critics to find that in a case where several al
ternative variants are attested, and strong if not insuperable ob
jections exist against them all, the true solution lies in there hav
ing been no word at all in the original text, but the right word 
having been left by the original author to be “understood,” as 
grammarians say. If we conjecturally suppose that to be the 
solution to the present puzzle, we would find ourselves with a 
hypothetical reading which, while it would be entirely free from 
the historical difficulty which is occasioned by the reading pres- 
buterois, or by the accusative if it is taken as the subject of the 
verb cheirotonein, is so “hard” that we would have no difficulty 
at all understanding why copyists would try to “fill it out” in 
one way or another. All four of our readings would represent 
different ways of “filling it out.” It may be worthwhile in pass
ing to note that when we speak of the “harder” reading in textual 
criticism we usually mean the reading that is theologically or 
grammatically or linguistically or stylistically “harder.” If it is 
historically harder, that is at best a doubtful attribute, and may 
well tell more against a reading than for it.
520. So Turner tells us that he was already strongly inclined to 
suggest the conjectural emendation involved in dropping all 
four variants and in supposing that the word poleos originally 
stood alone, and was intended as “opposed to” the word chora 
included in the compound chorepiskopous, before he was aware 
of the reading of the Syriac version. But the latter version seems 
to support Turner’s conjecture. For, while the translator has 
misunderstood the real meaning of the Canon, if Turner’s solu
tion is correct, at the least his translation seems to make it clear



that no word at all stood in the place at present occupied, in the 
Greek Mss. and the Latin version, by the four variants, presbu- 
terous, presbuterois, episkopous, and episkopois. Unfortunately, 
neither Prof. Turner nor the present writer is able to work in 
Syriac. Nor have I been able to consult anyone who can, and 
who at the same time is a specialist in our present field. But I 
know of nothing to upset the inference which Turner drew from 
the translation of the Syriac provided by the latest and best edi
tor known to him. And Dr. Richardson raises no question as to 
the correctness of Turner’s inference as to the true reading of the 
Syriac version.
521. To the present writer this solution of the problem has al
ways seemed very attractive. But Dr. Richardson raises against 
it no less than four objections, which I wish to consider.

First of all, he finds it difficult to explain how such a hard 
word as presbuterois ever came to be intruded. He urges that, 
“Later scribes would be sure to fill in episkopois, but never pres- 
buterois.” This is certainly right as to the probabilities in the 
case. But since no solution seems to be free from difficulties, 
the question is whether this is a greater difficulty, when coupled 
with the three yet to follow, than the difficulty confronting the 
theory that the unqualified word “city presbyters” may licitly be 
taken in the very restricted sense of “some city presbyters; 
namely, those in Episcopal Orders.”

I think it much safer to argue that the word episkopois could 
never have been changed into presbuterois than to argue that 
the word episkopois must necessarily have been chosen to gloss 
the Canon if the text originally read as Turner supposes. Some 
copyists are very objective, and loyal to their sources. If they 
allow themselves the privilege of a gloss, it would be for the pur
pose of making the meaning of their text clearer than it would be 
without that gloss. It seems to me quite possible that some 
copyist should have misunderstood the meaning of the Canon, 
and should thus have supplied the word he wrongly thought to 
be “understood” in the authentic text, refusing, out of loyalty to 
his profession, to allow himself to make the far more drastic 
change in its meaning that would have been involved in supply
ing a word that would have made the Canon theologically un- 
obnoxious.

Secondly, Dr. Richardson urges that the word poleos, stand
ing alone, “would be peculiarly harsh Greek, even for these 
Canons.” But both he and Turner agree that the Greek of these 
Canons is unusually harsh. Flow are we to draw any objective 
line as to just how harsh they may credibly be supposed to have 
been? Moreover, there was no Greek parallel for “city Bishop” 
to the word chorepiskopoi, and repetition might have seemed to

the authors of this Canon even worse style than poleos standing 
alone. We need not agree with them to admit that they may 
have thought so.

Dr. Richardson also thinks that the reading given by the 
Syriac evidence is “better open to the interpretation that the 
translator purposely tried to smooth out a difficulty by omitting 
the word.” On this point, it seems to me that Dr. Richardson 
lays himself open to the same argument he has frequently em
ployed against some of the solutions he rejects. Why would not 
the Syriac translator have “smoothed out” the difficulty by 
changing the case, or substituting the word episkopoisP These 
would be far less drastic measures than the one Dr. Richardson 
supposes.
522. Dr. Richardson’s fourth and final objection to. Turner’s 
solution is that it depends entirely on the contention that alia 
men mecle must necessarily mean “nay, not even etc.” introduc
ing a stronger or at least more plausible case, and that this con
tention is not sufficiently proven. Here we come nearer to the 
crux of the matter. I certainly agree that Turner has used this 
contention as a very important premise in his argument, and that 
without it the really compelling force of his argument is taken 
away. In other words, it is almost necessary to accept Turner’s 
solution, despite Dr. Richardson’s objections, or any other ob
jections that are not absolutely conclusive, if he is right as to the 
necessary force of alia men m ede. However, it seems to me 
that, even apart from this premise, the solution proposed by 
Turner would still be quite possible, and would have consider
able plausibility, because of the fact that no entirely satisfactory 
solution is available if we read the dative plural, presbuterois, 
coupled with the fact that it may very plausibly be argued that 
it is easier to account for all the variants from the original text 
if it was as supposed by Turner than from an original reading of 
presbuterous, which is the only plausible alternative to Turner’s 
proposed solution that avoids successfully the historical impossi
bility—it is hardly too much to call it—of general presbyterian 
ordination as late as 313 a.d.

However, I am not at all certain that Turner is wrong as to 
the necessary force of alia men mede. No doubt Dr. Richardson 
is right in saying that the two cases cited by Turner on page 329 
of the 1919 edition of Gore’s masterpiece do not “sufficiently 
prove” Turner’s contention. But is it sound to expect that they 
would? Turner’s contention is not that alia men m ede may mean 
“no, not even etc.” nor even that it means this a majority of 
times. He contends that it must have the force he ascribes to it 
here; and that must mean always, since he does not use the con
text to prove that in that particular case it has the meaning he



assigns it, but rather uses that assigned meaning to prove that 
there is something wrong with the text, since these words can
not, as the text stands, have in that context the meaning they 
must have.

Clearly, then, he is basing his argument not on the two pas
sages he has actually quoted here, but on many other cases 
which he has run across in his most voluminous reading of the 
Greek sources. And in that connection it becomes a matter of 
especial moment that on this particular issue of the force to be al
lowed to alia men m ede Turner has on his side not only one of 
the earlier editors of the text of this Canon, R. B. Rackham,351 
but also Bishop Lightfoot. Few if any moderns have probably 
read the Greek sources in the original as widely as have Turner 
and Lightfoot. Hence their authority would seem to the present 
writer to be very high on such a point as the force to be ascribed 
to certain connected Greek words.

I have no doubt that Dr. Richardson’s authority is also very 
great on points involving the Greek language. But if I under
stand his argument correctly, he does not maintain that he has 
in mind other passages in which these words have clearly a mean
ing or force different from that for which Turner contends. He 
maintains chiefly that the words alia men, apart from mede, 
would have a more neutral meaning than the one for which 
Turner argues, without implying that the new or additional 
point about to be introduced is either more or less weighty or 
plausible than the point preceding it, and that the addition of 
m ede would not seem likely to alter this fact, since it is nothing 
more than de added to a simple negative. He also is of the 
opinion that the two examples Turner has given fail to bear out 
the meaning for which they are cited. He judges that Turner’s 
meaning is “possible for the second (quotation), but somewhat 
harsh for the first.” He thinks that Socrates, the author of the 
first of Turner’s citations, can scarcely have intended to imply 
that “to refrain from abuse is more akin to a philosopher’s con
duct than to a king’s.”

I am not so sure about this. 1 am inclined to agree with 
Turner’s interpretation of the mind of Socrates. I think he meant 
that by his conduct Julian had belied his character as a king 
in both cases, but that in the second case he had even belied his 
alleged character as a philosopher. If so, Turner’s force assigned 
to alia men m ede would be correct. To ridicule and jeer are con
duct unworthy of a king; they are even more unworthy of one 
who claims to be a philosopher. We must remember that Chris
tians of that age had probably a higher regard for philosophers 
as such, as regards character, than for kings. They had had too

351 Writing in Stuclia Biblica iii (1 8 9 1 ), pages 139-216.
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much experience with kings to attribute to them much charac
ter, as distinguished from delegated divine authority, which of 
course Christianity claimed for them even when they persecuted 
her.

Likewise, I am inclined to think that in the second passage 
cited by Turner the force of alia men m ede is as he supposed. 
I think the thought of St. Basil was that it is even more unthink
able to call the Son or the Holy Spirit “Unbegotten” than it is 
to call the Holy Spirit the “Son.” If so, Turner was right in cit
ing this passage for his argument.

Nor would it be safe to argue that at least these passages are 
not entirely clear, and that if Turner had known any passages 
that more unambiguously supported his interpretation, he would 
have been certain to cite them. For one thing, he might not 
have remembered chapter and verse, and might have thought, 
on the basis of his very wide and monumental knowledge of the 
Greek sources, backed by that of Lightfoot, that it would be 
otiose to spend time and energy searching for them, since the 
matter was, to his mind, too certain to admit of reasonable doubt. 
For another thing, his contention is that these words must always 
bear the meaning he assigns to them, and not simply that they 
sometimes do, or must bear it in certain particular passages. So 
he would have been dealing unfairly, and in effect undermining 
his own case, if he had to search for the best and clearest cases 
he could find. Rather he would seem to me to have been obliged 
to cite either the weakest cases of which he knew, or else at 
least cases taken at random.

Of course all this does not prove that Turner was right. But 
I cannot see that we have, either, any proof that he was wrong. 
And we could hardly expect two cited passages to prove what 
amounts to a universal negative; viz., that alia men m ede  never 
does mean either “much less” (as Routh maintained for this 
Canon) or “nay, moreover” (as Dr. Richardson thinks it means, 
at least sometimes). It all seems to depend on whose knowledge 
of Greek was widest and most accurate. I find it hard to vote 
against Turner and Lightfoot on such an issue, on which my 
own knowledge of the language and of the force of particular 
combinations of words is quite meagre alongside of theirs.
523. It is now time to draw our less provisional conclusions 
from our study as a whole. It seems to me they must be as fol
lows:

1. If Turner is right as to the necessary force of alia men 
mede, then his solution is to be preferred. Against either the 
reading presbuterous or the alternative presbuterois the choice 
in Turner’s favor would be quite compulsory, despite the really 
strong objections raised against it by Dr. Richardson, as long as



we understand either of these readings to mean “mere presbyters, 
pure and simple.”

2. I think we should also prefer Turner’s solution, if he is 
right about alia vien m ede, even against Dr. Richardson’s sug
gested solutions. But this is not so clear as on the interpreta
tion considered under “1,” not only because these three solu
tions all avoid the historical difficulty of presbyterian ordina
tion, but because they can allow to alia men m ede  the force for 
which Turner contends.

3. If Turner is wrong as to the force of alia men mede, his 
solution is still quite possibly correct. But on this premise, we 
should prefer one of Dr. Richardson’s three proposed solutions— 
most likely his first, which is the one he himself prefers—unless 
all three be adjudged unacceptable.

4. If the latter judgment is passed, we would have to choose 
between accepting Turner’s solution without the great added 
strength it gains from his contention as to the proper force of 
alia men m ede, and accepting the reading presbuterous instead of 
the dative plural as the correct reading before poleos. If the latter 
alternative is chosen, the accusative should, of course, be con
strued as the object of the verb cheirotonein, and not as its sub
ject. Which alternative solution to choose would depend on 
how weighty we believe Dr. Richardson’s first three objections 
against Turner’s solution to be.

5. By far the least likely of all the solutions we have con
sidered is the one which finds presbyterian ordination attested 
in the Canon. It rests on a seriously doubtful reading, its in
trinsic superiority to other solutions is doubtful, and it has to 
overcome the gravest sort of historical difficulties. If Turner is 
right as to the force of alia, men m ede, it is put completely out 
of court.

6. All that has been here concluded is, -of course, subject 
to the possibility of someone producing a still better solution 
which I have not yet seen. For none of the solutions here 
studied and evaluated is sufficiently free from difficulty, or over
whelmingly enough favored by a careful weighing of the evi
dence, to claim our confident and unhesitating acceptance as 
not only probable but final.



Chapter XXVIII

EXCLUSIVE EPISCOPAL ORDINATION BEFORE 180 a .d.

524. We are now at last ready to begin the consideration of 
the far more difficult but very important question as to who or
dained in the first 150 years of Christianity. The practice which 
we have found so firmly established in the third and fourth cen
turies, we have seen must go back at least a considerable dis
tance into the second century. Has there been a change from 
one or more earlier usages into the one we have found prevail
ing universally later? Or does that same practice reach back to 
the beginning of Christianity?

Since there is little or no direct evidence for Ordination ( and 
therefore of course as to the minister of Ordination) in second 
century sources, we must study first the evidence for the New 
Testament period. Then, if we can reach safe conclusions for 
that period, we shall have to try to connect it with the later 
period by conjecture plus whatever shreds of indirect evidence 
we can scrape up for the second century.

D ivision I

525. In the New Testament, with the prima facie  exception of 
one celebrated passage (I. Tim. 4:14) which presents many com
plications and will be studied fully in Chapter XXIX, Ordination 
is always by Apostles or by those we have been led to consider 
deutero-apostles. The results reached in Chapter XII will be 
used here, with the result that any recorded cases of “appoint
ment” will be assumed to be likewise cases of Ordination. The 
Apostles ordain the Seven, and we have decided that this is 
probably one of St. Luke’s “precedent incidents.” In Acts 14:23 
it is “the Apostles, Barnabas and Paul” who appoint presbyters 
in every city (where they have founded Churches in South 
Galatia). This is presumably applicable, mutatis mutandis, to 
the presbyters of Ephesus, whom the Holy Ghost had made 
bishops—probably, as we saw above, by the laying on of the 
hands of St. Paul or possibly of one of his deutero-apostolic lieu
tenants, if by any chance any genuine fragment of the Pastorals 
comes from this period.
526. In the Pastorals St. Paul speaks, or else is represented as 
speaking, of ordaining St. Timothy “by the laying on of my



hands.” But in I Tim. 4:14 he speaks of “the gift which is in 
thee by prophecy, with ( m eta) the laying on of the hands of the 
presbytery.” We shall study later in Chapter XXIX the reasons 
which have led many scholars to insist that this passage must be 
interpreted as attesting a different practice from that attested in 
the A.T. of St. Hippolytus, who tells us that when the presbyters 
join in the laying on of hands for another presbyter, they are not 
really ordaining but only “sealing.” For the present, and tenta
tively, pending the examination of those reasons, it seems sound
est to interpret this passage in line with that later passage. For 
the passage in A.T. is clear and unambiguous, and represents a 
widespread tradition in the Church after St. Hippolytus and in all 
probability for some time before him. On the other hand, the 
passage in I Tim. 4:14 loses much of its prima facie  clarity as 
soon as it is examined carefully. We have seen in Chapter XIX 
on The Primitive Meaning and Usage of the Term Presbyter that 
the latter term is generic in the early Gentile Church (at least) 
before the Ignatian terminology comes into use, and that it 
covers Apostles, deutero-apostles, and monarchical Bishops 
where one existed. Hence it certainly would not raise any diffi
culty at all for the supposition, which is strongly encouraged by 
Acts 14:23, that St. Paul (and possibly also St. Barnabas) had 
been the leader in this Ordination.

This probability would be decisively confirmed if we could 
assume as certain, or even probable, that the Ordination men
tioned in I Tiinothy is the same as the one mentioned in 11 Tim. 
1:6. But I hesitate to use this argument, as I consider it far 
more likely that they represent separate occasions. 1 Tim. 4:14 
is probably St. Timothy’s Ordination to the college of bishops, 
and occurred on the occasion described in Acts 14:23. 11 Tim. 
1:6, on the other hand, is his Ordination as a deutero-apostle, and 
occurred on the occasion described in Acts 16:1-3. St. Timothy 
(I suggest) had been made a member of the local college of 
bishops soon after his conversion, despite his youth, on the word 
of one or more prophets (I  Tim. 1:18) speaking “in the Spirit.” 
He had made such a good name for himself by the time St. Paul 
returned to St. Timothy’s home town on the “Second Missionary 
Journey” ( Acts 16:1-3) that St. Paul added him to his own com
pany on a full equality with his other leading lieutenants or “ap
ostolic delegates.” 1 Thess. 2:6 shows that he was already 
deemed an apostle by that time by St. Paul himself, and that 
was only a little later than Acts 16:1-3. My main reasons for 
distinguishing the two passages thus are: (1) it is hard to see 
why one single occasion should be spoken of so differently on 
two different occasions, whether the writer be the genuine St. 
Paul or a pseudo-Paul; and (2) all our evidence shows the col



leges of presbyters joining in the laying on of hands at the Or
dination of a member of their own college only, but not of any
one being ordained to any other Order of the ministry. I can
not think that we have any right to make gratuitously of this 
passage an instance of the presbyterate joining in the Ordina
tion of a deutero-apostle. Such a practice is not only totally un
evidenced elsewhere, but full of difficulties, as we are to see 
later. Nor is it in the least required by the evidence of this pas
sage itself, nor even favored by it in any degree whatsoever.

527. I Clement 42-44, as we pass beyond the New Testament 
itself (though not beyond the N. T. period), clearly represents 
the first bishops and deacons as appointed (and therefore or
dained, as we have above concluded) by the Apostles. And we 
saw above, in Chapter XX on the origin of the monarchical 
Episcopate, that the sense in which St. Ignatius probably be
lieved that the Bishops were sent by the Lord ( E ph . 6:1) is the 
same as that found in I Clement 42-44; namely, Apostolic (i.e., 
mediately Divine) appointment. This also would be by Ordina
tion by the Apostles, at least for the first appointees in the several 
local Churches. Whether there is adequate reason to suppose 
that a different method of appointment came into use later is a 
point we are not asking at present. Then, after we pass through 
the period following St. Ignatius down to St. Irenaeus, for which 
there is as far as I know no evidence at all, we find St. Irenaeus, 
St. Clement of Alexandria, and Tertullian all believing that the 
Apostles had ordained the first Bishops. That quite certainly 
carries with it the implication that they had ordained the lower 
Orders of the ministry also. The quotations from these three 
writers are given above in Part III on the origin of the Episco
pate, and cannot be repeated here for reasons of space. This all 
shows that the early Christian tradition, including in this ease 
the extant contemporary evidence, is unanimous in holding that 
the first local ministers everywhere were ordained by the Apos
tles. 528

528. As we pass to the second and third generations, we find 
little evidence, and some of that admitting of more than one in
terpretation. But such of our evidence as is clear shows us only 
deutero-apostles making appointments to office, coupled with at 
least some indications that only they could do so. And the am
biguous evidence admits of the same interpretation with at least 
as much ease as it admits of any other, and I think with more 
ease. The Pastorals are the chief evidence, since they alone 
are clear. Here St. Titus and St. Timothy (at least by clear im
plication) are directed to ordain presbyters, or bishops, or 
bishops and deacons, and the implication that only they can do



so is not simply an argument from silence. Why should St. Titus 
bother to institute presbyters in every city in Crete if the pres
byteries in a few cities could alone after his departure appoint 
them in the cities still lacking them? There would be more time 
to test the firstfruits before appointing them if the matter were 
not so hurried. But more important still is the implication in all 
the careful detailed instructions they receive that they and they 
alone are responsible for the final choice and appointment of fit 
persons for the ministry.

Finally, I  Tim. 5:22 implies this so clearly that Dr. Easton, 
in his newly published Commentary on the Pastorals, which he 
very kindly allowed me to use in manuscript form, thinks we 
must interpret the passage of the reconciliation of penitents. 
For this passage, if interpreted of Ordination, would clash irrec
oncilably with his conclusion that at this date Ordination was 
by the college of presbyters in a completely independent sense, 
and not merely as we have it attested in some sense in the A.T. 
of St. Hippolytus. In reply I would say that if he had a conclu
sive case for presbyterian Ordination near the year 100 a .d . his 
inference would be a sound one. But I think it will be seen as 
we go along that the case for presbyterian Ordination in any 
other sense than that involved in the A.T. is not strong (I per
sonally am prepared to say very weak) and certainly less than 
equi-probable. On the other hand, apart from this one argument, 
it is much more reasonable to interpret I Tim. 5:22 of Ordination 
than of Penance, for the reasons given in Section 174. Hence, 
the sound procedure seems to be to interpret 1 Tim. 5:22 as 
strongly adverse to the hypothesis of general presbyterian Ordi
nation, rather than to use that very doubtful hypothesis to force 
an otherwise improbable interpretation on the words “lay hands 
suddenly on no man, etc.”
529. In I Clement 44 we have language which shows that, in 
St. Clement’s opinion, the Apostles ordained at first, and that 
after their deaths or departure certain other persons called “other 
eminent men” ordained in their stead. The crucial problem 
raised by these difficult and highly controverted words we must 
now study carefully. It will be convenient to give a translation 
of the passage, italicizing the words of which the interpretation 
is in dispute, and then state briefly the three main interpreta
tions proposed by scholars. After that we can attempt to decide 
which is the most probable view. St. Clement says (XLIV.1-3):

“Our Apostles knew, through our Lord Jesus Christ, that 
there would be strife for the title (onomcitos) of the episcopate. 
Therefore, for this reason, since they had received perfect fore
knowledge, they appointed the aforementioned (bishops, or pos
sibly bishops and deacons, harking back to XLII. 4-5) and after



wards a codicil they added (dedokasin ) so that ( hopos), if they 
should fall asleep, .other approved men should succeed to the 
ministry of them. Those ( tons) therefore appointed by these 
(hup’ ekeinon) or afterwards by other eminent men, the whole 
Church assenting, and who have ministered blamelessly to the 
flock of Christ, humbly, peaceably, and disinterestedly, and for 
a long time have received favorable testimony from all, these 
men we think to have been unjustly ejected from their ministry. 
Etc.”

One interpretation holds that it was the appointed bishops 
(and deacons?) who are contemplated as possibly falling asleep, 
and to whose ministry consequently the “other approved men” 
should succeed. On this interpretation hup’ ekeinon  can mean 
either the Apostles or the bishops, who are supposed by this 
interpretation to be those to whom the power of Ordination 
passed after the Apostles were no longer available, if indeed they 
had not held it from the first. If it means the Apostles, the 
“other eminent men” will be the first set of presbyter-bishops 
who, having been themselves ordained by the Apostles, or
dained their own successors. If hup’ ekeinon  means the bishops, 
the “other eminent men” will mean the second set of ordaining 
presbyter-bisliops, those ordained not by the Apostles but by the 
first set of ordaining bishops. On this interpretation we would 
have first Apostolic Ordination and after their deaths—if not 
before—presbyterian Ordination. For there can be no reasonable 
doubt that the bishops here mentioned are members of the 
Order of the ministry which was second  in rank while the Apos
tles were still alive. Lightfoot, Easton, and Lowther-Clarke 
seem to hold this interpretation.

A second interpretation of this passage makes those who might 
fall asleep and the approved men who should succeed to their 
ministry to mean the same as on the first interpretation. But it di
verges from the first interpretation by interpreting hup’ ekeinon  
exclusively of the Apostles, and then interprets “other eminent 
men” of deutero-apostles like St. Timothy and St. Titus. On this 
interpretation there is no contemplation or implication of or
daining by presbyter-bishops alone, even as colleges. This seems 
to be the interpretation favored by Gore, Turner, and many 
others.

The third interpretation agrees with the second as to the 
meaning of hup’ ekeinon  and “other eminent men” but diverges 
from both the other interpretations by interpreting those who 
might fall asleep as the Apostles, and consequently seeing in 
“other approved men” who “should succeed to their ministry” 
successors to the Apostles rather than to the presbyter-bishops. 
On this interpretation the “other approved men” and “other emi



nent men” are the same men, only described in different words. 
On this interpretation, as on the second, there would be no Or
dinations by presbyter-bishops, except of course in the sense we 
have found this in A.T. But on this interpretation we would 
have clearly implied, and all but explicitly asserted, what has to 
be read between the lines on the second interpretation—a belief 
that the Apostles had deliberately provided to themselves suc
cessors who ordained later bishops and deacons just as the Apos
tles had ordained the first bishops and deacons. Salmon, Puller, 
and Dom Gregory Dix hold this interpretation.352

It can hardly be denied that all three of these interpretations 
are possible. But that is far from saying that they are all equally 
satisfactory, viewed from the standpoint of scientific history. 
The third interpretation seems to be decidedly more probable 
than either of the others for a variety of reasons, as follows:

1. We have three Greek verbs in the third person plural, 
and it seems certain that in the case of the first two—“appointed” 
and “added”—the Apostles themselves are the subject. But no 
Greek words come between the verb “they added” and the next 
verb “if they should fall asleep” except hopos, ean. Why, then, 
assume a change of subject? In order to get “the aforemen
tioned” as a subject we have to go back not only into the pre
ceding clause, but into the one before that. No doubt this would 
be perfectly permissible if the change of subject were necessary 
to make sense, or to fit into the historical context as we know it 
from other evidence. But where any such reason is lacking, it 
seems a highly arbitrary procedure. The other interpretation is

352 For the convenience of my readers I am giving in this footnote the three 
different translations of the crucial passage which correspond to the three 
different interpretations explained in the main text. In order to make the 
real interpretation clear I have not hesitated to add, subtract, or alter words 
that would be excluded or required by a literal translation. This will not 
make the “translations” less faithful to these three competing interpreta
tions, but more faithful:

1. The interpretation favored by Bishop Lightfoot, Dr. Easton, and Dr. 
W. K. Lowther-Clarke:

Our Apostles knew, through our Lord Jesus Christ, that there would be 
strife for the title of the episcopate in the primitive sense. Therefore, for 
this reason, since they had received perfect foreknowledge, the Apostles 
appointed the aforementioned bishops (and deacons?) and afterwards the 
Apostles added a codicil to the effect that if these bishops (and deacons?) 
should fall asleep, other approved men should succeed to their ministry. 
The bishops appointed, therefore, by the Apostles, or other bishops ap
pointed afterwards by the first bishops to membership in their self-per
petuating sanhedrin, the whole Church assenting, and who have ministered 
blamelessly . . . these men we think to have been unjustly ejected from 
their ministry.

2. The interpretation favored by Bishop Gore and Professor C. H. 
Turner is:

Our Apostles knew, through our Lord Jesus Christ, that there would 
be strife for the title of the episcopate in the primitive sense. Therefore, 
for this reason, since they had received perfect foreknowledge, the Apostles 
appointed the aforementioned bishops (and deacons?) and afterwards the



grammatically much more probable.
2. The future “falling asleep” is implied to be (a) doubtful, 

and (b) an event on which the need of successors would depend. 
Both of these points suit the interpretation that takes the Apos
tles as the subject of “fall asleep” better than that which takes 
the first bishops as the subject. For the number of bishops in 
colleges in so many local Churches would be so great that there 
could be little doubt that some of these would be continually 
“falling asleep.” But with the Apostles, the death of some would 
not create a very serious crisis as long as others remained alive. 
It would be only if the majority of them fell asleep, or all or 
nearly all who were available in any particular section of the 
Church, that successors would be needed. And there seems to 
have been a confident expectation on the part of the Apostles 
that at least some of them would survive until the Parousia. It 
was only “afterwards” (i.e. around the time when St. Peter and 
St. Paul saw their own survival as seriously doubtful) that they 
“added the codicil” which we are trying to decipher.

3. Why are the terms “bishop” or “presbyter” not used in
stead of the cumbersome and obviously non-technical phrases 
“other approved men” and “other eminent men,” if it be indeed 
the former group that are meant by the latter two phrases? No 
reasonable answer is available. But if these two circuitous 
phrases meant a higher and different Order, the deutero-apos- 
tles, then an answer is easy. It was because this higher Order 
had no one generally accepted name or title, and because St. 
Clement was apparently one of those who (as we saw above in

Apostles added a codicil to the effect that if these bishops (and deacons?) 
should fall asleep, other approved men should succeed to their ministry. 
The bishops appointed, therefore, by the Apostles, or other bishops ap
pointed afterwards by deutero-apostles like St. Timothy and St. Titus, the 
whole Church assenting, and who have ministered blamelessly . . . these 
men we think to have been unjustly ejected from their ministry.

3. The interpretation favored by Salmon, Fr. Puller, and Dom Gregory 
Dix is:

Our Apostles knew, through our Lord Jesus Christ, that there would be 
strife for the title of the episcopate in the primitive sense. Therefore, for 
this reason, since they had received perfect foreknowledge, the Apostles 
kept strictly in their own hands the appointment of the earliest bishops 
(and deacons?) and afterwards the Apostles added a codicil to the effect 
that, if the Apostles should all or nearly all die before the Parousia, other 
well-proved men should succeed to the ministry held by the Apostles. The 
bishops, therefore, appointed by the Apostles, or other bishops appointed 
afterward by the successors of the Apostles like St. Timothy and St. Titus, 
the whole Church assenting, and who have ministered blamelessly . . . 
these men we think to have been unjustly ejected from their ministry.

Under the first interpretation, an alternative variation is possible. On 
this interpretation, the third sentence would read instead:

. . . The bishops appointed, therefore, by these first bishops appointed 
by the Apostles, or other bishops (of the third “generation” ) appointed 
afterwards by the bishops of the second “generation” who had been ap
pointed by the first bishops, etc. as in the main text of the first interpreta
tion given just above.



Chapter XVIII on The Extension of the Apostolate) was in
clined to use the term “Apostle” quite narrowly. This appears 
clearly in his Chapter XLVII.3-4, where we read, “With true in
spiration he (St. Paul) charged you concerning himself and 
Cephas and Apollos, because even then you had made yourselves 
partisans. But that partisanship entailed less guilt on you; for 
you were partisans of Apostles of high reputation, and of a man 
approved by them.” It seems clear that here we have the term 
“Apostle” carefully and quite deliberately withheld by St. Clem
ent from Apollos. Instead is applied to him one of the two vague 
and non-technical terms which we found in Chapter 44.

4. The use of the term “other” favors the same conclusion. 
It is customary to use that word to add extra men (or whatever 
may be in question) to some already mentioned. Now it is al
most certain for reasons to be given in the next paragraph, that 
hup’ ekeinon  refers to the Apostles. But if so, the word “other” 
before “eminent men” is quite out of place, if the “eminent men” 
are presbyter-bishops. For presbyter-bishops are not mentioned 
elsewhere in this context in the same construction as the “other 
eminent men.” To say “. . . by the Apostles or afterward by 
other eminent men etc.” clearly implies that the Apostles were 
the original body of “eminent men” to whom the “others” were 
later added as institutors or ordainers of some of the bishops at 
Corinth. The use of “other” before “approved men” is less de
cisive, because it is easier to interpret “those who might fall 
asleep” as referring to the bishops than it is so to interpret hup 
ekeinon. But it points in the same direction, though more 
weakly, once we have seen that on other grounds the interpreta
tion we are accepting has the advantage anyway.

That hup’ ekeinon  means the Apostles is supported, in addi
tion to several grammatical and contextual arguments, by the 
fact that otherwise, in a context where it seems clear that St. 
Clement is taking care to distinguish and cover the cases of all 
the different bishops at Corinth, however appointed, he would 
have entirely left out the bishops ordained by the Apostles on 
any other interpretation. Yet it is hardly likely that all these 
were yet dead. It is very likely that he is, in verse 3, distinguish
ing bishops ordained by the Apostles from bishops ordained by 
others later. It is far less likely that he is distinguishing those 
ordained by bishops the Apostles had ordained from those or
dained by later bishops whom the Apostles had not ordained.

5. The interpretation accepted here takes full account of 
men like St. Timothy and St. Titus and the whole Order of deu- 
tero-apostles, instead of ignoring them, as does the first interpre
tation. And this makes our interpretation more likely to be cor
rect. For not only did we find considerable evidence for the



existence of such an Order, in Chapter XVIII on the extension of 
the Apostolate, and of its survival as late as c. 100 a .d . or later; 
but we saw good reasons to count St. Clement himself and his 
predecessors, St. Linus and St. Cletus, among the members of 
that Order. Their complete neglect in dealing with the problem 
St. Clement had in hand is at least far less likely than their being 
taken into account. Moreover, the situation as St. Clement de
scribes it, on the interpretation we are accepting, agrees closely 
with what we found immediately above to be the historical pic
ture derived from the Pastorals themselves as concerns St. Timo
thy and St. Titus.

6. But the most important reason of all, I think, is the ar
gument from the context; or, to put it differently, from the gen
eral purport of what St. Clement is saying. He seems to ascribe 
to the Apostles supernatural knowledge of prospective trouble 
about “the office of bishop” (whether rightly or wrongly is ir
relevant to our present purpose) and to set out to tell us what 
steps they took to obviate the anticipated strife. First of all, 
during their lifetime, while they still expected to live until the 
Parousia, they kept the right to ordain in their own hands. Af
terward, in prospect of their own deaths or forced departure to 
remote regions, they arranged for successors to themselves, who 
should continue to reserve to themselves the power to ordain 
which the Apostles had so reserved, and with the same desired 
results. Therefore (the word emphasizes the strict logical con
nection between what has been said and what is to follow) it is 
totally illicit to eject from their office (and presumably replace 
with others) those ordained by the Apostles or by their succes
sors, who had by explicit and well known arrangement of the 
Apostles (the codicil referred to by St. Clement) the same ex
clusive power which the Apostles had had as long as they lived; 
namely, the power to ordain. This interpretation adheres more 
closely to the text than either of the others, and requires less to 
be read between the lines. Above all, it solves (may I say by re
fusing to create it arbitrarily) an exceedingly difficult problem 
which, as we shall see below, the first interpretation gratuitously 
creates. I mean, of course, the problem (canvassed in Division 
II of this chapter) created by a hypothesis that colleges of pres
byters at one time had the power to ordain. By gratuitously I 
do not mean to deny that there is some sort of a case to be made 
out for the alleged fact which, if it be a fact, creates the prob
lem. But I do mean that the case is far too weak to be deemed 
equally probable with the reconstruction we propose, even apart 
from the fact that the former raises a serious historical problem 
which our reconstruction does not raise.

The two other interpretations both labor under the weakness



of making the context of I Clement 44 fail to provide the solu
tion to the very problem to which the opening sentences of 
Chapter 44 lead us to expect some sort of a solution. We have, on 
either of these interpretations, much ado about nothing. The 
mountain labors and brings forth a mouse. They tell us of fore
seen trouble, and begin to tell us of steps taken to obviate it; 
but they never finish. Instead, we have to read the solution be
tween the lines. Both interpretations make St. Clement say 
that all the Apostles did was to decree that the bishops, “if” they 
died, must have successors. But that was already known to all, 
and was what created the occasion for the expected trouble. It 
is not a way to prevent such trouble! Only the interpretation 
here adopted makes St. Clement mention what was the step taken 
to forestall the inevitable strife. On the others he passes it over 
in silence, and goes on to draw a very controversial conclusion 
without making clear the premises on which it depends. More
over, on these two interpretations, nothing he has actually said 
justifies the second part of the inference he introduces by his 
“therefore.”

We come, then, to the conclusion that the third interpretation 
given above, just after we quoted the passage, is far and away 
the most probable, despite the fact that it has not been held by 
many scholars in the past. If this conclusion be correct, it will 
follow that I Clement provides no evidence whatsoever for pres- 
byterian Ordinations, but rather expresses or clearly implies that 
the power to ordain was reserved to the Apostles and later to 
their direct successors, the deutero-apostles. This agrees with 
the conclusions we reached from our study of the evidence of 
the Pastorals above.853
530. It also agrees with the most probable inference from the 
evidence of St. Ignatius. In his Epistles we find him speaking

353 For a very cogent statement of the same arguments, plus several others, 
by Dom Gregory Dix, perhaps the most eminent scholar in the Anglican 
Communion to-day outside of the specifically New Testament field, see 
pages 257-262 of the recently published and truly monumental book, en
titled T h e  A postolic M inistry . E ssays on th e  H istory  a n d  th e  D o ctrin e of 
E p isco p a cy , edited by the Bishop of Oxford, himself an eminent scholar 
and theologian, with the collaboration of other scholars of note. While I 
do not agree with all the details of the way in which these writers handle 
the evidence, I consider this book of very great weight, and its main argu
ments and conclusions point very strongly toward the same broad results 
at which the present book arrives. My own statement of the case for the 
same interpretation of I  C lem en t  44 which Dom Dix defends was written 
down almost exactly as it here appears as long ago as 1943, before my work 
on the present book was interrupted for the writing and publication of 
my C hrist a n d  D iv o rce  and A postolic S u ccessio n  a n d  A n glica n ism . Thus 
our conclusions are mutually independent. It gives me great reassurance, 
therefore, to find that I had arrived at exactly the same conclusion on tire 
interpretation of this important passage as a scholar of such monumental 
learning as Dom Dix.



of the Church of Antioch as (to use Gore’s very expressive 
phrase) a widowed Church, bereft of its Bishop, and not appar
ently able to elect and ordain one for itself. It shall have God for 
its Shepherd and Jesus Christ alone for its Bishop—and the love 
of the Roman Church, to which he is writing. No doubt that is 
why he is willing and even anxious for a few Bishops from the 
nearest Churches to be included—even despite the great risk in 
time of persecution—in the delegations he asks to have sent to 
comfort and help his widowed Church. It sounds much more 
as if the appointment of his successor would be difficult to ar
range than easy. And this is much more comprehensible if only 
monarchical Bishops or any surviving itinerant deutero-apostles 
could ordain such a successor than if it was clearly understood 
by all that a successor could be ordained by his own presbyters, 
or promoted to the office without any further Ordination beyond 
that which had already made him a presbyter.
531. Finally, Tertullian354 explicitly adds “apostolic men” to 
“Apostles” as those to whom a succession of Bishops in his day 
might be traced back in order to assure its legitimacy.
532. Thus we come to the conclusion that both the contempo
rary evidence and the settled belief of the Church as soon as 
the period of silence is over concur in favoring the view that Or
dination was at first by Apostles and later on by their succes
sors, and that their successors—in the full sense needed to be 
able to ordain—were not understood to be the colleges of pres
byter-bishops, but either itinerant deutero-apostles or else lo
calized deutero-apostles, i.e. monarchical Bishops. Such a view 
has several other strong arguments in its favor, which we shall 
now consider.

Division II

533. The reconstruction I have proposed gets very strong sup
port, I think, from the difficulty—which has, I believe, been very 
largely overlooked or underestimated—of accounting, in the length 
of time available, for the changes required to transform the sys
tem of Ordination supposed by the presbyterian hypothesis 
into the system certainly attested in the A.T. of St. Hippolytus, 
and almost certainly reaching back as far as the memories of 
those who instructed him in his boyhood, to claim no more for 
the present. I am convinced that the detailed steps inevitably 
involved in such a transformation have not been clearly enough 
thought out in the past, and that consequently the difficulties 
they involve have been insufficiently appreciated. Let us, then, 
try to think out in detail the steps by which a system including

354 D e Praeser. 32.



presbyterian Ordination must have been transformed into the 
system soon becoming universal of Episcopal Ordination only, 
IF  such a transformation had been a historical fact.
534. It is well to emphasize, at the start, that the theory that 
presbyterian Ordination was practiced in the early Church is 
almost inseparably tied up with the theory that the monarchical 
Episcopate has arisen by “elevation out of the presbyterate,” us
ing the latter word not generically, as I have urged in this book, 
but specifically, as an exact equivalent for the collegiate episco
pate, as Lightfoot used it. In theory, it would perhaps be possi
ble to frame a form of the theory of primitive presbyterian Or
dinations which could be fitted into such a theory of the origin of 
the Episcopate as I have maintained in this book. But in prac
tice the two are so related that the acceptance of Gore’s theory 
of the origin of the Episcopate, which I am convinced is sub
stantially correct, would greatly weaken the case for presbyter
ian Ordination. From this it will follow that anyone who is con
vinced of Gore’s theory of the origin of the Episcopate by the 
arguments given in this book will be forced to conclude that the 
theory of primitive presbyterian Ordinations has even less 
chance of being true than the present chapter would lead one 
to think. For no use has been made so far in this chapter of 
our conclusions as to the origin of the Episcopate! Nor will any 
be made in the present investigation, except to keep it in mind 
as a possible explanation—not as established—and to ask at sev
eral points whether it does not provide an easier and better so
lution to the Ordination problem now engrossing us. So it will 
be most favorable to the theory of presbyterian Ordination if we 
start on the alternative theory that the Episcopate arose by “ele
vation out of the presbyterate.” In order to “play safe” I shall 
proceed on this theory for the present, then, with the warning 
that if it is improbable (as I believe has been shown above) it 
weakens one of the pillars that is alleged to support the theory 
of presbyterian Ordination.
535. Now, on the theory that the Episcopate arose by “ele
vation out of the presbyterate,” the first monarchical Bishops 
must either have received no additional Ordination besides that 
which earlier had made them members of the college of presby
ters; or, if they did receive a new Ordination, it must have been 
at the hands of their own fellow-presbyters. This is our first 
dilemma. For if they were ordained to their new  office by sur
viving Apostles or deutero-apostles, that would be the theory of 
the origin of the Episcopate maintained in this book, and not 
“elevation out of the presbyterate” in the sense maintained by 
Lightfoot, which is the only sense that is favorable to presbyter
ian Ordinations. Nor would we, on that theory, have presby



terian Ordination of these first Bishops, but Ordination by an 
Order superior to the presbyters, which is once again the con
clusion reached in this book. Consequently, one or the other of 
the alternatives named in the opening sentence of this para
graph must be true, if there is to be any probability at all of 
general presbyterian Ordination. We shall, therefore, begin 
with the first alternative, and consider the second alternative 
later, after we have finished canvassing the first. We shall, for 
brevity, call it the first horn of our first dilemma.355
536. The first alternative seems more likely to be true than the 
second, if either of these alternatives is historical:

For (1) on the theory that the Episcopate arose by “eleva
tion out of the presbyterate,” power gradually accumulated in 
the hands of the president of every local college of presbyter- 
bishops, until little by little the gulf between him and his origi
nally co-equal fellow-presbyters became so great that he came to 
be looked upon as a different and higher Order than they. Now 
clearly there is very little likelihood of a new or additional Or
dination being conferred on such a president of the college of 
presbyters at any assignable (or unassignable) point in the pro
cess sketched. As long as he was not deemed of a different and 
superior Order, there would be no reason why his original Or
dination as a presbyter-bishop, which he had once received, ex- 
hypothesi, at the hands of his fellow-presbyters, should not suf
fice. And by the time he had acquired such an exalted status as 
to be deemed of a different and higher Order, it would seem 
even more inappropriate for his definite inferiors to presume to 
ordain him. Thus the probability is quite overwhelming that the 
first monarchical Bishops would not have received any additional

353 I am sorry that I have not been able to figure out any better way of making 
my meaning clear in the argument with which the next seven Sections are 
to be occupied than by resorting to the device of stating the different possi
bilities which have to be exhausted in the form of two distinct dilemmas, 
the second dilemma being so interrelated with the first as to constitute, 
in effect, sub-dilemmas under either of the headings of the first dilemma. 
In order to help make a very confusing study a little less confusing to my 
readers, I shall from time to time repeat in footnotes just what is the 
dilemma, or the particular horn of that dilemma, which we are to consider 
in the text.

Accordingly, the first dilemma, as stated in the opening sentence of 
Section 535, is that the very first monarchical Bishops must either (1 )  have 
received no additional Ordination besides the Ordination that at an earlier 
date had made them members of tire college of bishops, or else ( 2 ) if they 
did receive an additional Ordination, it must have been received at the 
hands of their fellow presbyter-bishops. The first horn of this dilemma, 
which is the one we are to consider in Sections 536-539, is of course the 
horn numbered ( 1 ) just a few lines above in this paragraph of the present 
footnote. W e shall have to consider this horn of our first dilemma along 
with either horn of our second dilemma, which constitute two sub-dilemmas 
under it. We shall pass on to study the second horn of our first dilemma— 
the one numbered (2 )  in this paragraph of this footnote—in Sections 540-541.



vation” as here supposed.
Moreover (2) if primitive presbyterianism was general, and 

not purely Alexandrian, then the likelihood is that the abnormal 
situation referred to by St. Jerome and later writers at Alexandria 
was a belated survival of what had, ex hypothesi, once been gen
eral. But we saw above in Chapter XXV that the interpretation 
of St. Jerome which makes the Bishop succeed at Alexandria on 
mere selection by the presbyters, and enthronement (or some 
equivalent), but without any new and additional Ordination, is 
a far more likely reading of his actual language and its apparent 
implications than is the interpretation which reads into his lan
guage such a new and additional Ordination. We saw reason in 
that chapter to doubt whether either of these interpretations of 
St. Jerome is correct. But, if the Episcopate really arose by “ele
vation,” as we are for the sake of the present argument assuming, 
then one of the two would be much enhanced in probability and 
the one found above to be the more probable would give us our 
only surviving clue as to how the change occurred. Thus the 
theory we are now about to consider is the more probable form 
in which the theory of “elevation” can be maintained, if it is true 
at all.

537. If, then, the first monarchical Bishop in any given local 
Church did not receive any new and additional Ordination, why 
should the second  one receive such an Ordination? Unless the 
first Bishop had enjoyed an exceedingly long Episcopate like St. 
Polycarp, there would be many still alive who could remember 
perfectlv well that their Bishop had not received any additional 
Ordination whatsoever.356 It is very hard to assign any reason 
why the second Bishop should have received what the first 
Bishop did not receive; or the third what the second had not; 
and so on. It will not do any good to say that the practice had 
come into existence in neighboring Churches, and was copied

336 The early Church was certainly very tenacious of its traditions, once 
they are known for sure to have been Catholic. Is there any reason to sup
pose they were less tenacious at the earlier date when the evidence is so 
scanty as to make the point disputable? They would have had to be very 
different in this respect from what they were a little later in order to have 
released their hold on a primitive presbyterianism as early, as universally, 
and as willingly, and with as little trace of resistance, or controversy, or 
tenaciousness of their Apostolic tradition as the present state of the evi
dence forces upholders of such a transformation to suppose. It is a very 
dubious compliment to the presbyterian system of Church polity to suppose 
that it was so weak, or so unsatisfactory to all concerned, as to perish so 
soon and completely, without leaving a single secure trace of its existence 
behind it, and only a very few bits of evidence that can with any serious 
plausibility be interpreted as traces of it. I am aware of only two such 
bits—the alleged abnormality at Alexandria, and I Tim. 4 :14!

from them. For that only transfers the problem that has us 
stumped from the local Church we are considering to its neigh
bor. The same difficulties recur there.

Nor will it help much to suppose that the new practice began 
in a Church like Smyrna where the first Bishop had enjoyed a 
very long Episcopate. For there would probably be few such 
Churches, and it would have to be an extremely long Episcopate 
to allow all memory of how the first Bishop had been ordained 
to have perished. And by such a date we would be so far down 
into the second century that there would hardly be adequate time 
left for the one Church in which the innovation began to influ
ence all other Churches except Egypt, and to transform the 
practice of the whole Church so completely that the men who 
were teaching St. Hippolytus between 170 and 180 a .d. would 
have had time to forget that it was ever otherwise than it was 
at that date. On general principles, we ought to assume that 
the average age of his teachers would be from forty to fifty years, 
if not more. Thus their average memories would take them back 
well before the year 150 a .d., and the memories of the older ones 
still further. Nor does this argument rest on the assumption that 
they explicitly communicated to him the doctrine that presby
ters are not truly ordaining, even when they lay hands on a man 
being ordained to the presbyterate; though I think the probability 
is all in favor of the view that he did not invent this idea himself. 
For even if he did, he would never have invented it if his teachers 
had even mentioned a time when Bishops had no Ordination ex
cept that which they received at the hands of their own presby
ters. Moreover, why should the Church in which the Bishop 
had enjoyed an exceptionally long Episcopate have adopted, 
when he did finally die, a practice which differed in an innova
tory direction not only from their own past practice but also 
from that of all the surrounding Churches which had Bishops of 
shorter terms of office?

On the whole, then, we come to the conclusion that, while 
the difficulty of accounting for the supposed change in even the 
one local Church where it originated is perhaps not so great as 
to force us to reject the idea even if we had really strong evi
dence that it had taken place, it is great enough to warrant the 
very confident conclusion that, in the absence of any such strong 
evidence, the supposed change is only supposed, and not a his
torical fact.

538. But we are by no means through with the difficulties in
volved in this alleged transformation. Assuming that the diffi
culty discussed above can be surmounted (and unless it can, of 
course the whole theory falls) it only brings us to the threshold



of a second and in some ways even more difficult dilemma.357 
Assuming that the first case in which a Bishop is to receive an 
additional Ordination is about to take place, who would ordain 
him? Would it be his own presbyters, or would it be one or 
more neighboring Bishops? If we choose the first horn of this 
second dilemma, we simply involve ourselves in the difficulties 
that will later be seen to inhere in the second horn of our origi
nal first dilemma, which we are not yet discussing. But they will 
be magnified considerably by the fact that we are now much 
further down in date, and there is even less time to account for 
the completion of the almost universal transformation than we 
would have had if we had chosen the second horn of the first 
dilemma. So obviously we had better accept the second horn 
of our present dilemma. It is really, of course, a sub-dilemma 
within the first horn of the first dilemma, which we are still con
sidering at this point.

But on this theory, we run into two difficulties. Why would 
the local presbyters accept a new procedure which would amount 
to abridging, and in a sense to abolishing, their present and 
recognized control over the appointment of their own Bishop? 
They must have been unusually self-effacing! But if it is possi
ble that one such presbytery could be found, is it likely that all 
the other presbyteries would be equally self-effacing? Or even 
a majority of them? Yet if even a few, or a single one, resisted 
the innovation, we would expect to find not only a surviving 
Church with the older practice, which we may possibly have 
in Alexandria, but a controversy about the issue. And of this 
latter there is not a single shred of evidence anywhere. Nor is 
the hypothesis of only a single Church refusing for a while to 
fall in line with the innovation, with all others uncomplainingly 
doing so, at all likely. But we have so far faced only one of the 
two difficulties mentioned at the beginning of this paragraph.

The other is, why should any of the surrounding Bishops 
have asked for or expected the privilege of ordaining the new 
Bishop in a neighboring Church? He would know that he had

ar’7 The second dilemma is this. When for the very first time a monarchical 
Bishop is about to receive an additional Ordination besides that which had 
at some time in the past made him a member of the college of bishops, 
would he receive this extra Ordination at the hands of (1 )  his own college 
of presbyter-bishops, of which he has been already a member, or at the 
hands of (2 )  one or more neighboring monarchical Bishops? The latter 
alternative, which is the “second horn of our second dilemma” whenever 
referred to in the main text, assumes that monarchical Bishops have come 
into existence by “elevation out of the presbyterate” (in the sense main
tained by Lightfoot) in a number of local Churches, and that the only 
thing that is so new that it is about to happen for the very first time in 
history would be that he is to receive a new and additional Ordination. 
The “first horn of our second dilemma” is, of course, the alternative num
bered ( 1 ) in this present footnote.



not been so ordained, nor had ire so ordained any other Bishop in 
any other neighboring Church. It would have seemed presump
tuous to ask for or expect such a privilege. For we are dealing, 
ex hypothesi, with the first case of the new practice. Only an 
invitation from the presbytery of the Church affected could have 
paved the way for such an innovation, it would seem. But if it 
is, as we saw in the preceding paragraph, very difficult to sup
pose that a presbytery would even accept such a practice on the 
motion of the Bishop or Bishops of one or more nearby cities, 
it is still less likely that they should take the initiative in originat
ing the innovation against their own hitherto unchallenged pre
rogative of ordaining their own Bishop when he became a mem
ber of their college, and promoting him to the chair without fur
ther Ordination.358

Here again, then, we come to the conclusion that while this 
difficulty might not be so certainly insuperable as to force us to 
reject a priori the theory which gives rise to it if we had really 
strong evidence to prove it to be a fact, it is serious enough to 
discourage us very strongly from accepting any largely conjec
tural reconstruction involving this difficulty in the absence of 
strong and clear evidence to that effect.

539. But it is clear that the conclusion given just above is the 
same in substance as the conclusion we reached from a consider
ation of the first grave difficulty into which the first horn of our

At one point, when I was trying to think this puzzling problem through, 
the thought occurred to me that possibly the innovation might have origi
nated on some occasion when a neighboring Bishop was present for one 
of these great occasions, but not for the purpose of ordaining the new 
Bishop; that he might have been invited to join in the laying on of hands 
with the others who did so ( i.e. the presbyters of the new Bishop); and 
that the precedent thus set might have been repeated elsewhere, or in the 
same Church the next time a Bishop had to be ordained. But this hy
pothesis runs into the difficulty that it presupposes that the presbyters were 
already accustomed to give to their Bishop-elect an additional Ordina
tion, and is thus only one possible variant of the second horn of our first 
dilemma, which is yet to be considered. At that point, additional diffi
culties in this brainstorm of mine will be seen. Chief among these is 
the question how would the local presbyters have completely lost the 
right to a share in the Ordination of their own Bishop which they had 
ex hypothesi enjoyed down to and including the starting point of the 
innovation. It is clear that St. Hippolytus could never have given the 
reason he has given for the prevailing- practice of his own day—even if, 
with high improbability, we assume him to have invented it rather than 
to have received it from his teachers—had he ever heard from them of 
presbyters in time past being allowed to join in the laying on of hands on 
their own Bishop-elect, as in his day they still did at the Ordination of a 
presbyter-elect.



first dilemma'* ’0 leads us. Yet we took, as a starting point jn 
considering the second grave difficulty, the assumption that the 
first grave difficulty had been successfully surmounted. In fact 
this was far from being the case. Thus the two difficulties com
bine to produce a cumulative difficulty far weightier than either 
of the difficulties taken alone. It would take very strong evi
dence indeed to justify us in accepting a hypothesis involving so 
great a dual difficulty. And the only evidence that can be pro
duced in support of the hypothesis in question is really quite 
weak, as we shall see in our detailed study of I Tim. 4:14 in 
Chapter XXIX, and as we already saw in Chapter XXV, where 
we studied the evidence about the Alexandrian problem. Hence 
by all sound canons of historical criticism the hypothesis in ques
tion must be decisively rejected. Does it fare any better with 
the second horn of our first dilemma?359 Let us see at once!
540. The alternative we have now to consider is that the first 
monarchical Bishops did  receive a new and additional Ordina
tion, and that they received it at the hands of their own fellow- 
presbyter-bishops. But even at the beginning this alternative 
form of the theory of primitive presbyterian Ordinations labors 
under the serious disadvantages noticed above in Section 536. 
In fact, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to reconcile the 
hypothesis involved in choosing the second horn of our first di
lemma359 with the theory that the Episcopate originated by “ele-

830 The “second horn of our first dilemma” is, as indicated in the opening 
sentence of Sec. 540 in the main text, the hypothesis that the very first 
“presidents of the local colleges of bishops” who were “elevated out of the 
presbyterate” to become monarchical Bishops did receive a new Ordina
tion in addition to the Ordination by which at an earlier date they had 
become members of die college of which they later became presidents. 
This “second horn of our first dilemma” cannot very well admit of the 
two-dilemmas which we had to consider under the “first horn of our first 
dilemma.” For we are, ex hypothesi, dealing widi the very first monarchi
cal Bishop, so that there would not yet be any monarchical Bishops else
where to give his extra Ordination to the first monarchical Bishop to 
“emerge” from the position of primus inter pares within his own college. 
And if we try to assign diis new and additional Ordination, die very first 
few times it occurred, to the Apostles or deutero-apostles, we have in reality 
abandoned the theory of the origination of the monarchical Episcopate by 
“elevation out of the presbyterate” in Lightfoot’s sense of die word, and 
have embraced instead the theory of die origin of the Episcopate upheld 
in this book. To such a view, of course the present writer has no objection. 
But it makes any furdier pursuing of our present inquiry otiose. For it re
jects the theory of the origin of the Episcopate on which presbyterian ordi
nation is to be expected in favor of the theory which, in practice if not 
necessarily in theory, leaves little or no room for it. Such a result, coupled 
widi the weakness of documentary evidence in support of presbyterian or
dination, and the a priori difficulties of such weight which we are at present 
trying to surmount in the main text, provides a sum total case of great 
weight against presbyterian ordination, however primitive.

The “first horn of our first dilemma” was, of course, that the very first 
monarchical Bishops to “emerge” by “elevation out of the presbyterate” in 
Lightfoot’s sense of the word, did not receive any new and additional 
Ordination besides that which had already at an earlier date made them

vation out ol the presbyterate.”360 For obviously at the begin
ning of the emergence of the president of the college of presby
ters not one would have known that here was the beginning of 
anything essentially new, or important, or different. Moreover, 
to complicate the difficulty even further, it is quite possible, on 
a priori grounds, that in many Churches the presidency of the 
college of presbyters would be rotated, or at least would not be 
held for life by any one presbyter, nor even by repeated reelec
tion of the same presbyter for a long period of years. Thus, the 
very ‘"emergence” itself would have proceeded at very different 
rates of speed in different Churches, and in one local Church 
the president might be almost a full monarch, while in another 
he would still be only the holder of a rotated office that was 
known by all to be the same Order which he held before elec
tion to it and after being succeeded as president by someone 
else. Even if, then, we could explain satisfactorily why the 
members of his own presbytery should begin the practice of a 
new and additional Ordination in the midst of his ""term” of a first 
president whose “elevation” had gone far toward making him a 
monarch, it would be very hard to see how this novel practice 
would spread to those nearby Churches which still rotated the 
presidency, or where for other reasons the “emergence” had 
reached a less advanced stage.

But in reality we are as far as ever from accounting for that 
crucial first time when the president received an additional Or
dination. As long as he is understood by all to be only primus 
inter pares, such an innovation is very unlikely. But as soon as 
he has acquired so great a preeminence as to cause him to be 
deemed of a different and superior Order, it becomes highly im
probable for a different reason—the principle well established 
and as far as we know universally accepted in primitive Chris
tianity that “the greater is not blessed of the less.” Thus we ar
rive at the difficulty that, as long as he was an equal, no extra 
Ordination would be needed or reasonable. But as soon as he 
became an acknowledged superior, no Ordination at the hands 
of his inferiors would be tolerated.361

For the reasons given in the preceding paragraph it appears 
that, while from one angle the difficulty of the alleged new Or-

individual members of the college of bishops from which they later 
“emerged” as monarchs while holding the presidency.
300 And except on that theory of the origin of the Episcopate, the theory 
of presbyterian Ordinations in early times is very much further weakened, 
as was pointed out above.

301 It is worth while to call attention in this connection to the very sig
nificant fact that, even if we granted all the specific cases of alleged pres
byterian Ordination which Gore and others have cross-examined and shown 
to be devoid of foundation, we would still not have any case in which a 
lower Order had ordained a superior Order, except in the case of the



dination would be less in die case of die first man to be elected to 
hold the presidency after it had come to be considered a different 
and higher Order, from the other angle that would only increase 
the difficulty of the supposed new step.802 Thus it is not possi
ble to find any reasonable and likely explanation for this prac
tice of an additional Ordination by the Bishop’s own college of 
presbyter-bishops having ever begun. Consequently, we ought 
not to bring it into our conjectural reconstruction of how the 
practice attested by St. Hippolytus originated and soon univer
sally prevailed unless it were (1) either well attested by con
crete evidence, or (2) a necessary step to posit without evidence. 
But as to the first, there is no evidence at all to attest such an 
innovation; and as to the second, it is necessary only if it be true 
that the Episcopate arose by “elevation out of the presbyterate.” 

If the latter theory were securely established, or even deci
sively more probable than Gore’s theory, it might be permissible 
to override the difficulty involved, even though no satisfactory 
way to solve it can be found. But in view of the actual state of 
the evidence as to the origin of the Episcopate, as revealed by 
our very detailed investigation above in Part III, we ought rather 
to conclude that since Lightfoot’s theory is at best very doubt
ful, and I think definitely improbable on the rest of the evidence, 
the fact that it would involve us in the very serious difficulties 
now being considered, and left completely out of our weighing 
of the alternative theories above in Part III, is an added  reason, 
and a very weighty one, for rejecting Lightfoot’s theory.
541. But we are not yet through with the difficulties involved 
in this second horn of our original dilemma.363 Supposing we
present reading of the C a n on s of H ipp o ly tu s  and (on one possible but 
improbable interpretation of St. Jerome’s words) at Alexandria. But we 
have seen above in Chapter XXVII that the provision in the C anons is in 
all probability a pure blunder of the compiler, and in any event comes 
from too late a date to be taken seriously as an historical exception to the 
principle that Ordination is always “from above” and never “from below.” 
And we have already seen in Chapter XXV, Sec. 475, that, of three reason
able interpretations of St. Jerome, the one needed to make an exception of 
Alexandria is the least probable.
302 Just to be sure everyone has followed the argument, it would be easier 
to see why an  extra ordination should seem necessary or at least appropriate 
after the “emergence” was fairly complete. But it would be harder, just 
because the “emergence” was fairly complete, to see how those who, after 
once being essentially his equals, had, as a result of the “emergence,” come 
to be considered his definite inferiors, should be tolerated as “ordainers” of 
their own superior. We cannot plead precedent, for we are dealing, ex 
hyp oth esi, with the first case in point. And for the first case there can, by 
definition, be no “precedent.”
383 This “second horn of our original (i.e., first) dilemma” is, once again, 
the hypothesis that the very first monarchical Bishop to “emerge” by ele
vation out of the presbyterate” did actually receive a new and extra and 
additional Ordination, besides that which had earlier made him a member 
of his own college of bishops, and that of course this extra Ordination was 
at the hands of his own co n freres  in the college of which he had been 
president, and originally only p rim u s inter pares.



could find a solution to the question as to how the college of 
presbyters for the first time gave an additional Ordination to 
their own president-now-become-Bishop, we run headlong into 
the difficulty as to how these presbyters, once established firmly 
in the conviction of the need of their Bishop for an additional 
Ordination, and of their own right to ordain him, should have 
ever surrendered this right to the Bishops of outside cities. For 
the same reasons which were given above when we studied the 
second horn of our second dilemma in Sec. 538, and which it is 
unnecessary to repeat here, it is hard to see why the presbyters 
should ever have willingly surrendered their original complete 
control over the appointment of their own Bishop, and equally 
hard to see why the surrounding Bishops should ever have felt 
obliged to ask such a surrender of them. But in this case, the dif
ficulty seems even greater. For, if the two changes did actually 
take place in the history of the early Church, it seems less diffi
cult to imagine the second taking place at the same time as the 
first, and before any precedents as to the minister of the addi
tional Ordination had been set, than after such precedents had 
been set.

We saw above that even the former alternative is full of diffi
culty. But it is still harder to believe that all the presbyteries 
everywhere except at Alexandria, and ultimately even there, 
voluntarily relinquished without protest or a struggle, as far as 
our records go, the right to give a fresh  Ordination to their own 
Bishop after that right had been securely established in practice. 
Furthermore, it is even less likely that the neighboring Bishops 
can have sought to take this right away from them, once it had 
become a precedent. And of course the Bishop of their own 
Church can hardly have been the moving cause. For it would 
be only after his death, and at the appointment of his successor, 
that the question of innovating would arise. No Bishop-elect 
could feel disparaged by the prospect of the laying on of hands 
of his inferiors, if we once grant that the original difficulty in 
beginning such an unprincipled procedure had been overlooked 
and had become a precedent.

542. On the whole, then, it seems that this second form of 
conjectural development of the later Episcopal Ordination prac
tice out an alleged practice of primitive presbyterian Ordina
tion is even more difficult to imagine happening than the first 
form considered at length above in Sections 537-539. There is, 
moreover, an additional difficulty that attaches to either form 
of the hypothesis. It is, that if the hypothesis is true at all, the 
early presbyters must have ordained the deacons, as well as 
their own fellow-presbyters, and also their Bishop (either when 
he became Bishop, or earlier when he became a presbyter). Now



if they were so self-effacing in surrendering their own rights in 
the Ordination of their Bishop and even their local deacons as 
the presbyterian hypothesis requires us to suppose, then how 
did it happen that they were in the West intransigent enough 
to demand and secure the continued concession of their existing 
right to join in the laying of hands on presbyters-elect? And 
further, why should they, after manifesting such intransigence 
have allowed the fruit of their partial victory to have been taken 
away from them by indirection through the instrumentality of 
such an interpretation of the privilege they had retained as that 
which we find in St. Hippolytus? There is no sign of any con
troversy about any of these points anywhere in Church history, 
as far as I know. Which is more likely, that there was such con
troversy on a considerable scale without leaving any trace, or 
that there was no change made to provoke such a controversy? 
It is certainly far easier to explain the absence of any trace of 
controversy on the view that the Ordination practice attested by 
St. Hippolytus is really continuous than on the theory that it has 
been transformed as radically as the hypothesis of primitive pres
byterian Ordinations supposes, and in a direction adverse to the 
alleged primitive prerogatives of the presbyters. ,

D ivision III

543. Still another difficulty to the hypothesis of primitive Or
dination by presbyters is the evidence we have as to the unvary
ing minister of “Confirmation/’ I know of no single exception 
to the proposition that during the first three centuries Apostles, 
deutero-apostles, or Bishops were the normal ministers of “Con
firmation,” and indeed the only attested ministers of that sacra
ment. There is a plenty of evidence of presbyters being allowed 
to confirm in the East in and after the fourth century. But this 
is no survival of primitive prerogatives. It is something new, and 
is probably inseparably connected with the theory, which in 
my opinion* is also not original, that the anointing with chrism, 
long connected with Christian initiation, is what would later 
have been called the “Essential Matter” of “Confirmation.” In 
the West the practice of allowing presbyters to confirm was 
never very widespread, and was always, as in the East, insepara
bly connected with the same theory as to the “Essential Matter” 
of the sacrament, and with the requirement, in both East and 
West, that the confirming presbyter must use chrism that had 
been consecrated by a Bishop. All this supports, even if only in
directly, the thesis that originally only Bishops could confirm, or 
of course their Apostolic equivalents in the Apostolic and pre-

* Pace Dom Gregory Dix in his distinguished pamphlet!



Episcopal ages. Now it is exceedingly improbable that “Con
firmation” would have been restricted to Bishops if Ordination 
had not been similarly restricted. Hence, there being no really 
convincing evidence to set against this a priori expectation, and 
much other evidence to support it, we conclude in favor of its 
truth.
544. Finally, there is still another general argument against 
primitive presbyterian Ordination. It is the general history of 
the office of the presbyterate. It is not, of course, possible to 
trace this history here in more than the barest outline. But we 
may summarize the argument by saying that the theory of primi
tive presbyterianism is inseparably connected with the hypothe
sis that the presbyters later lost to the Bishops powers which 
were their own, and were commonly exercised by them in the 
first century and a part of the second.

This would include “Confirmation,” Ordination, and Penance. 
Now the extant evidence suggests very strongly just the oppo
site development. Until the fourth century there is no evidence 
of “Confirmation” by presbyters, and when we do get it, it is 
pretty clearly something new.

We never get any really authentic evidence of a really his
torical case of Ordination by mere presbyters at all; and we do 
not get any claim of such a power for them until we come to 
Aerius in the fourth century—a claim that is disallowed indig
nantly as soon as it appears, so that we do not find it repeated364 
until the Reformation. Moreover, the school of Fathers which 
tries to assimilate the presbyterate as nearly as possible to the 
Episcopate also does not appear until the fourth century. Nor 
do we, until that century, as far as I know, meet the theory that 
in the New Testament presbyter and bishop are synonymous. 
We have seen reason in this book to reject that theory, at least 
in the form in which it has been widely held.

As to Penance, we do not find presbyters reconciling alone 
until the third century; and even then only in emergencies, and 
in the absence of the Bishop. No doubt the presbyters must 
have been allowed a similar restricted privilege during the period 
of silence in the second century; and even, in the absence of 
Apostles, before the monarchical Episcopate originated. But 
there is nothing to indicate that their original prerogative suf
fered more of a decline in this respect as the result of the origin 
of the Episcopate than in the matter of the Eucharist, next to be 
considered.

As to the Eucharist, it must have been entrusted to the bish
ops in local Churches before the monarchical Episcopate came 
into being; and the evidence of I Clement, the Didache, St.

304 Except, in a sense, by Papal “maximizers”!



Ignatius, and the history of the origin of the Eucharist itself 
all go to confirm this conclusion. Yet it seems to have become 
an almost exclusive prerogative of the Bishop as soon as the 
monarchical Episcopate originated in any particular Church; 
except of course that it could always be delegated by him, 
when necessary, to those who had once exercised this function 
before the particular Church was given a Bishop.

Moreover, we must be careful not to assume that, even in 
the age before the Episcopate began, every presbyter would 
have had the offering of the Eucharist as one of his normal and 
regular functions. As far as possible, the local Church would 
meet for the Eucharist in one place, and only one person could 
preside. That would be the most eminent person present, on 
the precedent of the Jewish background from which the Eu
charist derives, even if no sacerdotal principles were yet at work 
to make this still more certain. Hence, the a priori probability 
is that the president of the college of bishops would usually 
officiate, if present, and if there was a president. If not, some
one of special eminence for some reason or other would prob
ably preside. It would not fall to the younger and less eminent 
members of the college to offer the Eucharist except rarely, if 
at all, where the practice just sketched was followed. And even 
if in some Churches the privilege was rotated on strictly equal 
terms, it would still be a comparatively rare privilege.

It was only later, when the local Churches in some of the 
great cities began to be too large to meet in one place, that we 
find the delegation of the Eucharist to presbyters as an habitual 
duty. In the sense implied by this brief sketch of the history of 
the minister of the Eucharist, then, it is probable that the earlier 
Eucharistic functions of the presbyters became much less promi
nent than they had been before there was a Bishop in residence, 
but it never had been an everyday function of all, or even of 
most, presbyters. Nor was it taken away entirely, or on prin
ciple, by the institution of a Bishop.

So this decrease in the frequency and importance of the 
Eucharistic duties of the presbyters, and a probable but not 
directly attested similar decrease in their functions in connec
tion with Penance, are about the extent of the loss which pres
byters (or perhaps only the leading presbyters) suffered as a 
result of the advent of the Episcopate. There was no matter 
of any principle involved, nor of any usurpation. The same 
eclipse of their Eucharistic and Penitential functions would have 
occurred, though of course only temporarily, in the Apostolic 
age, whenever an Apostle or deutero-apostle came to town for 
a visit. And some of their visits were not short by any means.
545. It is such a history of their functions in regard to the



Eucharist which accounts for the fact that the functions of rul
ing (as a college) and teaching are completely predominant 
in the primitive conception of the character of their office, as 
revealed by the evidence of the most primitive extant prayers 
for the Ordination of a presbyter in the earliest Church Orders. 
The same history accounts for the absence of explicit reference 
to the liturgical functions of presbyters in these same prayers. 
But we make an egregious mistake if we imagine that this lack 
of liturgical reference was because liturgical functions were 
open to all on equal terms with the presbyters, and only later 
became restricted. It was not that liturgical functions were in 
those days less restricted. It was that they were more closely 
restricted—to the Bishop, or (in his absence, or in case of neces
sity) to the senior presbyter, or to the most eminent presbyter 
determined by some other criterion than seniority. Many pres
byters might go through their whole ministry without offering 
the Eucharist (except by participation in the later practice of 
con-celebration) a single time.

It is also such a history of the presbyterate as is here sketched 
which explains why we find “parish priests” first in the great 
cities; and why the fourth century found it possible, as a result, 
to make for the presbyters claims which would have been an 
anachronism between St. Ignatius and St. Cyprian, and I have 
no doubt also in the first century. The early Ordination prayers 
for Bishops are teeming with liturgical and sacramental refer
ences. And the history of the presbyterate seems to have been 
largely a matter of gaining an increasing share in these func
tions as the primitive sacramental near-monopoly of the Bishop 
gradually broke down in the third and fourth centuries (under 
the weight of the “parish church” system, or rather of the im
perative needs which produced that system) with the full 
knowledge, consent, and direct authority of the Bishop thus 
divested of a portion of the visible evidence of his complete 
preeminence in liturgical and sacramental matters. In return, 
as is pointed out by Dom Gregory Dix, he gained a much more 
complete control over the government of the Church than he 
had earlier when he shared this, at least in form and in prin
ciple, with his college of presbyters ever close at his side instead 
of dispersed in “parishes.”

Such a history of the presbyterate365 satisfies all the evidence,

865 For a much fuller development of this brief historical sketch, along with 
fuller documentation, see Dom Gregory Dix’s discussion of the same sub
ject in his great Essay in Bishop Kirk’s remarkably able and weighty book, 
The Apostolic Ministry. The other articles or Essays in that volume de
serve study in this connection (as also in many other connections), espe
cially the Essay by Dr. Jalland. His Essay, coupled with that of Fr. Dix, 
seems to me to back up decisively the above summary sketch, for which 
I am indebted in part to Fr. Dix’s earlier writings on the same point. I am



and yet it points in a direction quite opposite to that of a primi
tive presbyterian polity destroyed by early and universal Epis
copal usurpation, without protest from the presbyters, or at 
least without any successful protest, and without any trace of 
any protest, successful or unsuccessful.

D ivision  IV

546. We are now ready to summarize our results, as follows:
1. During the Apostolic age Apostles and only Apostles are 

found ordaining. The only possible exception to be alleged 
for this early period is I Tim. 4:14, on the assumption that the 
Pastorals are Pauline. But this passage is ambiguous, and admits 
of an interpretation in harmony with our generalization as easily 
as of an incompatible interpretation.

2. The same is true of deutero-apostles, as far as any clear 
passages go, for the period from the deaths of St. Paul and 
St. Peter down to St. Ignatius, with the same reservations as 
just above for I Tim. 4:14 if the Pastorals are not by St. Paul.

3. During these two “ages” there is no clear and explicit 
statement that others do not have the power to ordain. But 
there are several indications besides the silence of our sources 
that such was the case. There is one that will be decisive if 
our interpretation of I Clement 44 is correct; and there is a very 
strong implication in the Simon Magus story that only Apostles 
had the power to “confirm.” This implication, if admitted, would 
strongly favor a similar restriction of the power to ordain, by 
an a fortiori argument.

4. The silence of our sources between St. Ignatius and St. 
Irenaeus proves nothing against continuity of practice from 
the sub-Apostolic or deutero-apostolic age, which overlapped 
the origin of the Episcopate by many years, down to the time 
when St. Hippolytus’ teachers received the tradition which they 
delivered to him with the assurance that the practice he attests 
was the sacrosanct and highly authoritative Apostolic tradition.

5. That practice is that those and only those can validly 
ordain who were in his day believed—even if wrongly, as we

sorry not to be able to follow Dr. Jalland on one point on which he seems 
to lay a good deal of stress. That is his apparent denial that mere presby
ters were considered “priests” until well into the fourth century. My reasons 
for considering this contention an exaggeration will appear in Part V of 
this book. I am also sorry to have to part company with Fr. Dix on several 
points in connection with Confirmation. But these points, if I am right on 
them, would affect his recent pamphlet on Confirmation, and the position 
he takes in it, rather than anything of importance which he urges in The 
Apostolic Ministry. The relation of my book, and the position it takes, to 
The Apostolic Ministry, and the position it takes, is discussed a bit more 
fully in the Preface to this book.



would by no means admit—to be the only direct and full suc
cessors of the Apostles and deutero-apostles.
547. 6. It is very difficult to account for even one of the 
two great changes which must be supposed to have taken place 
if an intermediate stage of presbyterian Ordination has ever 
been historical, and has afterward been replaced by the prac
tice found in St. Hippolytus and ever since.

7. But both of these great changes must be historical if the 
presbyterian theory be such. This doubles and perhaps more 
than doubles the difficulty.

8. Even if it could be explained how these two changes 
could have taken place at all, it is even more difficult, by far, 
to explain how they could have been effected without a battle for 
their prerogatives by the losing presbyters; or how such a fight 
could have taken place without leaving any trace in history.

9. Even if the twin difficulty of an additional Ordination 
for the Bishops and the acquisition by other Bishops of the 
right to confer this Ordination could be surmounted; and the 
lack of any trace of dispute about this revolution could be ex
plained, we would still be unable to explain why the presbyters 
surrendered their right to retain even a share in the Ordination 
of their Bishop and of their local deacons, while retaining in 
the West a share in the Ordination of their own fellow-pres
byters.360

10. If the presbyters were concerned enough about their 
right to lay hands on new presbyters to retain it amid such a 
revolution and (presumably) usurpation as the presbyterian 
hypothesis supposes, how can we account for their allowing 
such an explaining away of their only victory over the usurpers 
as would be involved if St. Hippolytus’ theology on the subject 
is not the original meaning of the ceremony.
548. 11. All objections to the theory of continuity between 
the primitive and the later theory and practice can be shown 
to be at least completely indecisive! In only one isolated case367 
is it reasonable to claim that the balance of probability would 
favor the presbyterian interpretation, even if the passage stood 
alone, and did not have to be used in an effort to offset so much

300 Incidentally, this is, I think, a reason of weight for doubting whether 
deacons should be included under the generic term “presbyter” which we 
found in early days. If they were, they would probably have shared in 
Ordination in whatever sense collegiate bishops did, and their subsequent 
surrender of that privilege is hard to account for. Furthennore, they would 
probably have been among those on whom the college of (Ignatian) pres
byters would have retained the right to join in the laying on of hands and 
the subsequent facile surrender of this right, without trace of controversy, 
is also difficult to explain.

31,7 Viz., I Tim. 4 :14 , to be studied carefully in the next chapter.



evidence favorable to the Hippolytan interpretation, of which 
I Tim. 4:14 also easily admits.

Thus we are left with (1) a strong case based on the direct 
evidence, and (2) strengthened greatly by grave and insuper
able difficulties inherent in the only plausible alternative hy
pothesis, while (3) all the extant evidence can easily be fitted 
into the reconstruction proposed in this book.

The alternative hypothesis (1) has only slight direct evidence 
in its favor, (2) labors under very serious difficulties as to in
ternal improbability, and (3) can raise no comparable difficulties 
against its rival, except the slight evidence adducible in its own 
support.

The evidence as a whole leaves open only the possibility 
that the traditional theory and practice may represent a change, 
while it makes very probable  the view that there was conti
nuity throughout. And if the Holy Spirit was at all interested 
in what was going on, that would seem to change the historical 
probability into a theological certainty.



Chapter XXIX

THE THEORY OF PRIMITIVE PRESBYTERIAN 
ORDINATION

D ivision I

549. We have now completed the statement of the positive 
case for the contention of the Catholic Church that the Bishops 
of the present day are the direct successors of the Apostles, or of 
those we have called in this book deutero-apostles, and that the 
power to ordain has from the beginning been limited to these. 
By the positive case I mean all the evidence that tells directly in 
favor of this conclusion. But there is what I may be allowed to 
call a negative case for the same conclusion. That is what would 
usually be called not positive but merely confirmatory evidence. 
By that I mean the fact that, if any others had ever at any time 
had the power to ordain, we might reasonably expect to find at 
least some clear evidence of this hypothetical fact. Of course the 
absence of such evidence is not positive evidence that Apostles, 
deutero-apostles, and monarchical Bishops alone had the power 
to ordain. But it does give strong confirmation to that conclu
sion, if there is sufficent positive evidence to that same effect.

This negative case for the Catholic contention has also been 
completed in very great part. We have accepted as decisive the 
critique of Gore-Turner and others of all the alleged cases of or
dination by mere presbyters, with four exceptions which required 
more detailed study. We have studied the two latest of these— 
the Canons o f Hippolytus and Canon X III of the Council of An- 
cyra—in Chapter XXVII, and have come to the conclusion that in 
neither case is the supposed evidence entitled to any weight as 
really substantiating what it is sometimes cited to prove. More
over, we have examined the evidence for an alleged presbyterian 
system of polity at Alexandria down to the second quarter of the 
third century in the process of our criticism of Bishop Lightfoot’s 
celebrated and widely held theory in our Chapter XXV. In this 
case the alleged evidence did not break down so completely as 
in all the other cases. But we came to these conclusions:

1. The best evidence supposed to support this theory as to 
the primitive Alexandrian polity—and also the earliest, apart 
from one piece which is demonstrably mistaken—is so late, so far 
from the facts it is alleged to attest, that it would undoubtedly 
be rejected by the so-called critical school if brought forward by



a Catholic apologist in support of some point in the orthodox 
Catholic position.

2. It is very likely that this evidence, which is vague, and 
quite ambiguous, was never intended to attest actual presby- 
terian ordination, but some abnormality at Alexandria which, 
while it did put the Alexandrian presbyters in a position of ad
vantage relative to other presbyters elsewhere, did not include 
any right to ordain.

3. If this comparatively small and certainly late body of evi
dence does attest presbyterian ordination in any sense, or in any 
form whatsoever, the form in which the Bishop-elect would pro
ceed to enthronement without any new ordination in addition to 
that which had at an earlier date made him a member of the Al
exandrian college of presbyter-bishops is a far more likely inter
pretation of the language of St. Jerome, who is by far the earliest 
and weightiest of the witnesses called upon to support a presby
terian polity for Alexandria in the first two centuries of the life 
of the Church, than is the form in which the Alexandrian college 
of presbyters would proceed to ordain their elected Bishop to a 
new office, higher than the one to which they had already or
dained him some years earlier when they made him a member 
of their own college.

4. While both of the forms of the “presbyterian hypothesis” 
mentioned under our immediately preceding point could with ac
curacy be called cases of presbyterian ordination, the form found 
to be the more probable of the two as an interpretation of St. 
Jerome’s language is the one that favors the Catholic form of 
Lightfoot’s highly ambiguous account of how the Episcopate 
originated. Only the less probable interpretation of St. Jerome’s 
language would provide us with a real case of “ordination from 
below,” as we have defined that phrase earlier in this book.

So it seems that only the evidence concerning an alleged 
primitive presbyterian polity at Alexandria leaves any residue 
that is not completely disposed of by a careful cross-examina
tion. And even this residue is possible only, and not probable.
550. We must in this chapter go on to study the one remain
ing piece of evidence alleged in support of the theory of primi
tive presbyterian ordination. That is, of course, I  Tim. 4:14. We 
have passed it over hitherto as far as any thorough discussion is 
concerned, though of course we have had frequent occasion to 
refer to it briefly and to make a number of obiter dicta concern
ing it, because it is evidence for the period before St. Irenaeus, 
and we have purposely postponed the study of the evidence on 
that subject until this chapter and the preceding. We did this 
because we decided to settle first the points that are open to less 
doubt before trying to settle, if we can, those that are more 
doubtful.



Now we saw in Chapter XXVIII that the bulk of the evidence 
favors, without decisively proving for the period before the death 
of St. Irenaeus, the same conclusion that was decisively estab
lished by our studies in Chapters XXVI and XXVII for the period 
after his death—that only Apostles, deutero-apostles, and mo
narchical Bishops ever had the power to ordain. But there is, 
as just implied, some sort of a case for the view that, in the 
period before 180 a .d., or at least during a part of that period, 
mere presbyters had the power to ordain; not as individuals, of 
course, but as colleges. So in this final chapter of Part IV we 
must examine carefully what case there is for primitive presby
terian ordination. Let us begin by stating it as strongly as we 
can.

I shall present the case in the form in which Dr. Burton Scott 
Easton, our Professor of New Testament, and Father Howard H. 
Hassinger, who taught us our course in Church Polity, jointly 
presented it in the days when I first entered the General Theo
logical Seminary some twenty-two years ago. At that time prim
itive presbyterian ordination was taught to us as a definitely set
tled fact, as a result of a very important and high class seminar 
conducted by the two scholars mentioned and the late Dr. Frank
S. B. Gavin, though the latter confided to the present writer, 
when I went to consult him privately on some of the results 
being taught us on the basis of the conclusions reached in that 
seminar, that he was by no means convinced that some of these 
results were really established. The present writer had not been 
privileged to take that seminar, as I was only a middler, and it 
was restricted to seniors and graduate students. The case as 
then presented follows:

D ivision II

551. The evidence is overwhelming that the primitive Chris
tian presbyters (which is just another name for those called 
bishops in early sources) are copied from the presbyters which 
we find in contemporary Judaism. Now these Jewish presbyters 
formed colleges or local sanhedrins, which were self-perpetuat
ing, inasmuch as every college ordained to membership in its 
own ranks any candidates for the presbyterate in that particular 
locality. The presbyters in these local colleges ordained not as 
individuals but as colleges. We ought to approach the evidence 
as to the earliest Christian presbyters, therefore, with a very 
strong and confident antecedent expectation of finding that, like 
their Jewish originals, they too constituted self-perpetuating col
leges with the power to ordain new members to their own ranks. 
And that is just what the actual evidence, scanty though it is, 
clearly indicates.



552. The key passage is, of course, I Tim. 4:14. In this pas
sage we find clear attestation that, toward the end of the first 
century or in the early years of the second century, it was not 
just “presbyters” in the plural, but as individuals, who had in 
their hands the function of ordaining. It is “the presbytery”ew 
a college who exercised it. In II Tim. 1:6, which is according to 
the best up-to-date critical opinion earlier than I  Tim. 4:14, we 
find the earlier practice attributed by the pseudonymous author 
to the historical St. Paul in the case of the historical St. Timothy. 
But by the time of the writing of I  Timothy the last surviving 
Apostles and deutero-apostles are all dead. And there was a 
period, even if only a relatively brief period, during which there 
was, after the death of these who had at first the power to or
dain, still no monarchical Bishop in the whole West, nor in the 
whole of Greece and the Balkan peninsula, as represented by 
such local Churches as Corinth (around 95 a .d ., the date of I 
C lem ent) and Philippi (even as late as the date of St. Polycarp’s 
Epistle to the Philippians, which must be close to 115 a .d.), 
which are the only two concerning which we have still extant 
good evidence for this period. So there is, for this period, no 
even plausible candidate to whom we can conjecturally attrib
ute the function of ordaining except the local colleges of pres
byter-bishops. It was during this period that I  Timothy was 
written. And the author quite naturally represents ordination as 
taking place the way it does in his own day, and of course with 
his full approval, since the purpose of the Pastorals is to serve 
substantially die same function served a little later by the class 
of documents which we call “the Church Orders.”
553. While this evidence directly attests ordination by the col
leges of presbyter-bishops only for the date at which I Timothy 
was written,368 it must be admitted to attest indirectly the prac
tice of similar ordination by the colleges of presbyter-bishops 
for a much earlier date, during the lifetime of St. Paul. For (1) 
if such a practice had come into existence only atter the death 
of St. Paul, the author would have been certain to know this, 
and to refrain from representing St. Paul as practicing anything 
anachronistic, for fear of defeating his own wish to gain for his 
Epistles the prestige that he hoped to win for them by using the 
name and authority of the great St. Paul. Then also (2) the 
fact that the evidence points to the Christian presbyters being 
modeled on the already existing Jewish presbyters supports the 
idea that from the first they are likely to have had this power 
and function, even though it would be of far less importance 
while the Apostles were still alive, and quite naturally took the

308 Which in those days Dr. Easton was inclined to place somewhere dur
ing the ninth or final decade of the first century.



lead in choosing, training, and ordaining the new presbyters 
whenever they were needed. It was only later, after the Apos
tles and their lieutenants like St. Timothy and St. Titus were all 
dead, and before the monarchical Episcopate had spread widely 
enough to become the exclusive ordaining agent, that the power 
of the colleges of presbyters to ordain came into full prominence. 
But that power must have belonged to them from the very origin 
of these colleges. And so I Tim. 4:14 represents, when we read 
it in the light of Acts 16:1-3, and the very early date at which St. 
Timothy’s ordination must have taken place.

554. This conclusion is confirmed by two main facts. One of 
these is the fact that presbyterian ordination, though it died out 
elsewhere at some unassignable point during the second century, 
and probably before rather than after the middle of that cen
tury, survived at Alexandria until well into the second quarter of 
the third century.

The second fact which confirms the theory of primitive pres
byterian ordination is the fact that a clear trace of the original 
possession of this power by the presbyters has survived all down 
the ages in the form of the practice, still in use even today, 
whereby any presbyters who may chance to be present at the or
dination of a new presbyter are accustomed to join in the laying 
on of hands. It is true that, as early as the Apostolic Tradition of 
St. Hippolytus, this practice is already explained away by the as
sertion of the author of that important document that, when the 
presbyters do thus join in the laying on of hands, they are not 
really ordaining, but only “sealing.” But this is obviously an 
afterthought, a vain attempt to reconcile the implications of the 
traditional act with the new doctrine that Bishops and they alone 
have the power to ordain. The “theology” of this futile effort is 
in all probability original with St. Hippolytus himself.

555. I have not, of course, any stenographic reports of the 
exact words in which we were given this case. But I am confi
dent of its substantial accuracy. To a critique of that case we 
must now proceed.

D ivision III

556. I shall begin by granting, just for the sake of the argu
ment, that the contemporary Jewish practice concerning the 
“minister of ordination” was as Dr. Easton and Fr. Hassinger 
taught us. I shall carry on our discussion, at this stage, just as 
if there were no doubt whatsover about this point, just to be on 
tlie safe side. Now, on this premise, I think we must begin by 
saying these things:



I have accepted elsewhere in this book the thesis that the 
primitive Christian presbyters are an institution borrowed from 
Judaism, and hence modelled on the pre-Christian Jewish pres
byters. But there are very strong reasons why it would not be 
legitimate to press this similarity to the point of refusing to con
template even the possibility that there might be some points on 
which the similarity breaks down.

1. For one thing, we have seen already in passing, and we 
shall see much more fully in Part V of this book, that Christian 
presbyters (the bishops, that is, which we have found reasons to 
refuse to equate flatly with “the presbyters” in the way Light- 
foot and Easton do, as we saw in Chapter XIX) had at least 
some liturgical powers or functions, despite the fact that Jewish 
presbyters, as such, had none. This was due, no doubt, to the 
fact that the Eucharist was something new in Christianity, with
out any very close Jewish parallel,369 and that it was of such a 
character that one single person had to officiate at it. There was 
a Jewish custom that was almost if not quite de riguer that at 
such formal meals the person of greatest eminence present would 
automatically preside. Thus, even if no truly sacerdotal princi
ples dictated such a result, it was inevitable that, on such occa
sions as no person of still greater eminence was present—that is 
to say, no Apostle, no deutero-apostle, no monarchical Bishop, and 
possibly or probably, but by no means certainly, no “prophet” 
then and there “in the Spirit”—the president of the local college 
of bishops, or the most eminent of that college determined by 
some other criterion than that of the presidency, would preside 
whenever the Eucharist was to be held.

In other words, the probable reason why the Jewish presby
ters did not have any “liturgical” functions, as presbyters, was be- 
case there was in Judaism a divinely instituted Priesthood sepa
rate and distinct from the local colleges of presbyters, and the 
liturgical functions belonged by divine right to them. But just 
because in primitive Christianity there was no Priesthood sepa
rate and distinct from the Apostles plus the local colleges of 
bishops, the liturgical functions had to devolve on someone else, 
or on some other class, and the bishops were the most natural 
and plausible class to choose for this function.370 But certainly,

300 I mean, of course, as to its tremendous religious and “sacramental” sig
nificance. I am not unaware, as any interested person can discover by 
consulting my book, The Early Eucharist, that historically the rite itself, 
on its external side, is so intimately connected with the formal meals of 
Jewish Haburoth, that the latter may be correctly deemed the source and 
the direct antecedent of the Eucharist, and that the Last Supper was 
simply the last and—for many vital reasons—most important and memor
able of many such formal Haburah meals which our Lord had shared with 
His disciples, who constituted “His Haburah.”
370 I do not intend, by deliberately avoiding at this point the question 
whether or not there were matters of essential theological principle involved



lor whatever reason, there was at least this one important differ
ence between Jewish and Christian presbyters.

2. Still another important difference between Christian and 
Jewish presbyters was the fact that, in Judaism, there was no or
dination outside Palestine. In Christianity, on the other hand, 
this restriction seems to have been completely disregarded, even 
by St. Paul, who would know the rabbinic tradition thoroughly, 
and who might have been expected to revere it more than, and 
not less than, other Christians who had not been as high in 
Pharisaic ranks, or as highly trained theologically.

3. A third, and for our present purposes by far the most im
portant, difference would arise from the fact that the Jewish 
presbyteries were already in existence, and had been for so long 
a time that they were supposed to reach back to Moses or 
Joshua. The practice as to who ordained was already settled 
(whatever view we take of the dispute among the Jewish and 
other experts as to just what that ordination practice was). And 
its origin was lost in antiquity, so that no alteration in the exist
ing practice could reasonably be urged on the basis of knowledge 
as to it having been at one time different from what it was at 
that time.

But when we come to consider the earliest Christian presby
teries, we see as soon as we advert to the perfectly obvious fact, 
that they were not carrying on an age-long succession according 
to an already well established precedent, but that they were b e 
ginning right then and there under the very eyes of the earliest 
Christians. Moreover, they started from the Apostles, as every
one very well knew. In fact, the first local colleges could not 
possibly have started from other presbyters. Nor does the evi
dence give the slightest support to any possible suggestion that 
the college in one city might start colleges in other cities nearby. 
If the Apostles ordained the first presbyters in every local 
Church, as Acts 14:23 and much other evidence would lead us to 
think, as we saw in Chapter XVII, why should the next presby
ters be ordained differently? Only an explicit direction of the 
founding Apostles would be likely to lead to such a result.

Of course it is quite possible that the founding Apostles 
should have so ordered. But at this stage of our investigation 
upholders of the hypothesis of general primitive presbyterian or
dinations need very much more than possibility. And there is

in the limitation of the ministry of the Eucharist to presbyter-bishops, and 
to those of still higher rank in the Christian hierarchy, to express or imply 
any opinion either way on this important issue. In fact, I am not even 
insisting, at this point, that as an historical fact it was so restricted, even 
in exceptional cases. Both of these issues will receive rather full discussion 
in Part V of this book, at which point it is my hope to make my con
clusions clear, along with the reasons for them. It would be premature 
to fa^e either of these issues here.



nothing approaching certainty, nor even any strong probability, 
that the Apostles would have so ordered. In fact, there is at least 
one strong reason for anticipating just the opposite. That is 
that, by the very nature of the case, the whole membership of 
the local Churches would have been neophytes. Even this fact 
could not relieve the Apostles from the necessity of choosing the 
best material they could find, and ordaining them as “bishops 
and deacons.” But it would seem likely that, in view of the in
experienced, untested, and hastily trained character of these neo
phytes, already unavoidably entrusted with more responsibility 
than prudence would have made seem desirable, they would not 
have been entrusted with any further responsibility than was 
necessary under the circumstances. And certainly it was possi
ble for the Apostles to have kept the power of ordination in 
their own hands.

So the a priori argument as to what the Apostles would have 
done on this particular point is, to make a very modest claim, by 
no means decisive in favor of the mere possibility that they might 
have made their new Christian presbyteries like the Jewish pres
byteries in this respect. Moreover, in view of the fact that in 
Judaism ordination was confined to Palestine, the rival Jewish 
presbyteries in the Churches founded by St. Paul on his “three 
missionary journeys” would not have had any power to ordain. 
So even if the Apostles had been, for some reason, anxious to 
copy the Jewish presbyteries as closely as possible, the practice 
to be expected a priori would be at least very doubtful. If they 
copied the presbyters in Palestine, these had the power to or
dain, on the premise with which we began our critique.371 But 
if they copied the presbyteries in the Jewish communities in 
which these local Churches had been founded, the Jewish pres
byteries would not have ordained. Which are they the more 
likely to have copied?
557. Moreover, the actual surviving evidence, slight though it 
is, all—with the solitary exception of I Tim. 4:14— points away 
from the supposition that the Apostles gave to all these local 
presbyteries, as soon as they set them up, the power to perpetu
ate themselves by ordaining new members to their own ranks.

I have argued above, in Section 529 of Chapter XXVIII, 
for an interpretation of I Clement 44 on which St. Clement says 
explicitly that the Apostles, on account of having received fore
knowledge that there would be strife for the title of bishop, kept 
the power to ordain in their own hands, as a means of minimiz
ing if not avoiding that strife.

I have also argued in Section 174 of Chapter XII that we 
ought to interpret of Ordination and not of Penance, the injunc- 
371 See the opening paragraph of Section 556.



tion in I Tim. 5:22 to “lay hands suddenly on no man.” But even 
without this passage to make the case far more cogent, the Pas
torals—apart, of course, from I Tim. 4:14—already support 
strongly the idea that St. Timothy and St. Titus had the exclu
sive responsibility (and therefore presumably the exclusive 
power) of appointing presbyters in every place. If it would have 
sufficed to institute the presbyteries in some places, and let these 
institute presbyteries in other neighboring places, that would 
have greatly reduced the danger of having to “lay hands sud
denly” on some insufficiently trained and tested neophytes. Yet 
the injunction is given to ordain presbyters in every city.

If the presbyteries could ordain their own Bishop, or elect 
one of their own number who could succeed to the Episcopal 
Chair without the need of any further Ordination, why should 
St. Ignatius show such concern about his “widowed Church,” to 
use Bishop Gore’s expression? Moreover, why was it not neces
sary for him to include Ordination and “Confirmation” among 
the things it was unlawful to do without the Bishop’s consent? 
And why did not the Didache give directions about how to con
firm and ordain, if the local presbyteries had the power to do 
these things?

Certain it is that we find only Apostles and deutero-apostles 
actually recorded as ordaining in the New Testament and con
temporary documents—apart always, of course, from the one dis
puted passage, I Tim. 4:14. Matching this limitation, we find 
that, by the time the period of silence in the second century is 
over, it was so settled a point that only monarchical Bishops 
could ordain that St. Hippolytus,'ultra-conservative traditionalist 
though he was, explicitly teaches that, even when the college of 
(mere) presbyters seems to the eye to be joining in the act of 
ordaining, they are not really ordaining, but only “sealing.” And 
all this is confirmed by the fact that, unless I Tim. 4:14 is an ex
ception, we have not a single recorded exception in the whole of 
Church history outside of Alexandria, and that it is doubtful 
indeed that we have one there. All of this sums up to a very 
strong case.
558. Moreover, there is no necessity to see in the teaching of 
St. Hippolytus to which reference was just made any “explaining 
away” of the meaning of “the laying on of the hands of the pres
bytery,” either in I Tim. 4:14 or in The Apostolic Tradition 9:8. 
To be sure, that is one possible reading of the evidence. And it 
would be right to prefer it if I Tim. 4:14 admitted of no fair in
terpretation except that here we have full and true Ordination, 
by colleges of presbyters alone without the presence and action 
of an Apostle. But that we certainly do not have, as we shall see 
below when, after we have completed our study of preliminary



matters, we finally come to grips with the exegesis of that cru
cial passage. I shall maintain, on the contrary, when we come to 
that point in our critique, that “the presbytery” would include 
St. Paul, and that in this brief obiter dictum  we have no suffi
cient warrant for denying that the author of the Pastorals, 
whether or not he was St. Paul, may perfectly well have held 
such a view as to the respective parts of St. Paul and the rest of 
the presbytery as we find definitely and unequivocally expressed 
in A.T. 9:8 by St. Hippolytus.

Of course I make no claim to have settled this point in this 
brief paragraph. All I am trying to do at this precise juncture 
in our investigation is to make it clear that the evidence of A.T. 
9:8 is quite satisfactorily explicable on either one of two theories, 
and consequently certainly cannot be licitly claimed as evidence 
of the very thing it belligerently denies. It can be, as Dr. Eas
ton thinks it is, a minimizing and explaining away of what was 
at one time a full and complete right and power to ordain. But 
it can at least equally well be what St. Hippolytus thought it 
was—-the Apostolic tradition. Unless the exegesis of 1 Tim. 4:14, 
when we come to study it, excludes the interpretation which is 
in line with St. Hippolytus, or unless the argument from the al
leged point-for-point similarity of Christian presbyters and Jewish 
presbyters requires us to choose out of two or more reasonable ex
egeses of I Tim. 4:14, that interpretation which is in line with the 
alleged ordaining practice of contemporary Jewish presbyteries 
(and I think we have just finished seeing that that particular 
argument is at best indecisive, and might even tell in the oppo
site direction), I think we are bound by sound historical method 
to put on the ambiguous I Tim. 4:14 that one of several reason
able interpretations which will accord with the rest of our evi
dence, and especially with the quite unambiguous A.T. 9:8, and 
not one that contradicts it. The interpretation which it seems 
to me that A.T. 9:8 requires, and of which I Tim. 4:14 at least 
easily admits, is this:

That just as St. Paul allowed the whole community to ex
press by acclamation, or a show of hands, or a vote, or in some 
other way its approval or disapproval of men he was thinking of 
ordaining as “bishops and deacons,” so he likewise allowed the 
local college of bishops to express their consent to the addition of 
particular individuals to their own ranks by joining in the laying 
on of hands. This theory will explain why they did not, at least 
from the time of St. Hippolytus to this day, enjoy a similar priv
ilege in the Ordination of either their own Bishop, or even of the 
deacons of their local Church. It will also explain why this prac
tice was not followed in the East, but only in the West—because 
it was just St. Paul’s innovation, based on democratic motives,



and not a borrowing from pre-Christian Judaism. It will ex
plain why St. Hippolytus teaches what he does in A.T. 9:8 in the 
very process of trying to record faithfully the sacrosanct “Apos
tolic tradition.” And finally, it will explain why so much evi
dence can be marshalled in support of the doctrine of exclusive 
Ordination by Apostles, deutero-apostles, and monarchical Bish
ops, and not a single piece of clear unambiguous evidence in fa
vor of presbyterian ordinations, unless we find I Tim. 4:14 to be 
such a piece. We do know, from such a passage as Acts 13:1-4, 
that the laying on of hands was used in primitive Christianity, as 
it was also in pre-Christian Judaism, and in the Old Testament,372 
for other purposes than Ordination. This leaves wide open the 
possibility that St. Paul might have decided to use it as here con- 
jecturally described.

But it has been argued that what St. Hippolytus says on this 
particular point has the air of something new, of something origi
nal with him. This seems to the present writer to be a very sub
jective judgment, and one about which there can, by conse
quence, be nothing approaching certainty. Therefore it would 
be very rash to build any important conclusion upon it. I shall 
quote the words of A.T. 9:1-8 in a footnote, and then say a few 
words further on this particular objection.373

Admitting to the full that my judgment on a matter like this 
is likely to be just as subjective as the judgment of the next man, 
I shall still give it for what it is worth. It seems to me quite 
likely that St. Hippolytus is attempting to assign plausible rea
sons for the two irrefragable data that he has received from his 
Apostolic tradition. These two data are: (1) that the Bishop 
alone ordains a deacon, and (2) that the presbyters join in the 
laying on of hands when a new presbyter is to be ordained, but 
that when they do so they are not really and truly ordaining, but 
only “sealing.” The rest sounds to me like the author’s attempts

372 Compare Numbers 8 :10 , where there is surely no thought of Ordination!

373 But the deacon, when he is ordained, is chosen according to those things 
that were said above, the Bishop alone in like manner laying his hands 
upon him, as we have prescribed. When the deacon is ordained, this is 
the reason why the Bishop alone shall lay his hands upon him: he is not 
ordained to the priesthood, but to serve the Bishop and to carry out the 
Bishop’s commands. He does not take part in the council of the clergy; 
he is to attend to Iris own duties and to make known to the Bishop such 
things as are needful. He does not receive that Spirit that is possessed by 
the presbytery, in which tire presbyters share; he receives only what is 
confided in him under the Bishop’s authority.

For this cause the Bishop alone shall make a deacon. But on a presbyter, 
however, the presbyters shall lay their hands because of the common and 
like Spirit of the clergy. Yet the presbyter has only the power to receive; 
but he has no power to give. For this reason a presbyter does not ordain 
the clergy; but at the ordination of a presbyter he seals while the Bishop 
ordains. ( Apost. Trad. 9 :1 -8 ) .



to provide a rationalization374 for these two data. But these two 
data do not sound to me at all like inventions of St. Hippolytus, 
but rather like “brute facts” which he feels obliged to rational
ize, even though he does not know just how to do it. He at
tempts, not too successfully in my opinion. But the very fact 
that he has trouble providing a plausible rationalization is in 
itself a rather strong indication that he did not invent these two 
“brute facts” but inherited them from a source so authoritative 
that he felt obliged to be loyal to it, even though he has lost ac
count of the original historical reasons for them.
559. It might be asked how could such an interpretation of the 
significance of the joining in the laying on of hands by the pres
bytery as the interpretation given us by St. Hippolytus ever have 
become a part of the Apostolic tradition. It is true that we can
not say with certainty which one of several possibilities is the 
true answer. But that does not give the slightest particle of sup
port to any idea that there could not be and is not any true an
swer. Some of the rather obvious possibilities are:

1. St. Paul could have told the presbyters in the local 
Churches quite explicitly what they were doing, and what they 
were not doing, when they were allowed to join him in laying 
hands on a presbyter he was ordaining.

2. He could, without doing this, have explicitly forbid
den them to ordain without his joint action. If he did this, 
the inference we find in A.T. 9:8, whether drawn by St. Hippo
lytus himself, or by someone else many years before his boyhood, 
is fully justified, and indeed inevitable, as soon as there was time 
to reflect on the facts that (1) St. Paul could ordain without any 
assistance or cooperation from the local presbyteries, while they 
could not do so without him, even in the case of a member of 
their own college, and that (2) they had no share at all in the or
dination of an Apostle, a deutero-apostle, a monarchical Bishop, 
or even a member of the inferior Order of deacons. The early 
Church was not afraid of logic.

3. St. Paul, without having explicitly forbidden the local 
colleges of bishops to ordain without his joint action and leader
ship, could have made the same point very clear to them by a 
sharp rebuke when some college somewhere had made the mis
take of ordaining without his presence. Other presbyteries which 
had not done so would hear of this action, and draw their own 
conclusions. In this case, the same inference would be neces
sary as in the hypothetical case taken next above.

We must remember that the original institution of the local 
presbyteries by St. Paul or St. Barnabas, or by either of these,

1,71 Not in the psychological sense of this term. Perhaps I should call it the 
philosophical sense of the word.



with or without the joint action of some deutero-apostolic lieu
tenant such as St. Silvanus or St. Mark, would be fresh in the 
memories of the first generation of neophytes. And that original 
institution was, of necessity, without the joint action of the local 
presbytery, since the latter was not yet in existence. Moreover, 
the same process must have been continuing throughout the first 
century, and in all probability the second century also, as new 
local Churches were being founded continually. The Christians 
of those two centuries would also have known for sure what we 
have to try to discover, with varying degrees of probability, by 
complicated and difficult historical studies, whether or not the 
power to ordain was limited to monarchical Bishops after these 
became numerous and the deutero-apostolate died out; also 
whether or not the colleges of presbyters at one time joined in 
the laying on of hands for their own Bishop, and for deacons in 
their local Church, or only on fellow-presbyters. Thus they 
could make the inference described above with security, whereas 
we cannot.
560. I imagine that upholders of the hypothesis of primitive 
presbyterian ordinations would hold that at first the colleges of 
presbyter-bishops did, or at least had a joint share in, all of the 
ordaining; nor do I see how they could very well hold otherwise, 
on their own premises. I think I ought to point out, therefore, 
at this juncture that if we agree to work on that hypothetical 
premise, we would have to hold either (1) that St. Timothy had 
only one Ordination, or else (2) that, if he had more than one, it 
could still be his Ordination to the deutero-apostolate to which 
reference is being made in I Tim. 4:14. But on that premise 
there would be no sound reason for refusing to use 77 Tim. 1:6 
to help us in our interpretation of 7 Tim 4:14. And if we can 
legitimately do so, that fact would greatly strengthen the case 
for the interpretation of I Tim. 4:14 which I maintain to be the 
most probable, taking into account the ivhole of the evidence, 
without making any use of II Tim. 1:6 as referring to the same 
event, the same Ordination.

I have not dared so to use it, because I cannot believe that 
the local colleges of presbyters ever had the same share in the 
Ordination of their own Bishop, or of their own local deacons, 
which they certainly had in the West in the Ordination of a fel
low-presbyter to membership in their own college. Conse
quently, I think that 7 Tim. 4:14 must refer to St. Timothy’s ap
pointment to the college of presbyter-bishops, on the occasion re
ferred to in Acts 14:23. In that case, 77 Tim. 1:6 would refer to 
his subsequent Ordination to the deutero-apostolate on the occa
sion described in Acts 16:1-4, which be it noted is earlier than 
the writing of 7 Thess. 2:6. Thus these two passages would refer



to two different events, two different Ordinations; so that II  Tim. 
1:6 could have only an indirect bearing on the exegesis of I Tim. 
4:14.

We thus get the somewhat paradoxical result that the up
holders of the hypothesis of general primitive presbyterian ordi
nation are forced by the terms of their own very doubtful thesis 
to present to their opponents an added and very weighty argu
ment ad hominem  against their presbyterian interpretation of 
the solitary passage without which it is hardly too much to 
say that their case would collapse completely. Nor is this the 
first time in this book that we have found such a strange result. 
Such a result could not arise, I think, if the presbyterian thesis 
were true.
561. As to the use made of the allegedly presbyterian con
stitution of the Alexandrian Church down to c. 225-250 a .d., 
I have studied the actual evidence in Chapter XXV, and sum
marized our results both there and in the first Section (Sec. 549) 
of the present chapter. If those results are sound, it will follow 
that the evidence concerning alleged presbyterian ordination 
at Alexandria is not sufficiently strong to be claimed as part of 
a positive case for primitive presbyterian ordination generally. 
For one thing, it would be perfectly possible that the local 
Church of Alexandria, or even of Egypt as a whole, had an 
abnormal and unique constitution, which ultimately gave way 
to the same constitution universally prevailing elsewhere. For 
another thing, we have concluded that the evidence of St. 
Jerome, when studied carefully, admits at least as easily—and 
the present writer thinks more easily—of an interpretation that 
is quite consistent with the prevalence in Egypt of the same 
system of exclusively Episcopal Ordination that we find every
where else at c. 200 a .d. as of either of the interpretations that 
require us to find there a very different polity.

So stated, the burden of proof rests very heavily on those 
who would interpret the evidence as attesting the unusual rather 
than the usual, even if the interpretation I have adopted were 
only equi-probable with one of the other two, and not more 
probable, as I believe. We must remember that there is a con
siderable body of other evidence concerning the polity of the 
Egyptian and Alexandrian Churches which comes to us from 
writers nearer to the place in question both in space and in 
time. That gives us very strong reasons to prefer the interpreta
tion I have adopted.

So we come to this conclusion as to the Alexandrian evidence. 
It is strong enough to serve as confirmatory evidence if we can 
find sufficient other evidence to establish, as more probable than 
the contradictory proposition, the thesis of general primitive



presbyterian ordination. If, on the contrary, the balance of 
probability on the other evidence is found to be unfavorable 
to the hypothesis of general primitive presbyterian ordination, 
there is nothing in the Alexandrian evidence to supplement such 
inadequacy in the total case for the presbyterian hypothesis.
562. Last of all our preliminary questions, let us ask, “Can 
we get support for a presbyterian interpretation of I  Tim. 4:14 
from the argument that there was a period between (1 ) the 
death of the last surviving Apostles and deutero-apostles and 
(2) the time by which the monarchical Episcopate was suffi
ciently widespread to make plausible the theory that the Bish
ops and they alone did all the ordaining, during which inter
vening period (3) the only ones who could possibly have done 
the ordaining—or at least some of it—were the colleges of local 
presbyter-bishops?”

I think that our studies in Part III of this book have already 
supplied us with a decisively negative answer to th is  q u e s tio n .  
We saw very strong evidence in Chapter XVIII to show th a t  
the deutero-apostolate certainly lasted in considerable n u m b e rs  
down to at least the year 1 0 0  a .d ., and in all probability to  
and at least a bit beyond the date of the Didache, which m u s t  
be considerably later.

On the other hand, we saw in Chapters XX-XXIII at least 
equally strong evidence to show that before the year 100 a .d. 
the monarchical Episcopate was established at least at Rome 
in the West, and at Jerusalem, Antioch, and a number of centers 
in Asia Minor in the East, and that it was of direct Apostolic 
institution in all of these places. There is no sufficient evidence 
to cause us to doubt the assertion of St. Ignatius that by the 
time he wrote his seven letters which are still extant (c. 115 
a.d. ) the monarchical Episcopate was established “to the farthest 
corners of the world.”

The lack of evidence for many places is certainly no reason, 
as it would prove too much. The same argument could be made 
to prove the same negative conclusion for a date so late that it 
simply cannot be even slightly probable. Nor does the evidence 
for local Churches like Corinth ( certainly) c. 95 a .d. and Philippi 
(not quite so certainly) for c. 115 a .d. provide any valid objec
tion, either; unless, of course, we put on St. Ignatius’ words “to 
the farthest corners of the world” an interpretation so strict as 
to conflict with his calling himself “the Bishop of Syria.” The 
Didache cannot be taken as attesting local Churches with only 
“bishops and deacons” as late as its actual date. For the termi
nology it uses was almost certainly obsolete by that date. And 
its pretense of having been written by “the Twelve Apostles” 
forced it to speak in terms of what the author or editor con



ceived the Apostolic age to have been like, and not at all what 
the Church was like in his day.

On the other hand, this assertion of St. Ignatius is supported 
by a great body of good, if somewhat later, evidence. Thus 
instead of being separated by a gap of some years, the deutero- 
apostolate and the monarchical Episcopate firmly established in 
all parts of the Church overlapped each other by many years.

These two major points were argued in Part III on the pre
cise documentary evidence and its implications, quite apart 
from the general theory which is accepted in this book as to 
just how  the monarchical Episcopate originated elsewhere. But 
if the theory we have concluded to be right be accepted, or 
even if it be deemed only more probable on the extant evidence, 
accurately weighed, than the theory of “elevation out of the 
presbyterate,” then there will be a direct and logical connec
tion, and in a sense even a direct causal connection between 
the origin and spread of the monarchical Episcopate and the 
gradual passing away of the deutero-apostolate. In that case 
it becomes completely impossible to urge the argument we are 
at present criticising, which is based on there having been a 
considerable temporal gap between the dying out of the deutero- 
apostolate and the coming into existence of the monarchical 
Episcopate on any considerable scale. But even without this 
added weakness, the objection we have just been criticising 
breaks down hopelessly.

Division IV

563. With all of these preliminaries out of the way, we are 
at last ready to come to grips with the crucial passage, I Tim. 
4:14. Our studies so far in this chapter have, I think, made it 
clear that if there is any “positive” case at all for general primi
tive presbyterian ordination, it will have to be made out of this 
passage. The rest of the case, as summarized in Division II of 
this chapter,375 has for the most part broken down completely. 
And the only two points that have not broken down completely 
—the arguments based on the alleged copying of the Jewish 
ordination practice, and on the alleged presbyterian constitu
tion of the Egyptian Church—have been found at least so com
pletely indecisive that they can provide no more than confirma
tion to a positive case, if from other evidence it is possible to 
make out a positive case of sufficient weight to deserve serious 
consideration over against the really very weighty positive case 
that can be and has been made out for the theory of exclusive 
Ordination from the beginning by Apostles, deutero-apostles,
375 Sections 551-554.



or monarchical Bishops. Can we get a positive case of such 
strength in favor of general primitive presbyterian ordination 
out of I Tim. 4:14? Let us see without further delay.
564. I think we could not get such a case from this passage, 
even if it were as clear and unambiguous as II Tim. 1:6; even, 
that is, if it said “through (d ia )the laying on of hands of the 
presbytery.” There are several reasons why, even if it so read, 
it would be insufficiently decisive. Let us list them briefly:

1. The word “presbyter” and the word “presbytery” do not 
have, in the pre-Ignatian usage,370 the meaning claimed for them 
by Lightfoot, and also by Dr. Easton and Fr. Hassinger in the 
opposing case as summarized in Division II of this chapter. On 
the contrary, as we saw in Chapter XIX, these terms are generic, 
rather than specific. They mean something like our modern 
generic terms “clergyman” or “minister” (for “presbyter”) and 
“bench of clergy” or “the whole body of ministers” for “pres
bytery.” There is, of course, as we saw there, reasonable doubt 
as to whether or not the term is quite as unrestricted as this 
would suggest. It is quite possible that the term “higher” would 
have to be added before all of these words, so as to leave out 
the deacons. But that has no important bearing on our present 
point of investigation. Thus St. Paul would not in any way 
whatsoever be excluded by the use of the words “the presby
tery.” This seems too obvious to need saying, if these Epistles 
are genuinely Pauline. But even if they are pseudonymous, as 
most modern critics very confidently affirm, and as the present 
writer is inclined to agree, though not at all confidently, the term 
as here used would still include St. Paul; or at least it would 
not at all exclude him.
565. 2. Now when we take this result along with the evi
dence we have considered in the earlier part of this chapter, we 
get this dilemma. Shall we interpret the laying on of the hands 
of the rest of the presbyters on this occasion (the rest, that is, 
besides St. Paul, and possibly or probably St. Barnabas) as 
having the same meaning we have found unambiguously as
signed to the same act or ceremony in A. T. 9:8, or shall we 
interpret it as having the same meaning which Dr. Easton taught 
us it would have had had there been in question the ordination 
of a Jewish presbyter rather than a Christian?

It seems to me that we ought to prefer the former alternative 
for the following reasons:

a. We are certain that the view attested in A. T. 9:8 is

370 By “pre-Ignatian usage” I do not mean necessarily before the date of 
115 a .d ., but before a particular place, represented by a particular docu
ment, had reached the same stage of development, both as to substance 
and as to nomenclature or terminology, which we find in the genuine 
Ignatian Epistles.



authentically Christian, while there is very reasonable doubt 
as to whether or not Christianity copied pre-Christian Jewish 
practice on this precise point, even for any period of time, how
ever brief.

b. Even if we were sure that it had been copied at first, we 
would still be unable to alfirm with confidence that it was in
tended to have the same identical meaning which Dr. Easton 
ascribes to it in Jewish ordinations. It would be quite possible 
that St. Paul might have taught his neophytes from the very first 
time he asked their presbyters to join him in laying hands on ad
ditions to their own college that they were only setting the seal 
of their approval on the ordinand when they did so, and were 
not really ordaining him. It would not be the first time that 
Christianity took over something in the external sphere from 
Judaism while changing its signification.

c. If we interpret the passage in the light of A.T. 9:8 we 
make it completely harmonious with all the rest of the evidence. 
If, on the contrary, we interpret it as meaining that the other 
members of that particular local presbytery were then and there 
ordaining in the same full sense as St. Paul, we put it in hopeless 
conflict with the rest of the evidence, except the two pieces of 
evidence which we have agreed above are capable of being used 
as confirmatory evidence for the presbyterian hypothesis. I hold it 
to be a fundamental canon of sound historical criticism that we 
ought never gratuitously to set our evidence at war within itself.

d. If we take the interpretation that squares with A.T. 9:8, 
we avoid completely the very difficult problem which we studied 
with considerable care in Division II of Chapter XXVIII. That 
was how can we get across the (in my opinion) impassable gulf 
that would have separated a system of general primitive presby
terian ordination (if it were really historical) from the system 
that certainly prevailed from the decade when St. Hippolytus 
was a boy in his ’teens, and almost certainly from a considerably 
earlier date. We found two insoluble problems wrapped up 
in the task of crossing that gulf. One was how to account for 
the coming in of an additional ordination for the monarchical 
Bishops. The other was how to explain the shift in the ministers 
of this extra ordination from the local presbytery to outside 
Bishops. Any interpretation, if reasonable and fair in itself, 
which enables us to avoid that insoluble problem seems to me 
to be entitled to our strong preference.
566. 3. If we admit that the local college of presbyters joined
in the laying on of hands only when a presbyter-bishop was be
ing ordained, but never in the case of a deacon or a deutero- 
apostle, we introduce a serious qualification into the theory of 
general primitive presbyterian ordination, and one that would



r
probably compromise the theory fatally. Yet if we insist on 
holding the presbyterian theory in its uncompromising form, we 
at once lose, as pointed out above toward the end of Section 560, 
the main reason why we ought, in the opinion of the present 
writer, to hesitate to use II  Tim. 1:6 to influence directly the in
terpretation of I Tim. 4:14. But the minute we bring in the for
mer passage to help us interpret the latter, we secure what I  
Tim. 4:14 does not in itself at all supply—encouragement to read 
any difference at all into the sense in which St. Paul had or
dained St. Timothy, and the sense in which the rest of the “pres
bytery” on that occasion had ordained him. Without II Tim. 1:6, 
I Tim. 4:14 does not in my opinion exclude such a distinction, 
for reasons to be given shortly. But at least it does not give any 
support to such a distinction. With II  Tim. 1:6 we get very 
strong encouragement and support. For it would follow that the 
same gift which the author on one occasion described as the re
sult of the laying on of the hands of “the presbytery” he (the 
same author) felt quite able on another occasion to ascribe to 
the laying on of the hands of St. Paul alone, with no mention of 
any other presbyters. That fact supports very strongly an in
terpretation of I Tim. 4:14 along the lines of A.T. 9:8.

I think, then, that we have seen adequate reasons to justify 
my contention at the beginning of Section 564 that, even if I 
Tim. 4:14 were as clear and unambiguous as II Tim. 1:6, we 
would still be unable to find in it decisive reasons for assigning 
to the former passage a meaning involving real ordination by 
mere presbyters.
567. But in reality, the passage does not have the clear and un
ambiguous phrasing which we find in II Tim. 1:6. The word 
used is not dia but meta-with-the-genitive. Now of course I do 
not wish to be understood as denying that meta-with-the-geni- 
tive can express instrumentality in the same sense as dia-with- 
the-genitive in II  Tim. 1:6. But that meaning for meta-with- 
the-genitive is by no means common. In fact, in one of the 
large Greek lexicons I have consulted, it is not even given at all. 
Thus at least it cannot be argued that such instrumentality is the 
only possible meaning, nor the only legitimate one. Accom
panying circumstance is, in fact, a far more common meaning; 
and that is the meaning which is assigned to meta-with-the-geni- 
tive in I  Tim. 4:14 by the lexicon mentioned just above.

Of course, I do not quote the findings of this one lexicon as 
being in any way decisive. But at least the meaning of “accom
panying circumstance” is equally possible with “sacramental in
strumentality.” In my opinion it is, on purely linguistic grounds, 
a more probable meaning than instrumentality. Certainly the 
author of the Pastorals, whoever he was, was not unable to ex-



press himself unambiguously when he wanted to do so, as II 
Tim. 1:6 shows. I cannot help suspecting that he chose a dif
ferent word in I Tim. 4:14 because he wanted to express a more 
complicated, and for that reason a more ambiguous, thought.
I shall recur to this point in a moment.
568. It is not possible to dispose of this point completely by 
calling attention to the fact that the author has already used dia 
just a few words earlier in the same context, and that this fact 
both explains why, for purely stylistic reasons, he did not use the 
same word again so soon, and also supplies the sense of dia-with- 
the-genitive for his purely stylistic variant of meto-with-the-geni- 
tive. For the whole phase is “the gift that was given thee dia 
propheteias meta epitheseos ton cheiron ton presbuteriou.” Now 
it is clear that here the word dia does not mean, when thus im
mediately followed by the genitive of “prophecy,” the same kind 
of instrumentality which it has in II Tim. 1:6. I do not see how 
there can be any reasonable doubt that this allusion is to be in
terpreted in the light of I Tim. 1:18, coupled with such other 
passages outside the Pastorals as Acts 13:2. Now I Tim. 1:18 
says, “This charge I commit unto thee, my child Timothy, ac
cording to the prophecies which led the way to thee377 etc.” And 
Acts 13:2 says, “And as they ministered unto the Lord, and 
fasted, the Holy Spirit said, Separate me Barnabas and Saul for 
the work whereunto I have called them.” Clearly the prophecy 
mentioned in I Tim. 4:14 was only the occasion, and not the in
strumentality, of St. Timothy’s reception of the gift that was in 
him. It picked him out to be ordained. But it was his Ordina
tion through which he actually received the gift there men
tioned.

I am inclined to think, therefore, that what this passage was 
intended to mean was this: “. . . the gift that you received 
through the laying on of my hands on that never to be forgotten 
occasion when those prophets, speaking in the. Spirit, said, ‘Sep
arate unto me Timothy for the work whereunto I have called 
him’ and the prebyters all gathered around and gave their seal 
of approval to your Ordination by joining in the laying on of 
hands on you.” It was no part of the author’s purpose to inform 
St. Timothy what happened on that occasion. If St. Paul was the 
real author, he would know that St. Timothy would already be as 
fully aware of the precise details as St. Paul himself. If the au
thor is not really St. Paul, then neither is St. Timothy really being 
seriously addressed, and so once more there would be no real 
purpose of stating the historical details, even in summary. This 
passage does seem to me to be one of many in the Pastorals of

377 Italics mine, of course.



which we can give a more satisfactory exegesis if we suppose the 
real St. Paul and the real St. Timothy to be involved rather than 
a pseudo-Paul and a stage-front Timothy. But, however we 
solve that particular question,-'*78 I think the best exegesis can be 
gained by supposing that the allusion to these details is purely 
and simply for the purpose of recalling to mind a memorable 
occasion, and not to describe it. Moreover, I think that anyone 
who will assume as a priori possible—no more than that—the in
terpretation I have suggested above will see that, no matter how 
hard he tries, he cannot find words with which to express clearly 
and accurately all the distinctions I have supposed to be intended 
without going into excessive detail, and without a clumsy (and, 
for the purposes of the author of the Pastorals, quite unneces
sary) digression in which the main thought and purpose of the 
sentence would have gotten lost.

569. I want to say as clearly as the English language allows 
that, if we are justified in “reading into” this passage a distinction 
between the part St. Paul is conceived as playing in St. Timo
thy’s Ordination and the part played by the rest of the presby
ters who joined in the laying on of hands, it is not on the basis of 
anything in the passage which gives any material support to that 
interpretation. The slight linguistic ambiguity involved in using 
meta-with-the-genitive rather than the more natural and common 
dia, and in using dia at an earlier point in a context where it can 
hardly have the full instrumental meaning—this slight linguistic 
ambiguity, I say, could not by itself do more than make easier 
the interpretation I favor. It could not, by itself, turn the scales 
in favor of that interpretation, if this passage stood entirely 
alone, and we had to decide the whole question of who ordained 
in the primitive Church entirely on the evidence provided by 
this one passage. On such a hypothesis, it would certainly be 
arbitrary and capricious and unsound to read into this passage 
such a distinction as I have adopted.

But the crucial point is that the passage does not stand alone, 
but that it is a part of a considerable body of evidence. There 
is, as we have seen in Chapters XXVI-XXVIII and elsewhere in 
this book, a very great deal outside of this passage, in the rest of 
the evidence,379 to justify the distinction I hold must be read 
into this passage; and there is at least nothing in this passage to 
forbid it. Consequently, I think that it is sound historical method 
to read I Tim. 4:14 in the light of the whole of the evidence, and 
to find attested here the same practice which the rest of the evi-

378 And we must not forget the possibility that we have here a genuine 
fragment, even if the Epistle as a whole is pseudonymous.

370 Including, as we have insisted, some within the Pastorals themselves!



derice seems strongly to favor as historical, even though it is not 
so strong as to prove it beyond the possibility of dispute.

The fact that the author of the Pastorals has chosen less 
pointed language here than he used in II Tim. 1:6, and has used 
dia in such a way as to make its force also less decisive, suggests 
to me that he may have deliberately used a word capable of ex
pressing attendant circumstances as well as (probably) instru
mentality because the idea he wanted to express, and by a mere 
allusive obiter dictum, was a composite idea which included an
tecedent motivation, and also accompanying circumstances, as 
well as real instrumentality. Such would have been his actual 
mind, of course, if he had held the same view concerning the re
spective parts of St. Paul and of the rest of the presbyters as 
was certainly held later by St. Hippolytus. At least the language 
he has actually used here makes it much easier to interpret him 
as I have suggested than if he had used dia-with-the-accusative 
of “prophecy” or some other expression meaning “because proph
ets said to ordain you,” followed immediately by dia-with-the- 
genitive of epitheseos.

To the present writer, then, it would seem considerable of an 
under-statement to say that I Tim. 4:14 easily admits of an in
terpretation in harmony with the great body of the evidence, 
even though it does not favor that interpretation, and if it stood 
alone ought to be interpreted the way our presbyterian friends 
interpret it. And that is all we need to justify our main thesis in 
Part IV of this book, even on the premise on which we have con
sented to work so far—that in pre-Christian Judaism all ordain
ing was done by self-perpetuating colleges of presbyters, or
daining not as so many individuals, but as colleges. It is, let me 
emphasize, entirely on that premise that our whole discussion 
up to this point has been carried on. By so doing, as we shall 
see in the remainder of this chapter, we have given to propo
nents of the presbyterian hypothesis an unfair and undeserved 
advantage, which has not sufficed, nevertheless, to allow them 
even to approach a plausible case.

D ivision V

570. But in actual fact, it is really quite doubtful whether the 
ordination practice in the Judaism contemporary with primitive 
Christianity was as Dr. Easton thought. Very few of the experts 
say anything of the sort. For many years the present writer ac
cepted Dr. Easton’s teaching on this subject without checking 
it, because I felt secure in supposing that he would not base an 
important premise in such a controversial argument on anything 
less than conclusive evidence. But when I began writing the



present book some five years ago, I of course undertook to check 
the actual Jewish evidence on everything possible. I found to 
my surprise that none of the writers I was using say that ordina
tion of presbyters in Judaism before the fall of Jerusalem was 
performed by the colleges of presbyters, acting as colleges, and 
not as individuals. And most of them tell a very different story.

That story is that, before the Bar Kochbah war (133 a .d. ) or
dination was done by individual scholars on their own promis
ing pupils. After that war it was for a time allowed to the 
Prince (Nasi) of the Beth Din to ordain, with or without the 
consent of that body. If the Beth Din ordained without the 
consent of the Nasi, that ordination was treated as null and void, 
but not if the Nasi ordained without the approval of the Beth 
Din. Later still, the consent of both was required for validity, 
so that if either acted alone without the approval of the other 
such an ordination would be considered null and void. But 
there was no mention in any of these writers of a period when 
the colleges of presbyters ordained as colleges.
571. When I asked Dr. Easton for the evidence to support his 
opinion on this point, I found that he was able to give only two 
passages in Jewish sources, plus I Tim. 4:14 taken in connection 
with the theory that, since ordination by colleges of presbyters 
was well established in primitive Christianity, it must have been 
the Jewish practice also, and must have been borrowed from that 
source. But my studies had by that time reached the stage pre
sented so far in the present chapter. I was, as a result, quite 
convinced that, for the reasons carefully expounded in this chap
ter, it was by no means certain, or even probable, that the primi
tive Christian practice was for colleges of presbyters to ordain, 
except in the very different sense of the word involved in the 
practice attested in A.T. 9:8. I was already convinced, for the 
reasons developed in this chapter, that 1 Tim. 4:14 ought to be 
interpreted in the light of, and in line with, A.T. 9:8. For it was 
clear what the A.T. taught, and it was certain that from that time 
onward that same interpretation was put on this practice, while 
it was only a plausible but really quite uncertain hypothesis that 
Christian presbyters must have been modeled on Jewish presby
ters on all points, and consequently that the most primitive 
Christian ordination practice must have been the same as the 
Jewish. And only on that hypothesis was it certain, or more than 
another very doubtful hypothesis, that there had been a change in 
interpretation between I Tim. 4:14 and A.T. 9:8.

But now when I found myself asked to carry the chain of 
doubtful hypotheses one link farther, and to deduce the contem
porary Jewish practice in part from the evidence of I Tim. 4:14, 
I could only become highly skeptical. It sounded too much like



arguing in a circle; and I remembered from my course in Logic 
that to argue in a circle is one of the most serious of fallacies. 
For we had already used our supposed knowledge of the contem
porary Jewish practice, coupled with the unproved hypothesis 
that on this point, as admittedly on many others, primitive Chris
tianity had borrowed from Judaism, to try to fix for I Tim. 4:14 
the very interpretation—quite doubtful, I had concluded, on the 
whole of the evidence—which I was now asked to use to help 
prove that the Jewish practice was as I Tim. 4:14, on that inter
pretation, plus the doubtful hypothesis of borrowing at this 
point, would lead us to conclude.

572. I therefore decided to consult the famous Dr. Louis Ginz- 
berg, a Jewish specialist who had been most kind to me, and 
most helpful, and generous in giving of his time and knowledge, 
when I was trying to clear up the problems of the Jewish back
ground in connection with my book, The Early Eucharist. He 
had at that time made on me an impression of being a most 
learned and judicious scholar, and I knew that this estimate of 
him was in agreement with the general one. He had, moreover, 
been so kind as to be of further assistance to me when I was 
studying the question of the Jewish background of the teaching 
of Christ on divorce. Once again I found him most kind and 
courteous, and most helpful. But—far more important still—I 
found that he was completely convinced that the main passage in 
the Jewish sources on which Dr. Easton was inclined to rely to 
substantiate his opinion as to ordination by the colleges of pres
byters has no reference at all to ordination, but to the filling 
of a vacancy on the Sanhedrin from among the ranks of those 
already ordained. I shall give a translation of the crucial pas
sage, Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin iv. 4 in a footnote, and then 
study the interpretation of it.380 I use Schurer’s translation.

380 “In front of them sat three rows of learned disciples; each of them had 
his own special place. Should it be necessary to promote one of them to 
the office of judge, one of those in the foremost row was selected. His 
place was then supplied by one from the second row, while one from the 
third row was in turn advanced to the second. This being done, someone 
was then chosen from the congregation to supply the vacancy thus created 
in the third row. But the person so appointed did not step directly into 
the place occupied by the one last promoted from the third row, but into 
the place that beseemed one who was only newly admitted.” (Tractate 
Sanhedrin, iv. 4.)

As said in the main text, the above is Schurer’s translation. In view of 
the importance of the passage, I add here the translation given by Dr. 
Easton in his article in The Anglican Theological Review entitled Jewish 
and Early Christian Ordination. Dr. Easton does not make it clear whether 
he has made his own translation, or if not then whose translation he gives. 
He also gives the Hebrew text, and tells us that it is Strack’s, but that 
there are no significant variants. I presume, however, that this refers to 
the Hebrew text, and not to the translation he gives. As he criticises 
Danby’s translation, it is clearly not this scholar’s translation; nor does it



573. Dr. Easton, as will be seen by comparing his translation 
with that of Schurer and Danby, has translated “ordain” the word 
translated by Schurer “promote one of them to the office of 
judge” and by Danby “appoint.” He argues in the article to 
which I have referred in the footnote that the word he has trans
lated “ordain” is the technical term in the Old Testament for the 
imposition of hands, where it is used 48 times, and nearly al
ways implies consecration; and that it is distinguished very care
fully from the verb which he has translated “chose” near the end 
of his quotation. He thinks that the distinction between these 
two verbs deserves greater emphasis than is given it by Danby, 
who (he complains) renders the first verb by “appoint.” He says, 
“In particular samakh (the Hebrew verb in the passage which 
he translates “ordain”) is the verb used of the formal ordina
tion of Joshua as Moses’ successor,381 and here undoubtedly we 
have what was made the justification of the practice. Just as 
Joshua was consecrated to take the place of Moses, so the new 
elder-elect was consecrated to take the place of the one who had 
preceded him.”

574. I can see from this argument, and the translation which 
depends upon it, that there could be no doubt, on Dr. Easton’s 
premises, that ordination was in question in this passage. But 
even if these premises were entirely indisputable, it is not by 
any means clear who would do the ordaining. On Dr. Easton’s 
translation we get, “If necessity arose to ordain, they (italics 
mine) ordained from the first row.” It is by no means clear who 
“they” would be. It is very easy, consequently, to read the pas
sage as meaning that the college of presbyters would ordain, 
acting as a college. But I am unable to see anything in this pas
sage which requires such an interpretation. Moreover, if it has 
in mind the Great Sanhedrin in Jerusalem, we either have to put 
an arbitrary limitation on “they” by making it mean not “all the 
members” but rather “all the ordained presbyters on the Great 
Sanhedrin” or else we would have some who were not them
selves ordained presbyters joining in the ordination—namely, 
those called the “chief priests” in the New Testament.

575. There is only one other passage, as far as I know, which 
anyone might cite in an effort to support the thesis of ordina-

agree therewith. Dr. Easton’s translation is as follows:
“Before them sat three rows of disciples, each knowing his own place. Ii 

necessity arose to ordain, they ordained from the first row. One from tire 
second row came then into the first and one out of the third row came 
into the second, and they chose one more of the congregation and set him 
in the third row.” (From  the A. T. R. for March, 1923, page 314.)
381 Num. 27 :18 , 23 and Deut. 34 :9 . These passages are quoted above in 
Chapter XII of this book.



tion in Judaism by colleges of presbyters. It is Sanhedrin i. 1 in 
the Tosephta.382 This passage reads, “The Sem ikah  is to be de
cided by three, and the laying on of the presbyters’ hands by 
three; but Rabbi Jehuda holds that it is by five.” If this passage 
refers to ordination, as Dr. Easton thinks,383 and as it certainly 
seems to do at first sight, it would be too late to provide any sort 
of precedent for I Tim. 4:14. For practically all the experts 
seem to agree that this practice, if it existed at all, is later than 
the Bar Kochbah war, and that down to that time the practice 
of single scholars ordaining their own pupils was generally es
tablished.

Dr. Ginzberg mentioned the case of Rabbi Johanan b e n  

Zakkai who ordained one or more of his own pupils. He died 
about ten years after the fall of Jerusalem in TO a .d . And ju st  

after the crucial date of 133 a .d . we have the famous and h e r o ic  

story of the martyr Rabbi Judah ben Baba who ordained th r e e  

of his own pupils, in the face of Roman legal prohibitions, thus 
keeping the succession from dying out, but paying the price o f  

his life for his heroism. As his main purpose was to keep intact 
the unbroken succession of ordinations supposed to reach back 
to Joshua and Moses, it seems clear that either there was no such 
practice as ordination by colleges of presbyters, acting as col
leges, or else that if by any chance this was the common prac
tice, at least it was not deemed necessary for a whole college, or  

more than a single one, to ordain. For if ordination by single 
scholars had been held to be invalid, that heroic Rabbi would 
have sacrificed his life in vain. And it is most unlikely that he 
would have sacrificed it on the mere chance, unsupported b y  

any received opinion, that such a single-handed ordination might 
be valid.

Moreover, it is not at all likely that three (the number held 
by most of the authorities to be required in the case under dis
cussion) or even five (the number required by Rabbi Jehuda) 
would constitute the whole college, or even what we might call 
a minimum quorum of a college.

Dr. Easton himself seems to agree that this passage has no 
bearing on the Jewish practice in the time from which the early 
Christians must have copied, if on this point they copied at all. 
For he cites it only at a later point in his argument, and in a 
different connection.

Thus this passage will not suffice to attest the disputed prac
tice, even if it really refers to ordination. However, I must con
fess that, despite the fact that at first sight it certainly seems to

3sa Not, be it noted, the Mishnah, from which we quoted the passage 
Sanhedrin iv. 4 in the footnote above.
383 See page 316 of the same article used above in this chapter several times.



do so, as I have frankly said above, I have very serious doubts as 
to whether the passage does really, after all, refer to ordination. 
Its place in the Tosephta makes it seem likely that this passage 
is the Tosephta’s treatment of the Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin
i. 3. Now in this latter passage we read, “The laying on of the 
presbyters’ hands and the breaking of the heifer’s neck are to be 
determined by three, according to Rabbi Shimeon; but Rabbi 
Jehuda says five.” It is hard to doubt that these two passages 
are parallel. But the Mishnah passage clearly refers to the lay
ing on of the presbyters’ hands in the offering of a sacrifice, and 
not in an ordination.

I am not enough of a student of rabbinics to attempt to 
straighten out this difficulty. But at least it seems clear that 
there is one here, and that the passage cannot refer to ordina
tion. Moreover, there was, not very long after 133 a .d ., a prac
tice whereby the Patriarch (or Prince, or Nasi) could validly or
dain without the consent (does this mean cooperation?) of the 
Beth Din, but that the latter could not ordain without the con
sent of the Patriarch. Then, later, it was required that the con
sent of both be had. And there were other variants on this main 
theme. All of this hardly fits in with the interpretation which sees 
ordination as referred to in Sanhedrin i. 1 of the Tosephta, un
less that passage is even later than 133 a .d ., or unless “decided’ 
means something different from carrying out the ordination 
thereby decided upon. But the former condition is not concor
dant with the dates of the Rabbis quoted. And if it is from a 
later date, or if the word “decided” does mean something differ
ent from “carry out the decision by ordaining,” then in either 
of these cases the passage can have no bearing on the issue we 
are now studying. That is, of course, what the Jewish ordina
tion practice was at a date early enough to have been the source 
of the Christian practice via the route of copying or borrowing.
576. It seems, then, that the only passage which Dr. Easton 
can seriously allege as attesting ordination by colleges of pres
byters, acting as colleges, is the passage from the Mishnah trac
tate Sanhedrin iv. 4. And that passage we have found to be 
quite indecisive in its alleged attestation of this practice, even 
if we accept without question Dr. Easton’s contention that the 
word translated differently by others must be taken as the He
brew verb samakh, and translated “ordain.”

But Dr. Ginzberg assured me, in the three long and most en
lightening conferences he has so generously granted to me, that 
it is his firm conviction that the word which Dr. Easton trans
lates “ordain” and identifies with the verb samakh, meaning to 
“lay on hands” either in ordination or in some other connection, 
is in reality, despite the fact that to the tyro in Plebrew like my



self it does indeed look like samakh, from a different and less 
usual, but superficially similar Hebrew root, and does not mean 
“to lay on hands” but rather “to fill a vacancy.” He says that 
the same word would be used of filling a vacancy in a picket 
fence, as well as of filling a vacancy on the Sanhedrin. He al
lows me to refer to his Commentary on the Palestinian Talmud, 
Volume III, page 178. He has very kindly agreed to have made 
for me an English translation of this passage, or of the relevant 
portion of it, and to allow me to quote it in such part as I wish in 
this book.384 In this passage he discusses the subject in general, 
and Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin iv. 4 in particular, though not 
in nearly as much detail as we did in our conferences.

Dr. Ginzberg thinks that this famous passage has been quite 
misunderstood, as a result of taking the word resembling samakh 
as meaning “to ordain.” He holds that all of the “disciples of 
the sages”381 * 383 * * would be already ordained. There would be, he 
says, thirty “disciples of the sages” in the three rows mentioned 
in this celebrated passage, ten in every row, and ranking in a 
definite order of seniority. When there was a vacancy on the 
Great Sanhedrin, the “disciple of the sages” who ranked as Num
ber One in seniority would be appointed or elected to fill the va
cancy. Every one of the top thirty “disciples of the sages”—those 
occupying the three rows mentioned—would be advanced in sen
iority by one number, and a new “disciple of the sages”386 would 
be chosen from among a larger number of already ordained pres
byters who aspired to ultimate membership on the Sanhedrin, 
but among which number there would as yet be no definite rank
ing as to seniority, to take the place vacated in the last of the 
three rows by the old Number Thirty as he advanced to become 
Number Twenty-nine as a result of the all-around promotion. In 
the same way, the old Number Eleven would advance to become 
Number Ten, and would move forward from the second row into 
the first row. Similarly, the old Number Twenty-one would ad
vance to become Number Twenty, and would move forward from 
the third row into the second.

In other words, there would be a great many more ordained 
presbyters in Jerusalem than were needed for the Great Sanhe
drin, limited to a definite size, even though a rather large size. 
In fact, there would be even more than that required number 
plus the extra thirty who occupied the three rows mentioned in 
Sanhedrin iv. 4 and who, as a result, had acquired definite posi

381 See Appended Note XI.
385 That is what Danby calls those who are called “learned disciples” in
Schurer’s translation given above in a footnote, and just “disciples” in Dr.
Easton’s translation given in the same footnote.
380 Who would likewise, in all probability, be an already ordained presbyter.



tions of seniority on their way to membership in that distin
guished Supreme Court.

It is to be remembered that, while ordination was not prac
ticed outside Palestine, it was practiced in many smaller Pales
tinian communities outside Jerusalem. And where ordination 
was practiced at all, any ordination anywhere, no matter how 
small the community, and no matter how small and unimpor
tant, as a consequence, was the Sanhedrin of which he might 
have been a member, would be accepted as valid at Jerusalem. 
If a presbyter was ordained in some small community outside 
Jerusalem, but in Palestine, and then went to Jerusalem and 
showed enough ability plus enough perseverance to win the 
position of Number Thirty in the three rows of “disciples of the 
sages” (which would apparently be the crucial step on the road 
to the Great Sanhedrin) and then to await his turn as thirty va
cancies occurred, he would sooner or later become a member of 
the Great Sanhedrin in Jerusalem. And many must have aspired 
to do so.

As Dr. Ginzberg pointed out to me, it would be far more 
likely (if we grant that there would be in Jerusalem more than 
enough ordained presbyters to fill up the required number of 
presbyters—for the “chief priests” and “the scribes” would take 
up a considerable number of the seventy-one places on that Great 
Sanhedrin) that any vacancies occurring would be filled from 
among the ranks of presbyters already long ordained and having 
acquired a great measure of distinction, than that someone should 
be freshly ordained to fill a vacancy on so august a Court.

Thus the word which Danby has translated “appoint,” but 
which Dr. Easton thinks ought to be translated “ordain” really, 
according to Dr. Ginzberg, means “appoint to fill a vacancy.”

The same general set-up that has here been described at some 
length as applicable to the Great Sanhedrin in Jerusalem would 
apply, mutatis mutandis, to other and smaller sanhedrim else
where. The numbers would be different, both as to the size of 
these sanhedrim, and in all probability as to the size of the “three 
rows” of aspirants to ultimate membership. Also, there would 
probably be only presbyters, or presbyters plus scribes constitut
ing their membership, but no “chief priests.” And outside Pales
tine there would be appointment rather than ordination. But 
basically the set-up would probably be the same. 577

577. Is Dr. Ginzberg right in his view? The present writer 
cannot make any pretensions whatsoever to be a specialist in his 
field, and any judgment I might attempt to pass would be of little 
worth. I had best simply submit his interpretation, with his rea
sons for it, in so far as he has given them to me, or in his Com-



mentary,387 and leave scholars to form their own judgment. For 
myself I cannot doubt that the only prudent course to follow is to 
accept his conclusions on this point, unless and until they are 
challenged by some other authority in his own field who can 
compare with Dr. Ginzberg. Not only is he a great recognized 
authority in his field, but he speaks later than the other authori
ties I have been able to consult, and with a full knowledge of 
their positions, and of their reasons for these positions, in so far 
as they have been stated in print. Moreover, my three confer
ences with him have inspired me with a great confidence in his 
thorough scholarship and wide knowledge, especially in the field 
of Mishnaic and Talmudic studies. Finally, as far as I am com
petent to judge his arguments, they seem to me, if not decisive, 
at least far weightier than those I have seen for any other point 
of view. There, for the present, at least, I must leave the matter. 
I hope at some time in the not too distant future to restudy, far 
more in detail and thoroughly, all of these questions and issues, 
and the many surrounding issues and questions into which they 
inevitably lead one. If I delayed the publication of this book 
until I have had time to complete such a study, it might be a 
very long delay indeed. For a New Testament specialist to try 
to work in the field of Mishnaic and Talmudic studies is about 
as difficult as it would be for someone who knew little of the 
results of modern New Testament criticism to try to work in our 
field. So I must crave in advance the indulgence of my readers 
for any slips, or even grave errors, into which my necessary ex
cursions into these two comparatively unfamiliar fields may have 
led me in this book.

578. What bearing would Dr. Ginzberg’s opinions388 on this 
important passage have on the subject of our study in Part IV of 
this book, and especially in the present chapter, if we should ac
cept them as correct? Let us list them briefly.

1. They would remove the lone passage that can with any 
reasonable plausibility be cited as attesting ordination by col
leges of presbyters in Judaism, before the fall of Jerusalem.

2. The only alternative ordination practice for which there is 
any attestation at all which can be taken back as far as 70 a .d. 
and earlier is the practice of single individual “scholars” ordain
ing their own promising pupils not into colleges but into a sort of 
amorphous, undifferentiated pool of presbyters out of which va
cancies on any of the local sanhedrins could be filled.

3. These “scholars” would, no doubt, be presbyters them
selves; and, if from a Palestinian community, they would be or-

387 Loc. cit.; and see Appended Note XI.
388 For a discussion of Dr. Ginzberg’s view on the broader question of the 
laying on of hands in Jewish Ordination, see Appended Note XII.



dained presbyters. But in addition they would be something 
more, men of extraordinary learning and intellectual prestige, 
like our professional theologians or seminary professors.

4. When these “scholars” ordained their own promising pu
pils, we would, of course, have “presbyterian ordination” in Juda
ism. For they were presbyters, and it was necessary that they 
should be in order to ordain at all; and besides there was no 
higher order than the presbyters, in Judaism, to which ordination 
could possibly have been restricted, or even allowed alongside 
of the presbyters. Therein Christianity with its graded “presby
tery” of two or three distinct orders, differed from Judaism in a 
way that matters essentially for our present study.

5. Unless Sanhedrin iv. 4 is an exception ( and it is not, un
less Dr. Ginzberg is wrong) there is no evidence of “colleges” of 
presbyters having any part whatsoever in pre-Christian Jewish 
ordinations. Consequently, when we read of “the laying on of 
hands of the presbytery” in I Tim. 4:14 we have something that 
cannot have been borrowed from Christianity’s Jewish ancestry, 
since it was not there to be borrowed.

6. It must, then, be something new, and sui generis, in Chris
tianity. This makes quite decisive the case for interpreting I 
Tim. 4:14 in harmony with A.T. 9:8 rather than with a supposed 
Jewish precedent which, if Dr. Ginzberg is right, never existed. 
We have already concluded above that there was a much better 
than equi-probable case for so interpreting it anyway, even if we 
accepted Dr. Easton’s theory that in ( say) 30-70 a .d . colleges of 
presbyters, as colleges, ordained in Judaism.

7. On the other hand, it will be obvious at once how well 
the practice of St. Paul and any of the other Apostles or deutero- 
apostles ordaining their own most promising pupils to share in 
their own work fits into the really historical Jewish precedent of 
the “scholars” ordaining their own promising pupils.

All of this makes quite irresistible the already very strong 
case which was developed in Divisions I-IV of this present chap
ter; supplemented, of course, by what had gone before it in Part 
IV of this book, and in earlier Parts, especially Part III. The 
Jewish precedent would really tell against the theory in support 
of which it is alleged by Dr. Easton.
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Chapter XXX

SACERDOTALISM CLEAR IN ST. HIPPOLYTUS AND
LATER

579. We now come to the vexed question of the proper minis
ter of the Eucharist. As a result, we find ourselves face to face 
with the famous attack by Lightfoot and many others on a pre
cious truth of the Catholic Faith which is commonly called sacer
dotalism. Lightfoot’s reservations and ambiguities concerning 
Episcopacy become open, outright opposition and almost denun
ciation in regard to sacerdotalism. Unfortunately, he has not 
taken the precaution of defining his terms, except in a purely 
negative way. And with most of his negations careful and well- 
instructed Catholic theologians will agree. It is even possible 
that the famous scholar might not object at all to such a doctrine 
of Priesthood as is defended in this book. But I am afraid, after 
reading and rereading not a few times his celebrated Essay, that 
he would say such a statement meets and removes some of his ob
jections, but not all.

In any case, if he were to agree, there would still remain 
many theologians of the various Protestant sects who would con
tinue to object. So we cannot neglect the duty of facing fully 
and frankly the issues at stake. It will be best to begin by avoid
ing the fault of Lightfoot and defining our terms, lest we be 
thought to do battle for something which in reality we would be 
eager to anathematize. For there has been much false and spur
ious sacerdotalism, even within the Catholic Church. But the 
Church, as distinguished from individuals within and outside 
her, has never officially embraced this, or made it her own. And 
Anglicanism in particular has been careful, while clinging tena
ciously to true sacerdotalism in the face of many and determined 
efforts to persuade or force her to reject it, as has been shown 
in my recent book, Apostolic Succession and Anglicanism, 
thoroughly to prune it and purge it of all false sacerdotalism.

Division I

580. The true meaning of such words as priest, priesthood, 
altar, sacrifice, victim, offer, etc. is, we maintain, to be found not 
in the Old Testament nor in paganism, but in Christ and His one 
true, complete, and all-sufficient sacrifice on the Cross. The Old 
Testament was, as we can now see, simply God’s way of familiar-



izing His chosen people, among whom the Great Sacrifice of all 
times was to take place, with the categories in which God would 
later inspire one of the New Testament writers to interpret that 
Sacrifice—presumably because those categories were the least in
adequate practically available. Hence the whole Old Testament 
priestly and sacrificial system was but a shadow of the great 
transcendent Reality to come. The sacrifices, priests, etc. among 
pagans were but a shadow of a shadow, to the end (presumably) 
that the inspired interpretation in Hebrews might be the more 
comprehensible to them. We must start from these conceptions 
in a sense, of course. But their truest and highest meaning, as 
intended by God, is what they becam e in Christ and the New 
Covenant.
581. All priesthood in Christianity, then, begins from Christ. 
He is the only absolute and true Priest or rather High Priest. 
But the Church is His Body, and therefore she is a Priestly Body. 
And because she is a Priestly Body every living member of the 
Church is in a true and precious sense a priest. He is a priest in 
the sense that he has direct access to God and does not in that 
respect need any Mediator except Christ Himself. He is a 
priest also in the sense that the Sacrifice of the Church is his sac
rifice. Under the New Covenant, as under the Old, members of 
the Covenant are all priests unto God, in a sense. And I would 
not desire to maintain that the definition of this sense given just 
above is complete or exhaustive.
582. But whatever else that sense includes, it does not include 
the idea that every member of the Church has the right and 
power to offer the Sacrifice of the Church for himself. The same 
conception of “the priesthood of the laity” under the Old Cove
nant carried no such implications as to the Jewish sacrifices. No 
one who knew the Old Testament story of Korah could be under 
any such impression. Hence it would be utterly gratuitous to 
read it into any passages in which early Jewish Christians show 
a belief in the “priesthood of the laity.” This truth had not ex
cluded, but had been combined with, the existence of a “minis
terial priesthood” of a completely exclusive sort. There is, we 
maintain, no sufficient reason to suppose that it was otherwise in 
primitive Christianity. And there is considerable evidence of a 
direct and positive sort to show that Christianity from a very 
early date had a “ministerial priesthood,” though it was not for 
a while so called, for good and sufficient reasons to be noted 
presently. Nor is there a single clear case in the whole history 
of the Church in which anyone below the rank of priest, or (for 
the earlier period) below that rank which was later to be called 
priest, was recognized to have the right to offer the Eucharist,



which was considered from the beginning the preeminent Chris
tian Sacrifice.

Of course this conception of a “ministerial priesthood” can be 
stated in a crude and inaccurate way, implying a false sacerdo
talism. But such writers as Gore, Stone, Hall, and above all R. 
C. Moberly in his magnificent Ministerial Priesthood, have given 
us entirely satisfactory and admirable statements and vindications 
of the Catholic doctrine of the priesthood on its doctrinal side. I 
shall not attempt to improve upon their statements, or to repro
duce them at any length. But I shall deal with the historical ar
guments on this issue. For, as far as I know, this has not been 
done recently, and our understanding of the evidence has in
creased, I hope, since Moberly wrote, and even since the final 
edition of Gore-Turner, to say nothing of Gore’s The Body of 
Christ. In fact, in a measure, the evidence itself has increased. 
For while Dom Connolly’s identification of the so-called Egyptian 
Church Order with the Apostolic Tradition of St. Hippolytus was 
known to Gore-Turner, and used in their final edition, it was too 
early to know whether it would become an accepted result of his
torical criticism, or to appraise its importance for our present pur
pose, even on the assumption that it did. Moreover, the present 
prevailing opinion about the date of the Didache may possibly 
have some bearing on our problem.

But before we begin our historical studies, let us emphasize 
that we contend for a “ministerial priesthood” as an organ of the 
priestly Body of Christ, not as something apart from or superior 
to the Body. It is a divinely instituted organ, an organ given to 
the Body by God, not an organ which the Body created for it
self. Hence it is essential, and therefore exclusive. But it is a 
representative priesthood, not a vicarial. The whole Body, laity 
and clergy, offer the Christian Sacrifice just as truly as the offi
ciating priest does. There might be other priests present besides 
the “celebrant.” These offer the Eucharist as truly as the “cele
brant.” But they all, priests, inferior clergy, and laity, offer it 
through one who has received from Christ the right, power, and 
duty to represent Him to His Body, and His Body to Him. This 
must be so, for “no man taketh this honor unto himself but he 
that is called of God, as was Aaron.” The conception of the 
Church as a priestly Body, because its Head is the great High 
Priest, does not exclude or disfavor this truth. Rather it favors 
it. For a seeing body cannot see except through its organ of 
sight; or a hearing body hear except through its ears; or a think
ing body think except through its thinking faculty. Just so a 
priestly Body cannot offer itself in Sacrifice except through its 
priestly organ, if it has one. And, for the reasons just given, we 
ought to be prepared to expect a priori that it would have such



an organ. This expectation will not be disappointed, but strongly 
confirmed, by the actual historical evidence, as we shall show 
shortly.
583. But first one more word on the sense in which the priest
hood is a separate caste. It is in the same sense in which any 
other charismatically endowed man or class of men is a man 
apart, or a separate caste. Prophets would be a fair example. 
These received their characteristic charisma “directly,” while 
priests receive theirs by sacramental ordination, and thus “indi
rectly.” But once it has been received there is no further differ
ence except, of course, that the two characteristic charismata are 
specifically different. The priest is not, as a result o f his ordina
tion, any holier in the moral sense, any closer to God, than others. 
His private prayers will not be any more potent just because he 
is a priest. When he prays the Collect at Morning or Evening 
Prayer his prayer will not be any more potent than would be 
that of a lay reader under the same circumstances. When he 
faces the Eternal Judge, if his priesthood makes any difference, 
it will not be to secure him a more lenient or more merciful judg
ment, but a more exacting judgment, because to whom much is 
given, from him much will be required.

But when he acts as the agent of the Body of Christ—and that 
means ultimately of Christ Himself—in one of those points in 
which he alone is authorized and charismatically endow ed  to act, 
then we have a valid sacrament (if the point in question be a 
sacrament, and other essentials are also cared for) while if some
one not so authorized and endowed should presume so to act, 
we would have no valid sacrament, but would be thrown back 
upon the uncovenanted mercies and operations of God. And 
while no careful Catholic theologian would wish—or dare—to 
minimize these, or to dogmatize about what God will and will 
not do under such circumstances, yet for all that the difference 
is very great, unless one is prepared to challenge the whole Cath
olic doctrine of a sacrament in genere. It lies outside the pro
gram of this book to deal with that issue as such. And now we 
proceed to the historical evidence.

Division II

584. Even Bishop Lightfoot, whose tendency is to minimize 
the early evidence for sacerdotalism, admits that it is found full
blown in St. Cyprian, and that very soon the whole Church had 
become contaminated with this “error,” as he deems it. As 
Bishop Gore points out, the evidence is both positive and nega
tive. Most of the evidence is of the former class, in that we find 
priests or high priests offering the Eucharist and explicitly rec



ognized to have the right and power so to do. But even this 
positive evidence is negative (that is, exclusive) in a sense. For 
to hold that those who have been ordained to a priesthood have 
this power is a statement one would never think of making (un
less under special circumstances, easily recognizable) if one held 
that those not so ordained had it also.
585. Moreover, direct negative evidence, though scanty, is not 
totally lacking. St. Jerome explicitly says that since Hilary has 
withdrawn from the Church, “being nothing but a deacon . . . 
he can neither consecrate a Eucharist ( for he has neither Bishops 
nor presbyters) etc.” The clear and unmistakable premise of 
this argument is that all, even Hilary, would admit that a deacon 
cannot celebrate the Eucharist. For otherwise St. Jerome would 
have had to argue this point, rather than assume it as a premise 
for controversial conclusions, or rather for a decisive reductio ad  
absurdum of Hilary’s schism or sect.
586. Nor ought this to surprise us. For the venerated First 
Ecumenical Council of Nicea, in its Canon 18, decreed as fol
lows (I use the convenient translation from Vol. XIV of The 
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers):

“It has come to the knowledge of the holy and great Synod 
that, in some districts and cities, the deacons administer the Eu
charist to the presbyters, whereas neither canon nor custom per
mits that they who have no right to offer should give the Body 
of Christ to them  that do offer. ( Italics mine) And this also has 
been made known, that certain deacons now touch the Eucharist 
even before the Bishops. Let all such practices be utterly done 
away, and let deacons remain within their own bounds, knowing 
that they are the ministers of the Bishop and the inferiors of the 
presbyters. Let them receive the Eucharist according to their 
order, after the presbyters, and let either the Bishop or the pres
byters administer to them. Furthermore, let not the deacons sit 
among the presbyters, for that is contrary to canon and order. 
And if, after this decree, anyone shall refuse to obey, let him be 
deposed from the diaconate.”

Here it is clearly assumed as axiomatic that presbyters have 
the right to offer the Eucharist, while deacons do not. The same 
point emerges only a little less clearly in Canons 1 and 2 of the 
Council of Ancyra, and Canons 9 and 10 of Neo-Caesaraea, both 
approximately a decade earlier than Nicea. In the former we 
read:
587. “With regard to those presbyters who have offered sacri
fices (under persecution, that is) and afterwards returned to the 
conflict, not with hypocrisy, but in sincerity, it has seemed good 
that they may retain the honor of their chair . . . Nevertheless, 
it is not lawful for them to m ake the oblation, nor to preach, nor



in short to perform any act of sacerdotal function.” (Canon 1). 
With this compare Canon 2, as follows:

“It is likewise decreed that deacons (under like circum
stances ) . . • shall enjoy their other honors, but shall abstain from 
every sacred ministry, neither bringing forth the bread and the 
cup,389 nor making proclamations. Etc.”

From these two canons, we see clearly that the presbyter who 
has not fallen has the power to “make the Oblation” while the 
deacon who has not fallen has a different and subordinate min
istry in regard to the Eucharist, substantially the same that we 
find expressed so clearly and in such detail in the A.T. of St. 
Hippolytus almost a century earlier. His duty is, to quote Dr. 
Easton’s translation, “to offer in Thy holy sanctuary the gifts 
that are offered to Thee by Thine appointed high priests, etc.” 
Clearly here the first word “offer” means, in the words of the 
Ancyran canon “to bring forth the bread and the cup,” so that the 
Bishop can consecrate them.
588. In Canon 9 of Neo-Caesaraea, we find this:

“A presbyter who has been promoted after having committed 
carnal sin, and who shall confess that he had sinned before his 
ordination, shall not make the Oblation, though he may remain 
in his other functions etc.” But a deacon, sinning similarly, shall 
“have the rank of a minister.” (Canon 10)

In view of the clear meaning of the Ancyran canons, it is 
probable that this very briefly worded canon means the same 
thing. If so, the word “rank” is to be stressed, implying that all 
the functions, or at least the Eucharistic functions, of the deacon 
would in future be forbidden to him.
589. In the West, we find evidence in Canon 77 of the Council 
of Elvira of deacons being the rectors of parishes ( cliaconus re
gens plebem  sine episcopo vel presbytero). But lest we be led to 
think that surely these deacons must have had the right to cele
brate the Eucharist, we find the Council of Arles (314 a .d . ) in its 
Canon 15 saying, “Concerning deacons whom we have learned 
are offering in many places, it is decreed (placuit) that this ought 
by no means to be done.” This breach of discipline was not any 
survival of an original prerogative of deacons, but on the contrary 
was a symptom of their increasing importance during the third 
and fourth centuries, which is recognized by practically all com
petent Church historians. It was this tendency on the part of 
deacons to reach out after new and greater honors and functions 
which is rebuked in the eighteenth canon of Nicea quoted above, 
and is one of the two chief causes why St. Jerome, Ambrosiaster,

Mu For the meaning of this, compare AT. 9:11 on the latter clause; and 
on his “sacred ministry” compare A .T .  11:4.



and others felt obliged to try to exalt the presbyterate as much 
as possible. We studied this tendency above.

590. Thus we find four councils near the beginning of the 
fourth century which show us quite clearly that at that date it 
was a settled point that a deacon had not the power to celebrate 
the Eucharist. Obviously, if a deacon could not, neither could 
one in minor orders; much less a layman, by the most clear and 
certain sort of an a fortiori argument. If there was any connec
tion between the custom of allowing deacons to be rectors of 
parishes or congregations and the practice condemned by the 
Council of Arles, that would make it especially clear that even 
under the most extraordinary circumstances a deacon could not 
legitimately offer. In any case, it is highly improbable that none 
of the Canons quoted above should have been qualified by any 
such phrase as “unless in an emergency” had any such qualifica
tion been understood.

Division III

591. But this is nothing new or recently changed. For one 
thing, the very conservative character of the early Church (cer
tainly at least from 170 a .d . onwards, even if one is inclined to 
dispute the point for the earlier period) would lead us to con
clude this so confidently that only clear and strong evidence to 
the contrary could justify any doubt. The idea of “the Faith 
once for all delivered to the saints” was certainly that of the 
whole early Church everywhere, however repugnant it may be 
to some today. And the very fact that the stream of heretics and 
heresies was practically unbroken would make it only the more 
unlikely that any serious innovations could creep in by mistake. 
For the heretics would have been able to use such innovations 
against the orthodox Fathers in their controversies in more than 
one way, and we may be sure they would not have missed the op
portunities.

592. Then, secondly, we have concrete evidence of Apostles, 
monarchical Bishops, bishops, and “Ignatian” presbyters minis
tering the Eucharist, but none of deacons doing so until we come 
to the abuse condemned by the Council of Arles; and none at all 
throughout all Church history of laymen doing so, within the 
Catholic Church, unless the much debated passage in Tertullian 
be an exception. This passage will be discussed fully below in 
Chapter XXXII. For a fine summary of the cases attested, see 
Brightman’s Essay in The Early History of the Church and the 
Ministry, pages 394-896. It may be wise at this point to men
tion what will be shown at length below, in Chapter XXIII,



that if “prophets” and/or unordained “confessor-presbyters” ever 
did “offer” with permission within the Catholic Church, it was 
just precisely because they were not considered laymen (or mere 
deacons, either).

593. Thirdly, there can, I think, be little doubt that the appli
cation of sacerdotal terms to the Christian Ministry developed 
as a result of the gradual realization that the Eucharist together 
with the lesser sacrifices usually offered in connection with it 
was a true sacrifice which the Christians possessed, and that con
sequently those and only those who had the power to offer the 
Eucharist, whether normally or abnormally, were really priests, 
and could be accurately so called. If this account is correct, it 
will follow that already, even before the new terminology began 
to be widely prevalent, the Bishop300 and his presbyters were al
lowed, and were the only ones who ever were allowed, to cele
brate the Eucharist. For:

1. If the deacons were ever called upon to offer the Euchar
ist in the full391 sense then the term “priest” would very probably 
have been applied to them, instead of being restricted to the 
Episcopate and the presbyterate. The fact that deacons would 
have been called upon but very rarely would hardly have oper
ated to prevent such application. For there would be very many 
of the presbyters who would seldom if ever get an opportunity 
to offer the Eucharist; and even then only, in most cases, after 
being a presbyter many years. Yet all of the presbyters seem to 
have been called priests. Moreover, when the practice of “con- 
celebration” arose, they were all allowed to do so, while neither 
deacons nor laymen could “concelebrate.” This probably follows 
from the new terminology, or the faith and practice which gave 
rise to it; not vice versa. These points are argued much more 
fully below in Divisions VI and VII of Chapter XXXI.

2. If the laity had been allowed to celebrate the Eucharist, 
even in theory and under the most exceptional circumstances, it 
is very hard to see how there would ever have arisen the sharp 
distinction between the two different meanings of the word 
“priest” as applied to Bishops and presbyters on the one hand, 
and to laymen (and consequently of necessity also to deacons) 
on the other. Yet we do find Tertullian in his Catholic days 
aghast at the wantonness of certain heretics who “even allow 
sacerdotal functions to the laity.”302 This he could hardly have 
said unless he had either forgotten the priesthood of the laity en-

8,10 Who was, as we know from the great built of the evidence, the normal 
minister of the Eucharist.
391 And not just in the secondary sense attested in A.T. 9 :11  by St. Hip- 
poly tus.
302 De Praes. Haer. 41.



tirely, or else understood quite clearly that the term meant some
thing very different when applied to the laity from its meaning 
when applied to the higher clergy. Even after he has become a 
Montanist, or has at least been strongly influenced by Montan- 
ism, he does not feel it sufficient, in the celebrated passage we 
are to study below, to prove that laymen must renounce second 
marriages as must the clergy by simply reminding them that all 
laymen are priests. He must back up this argument with the 
contention or assertion that they may under exceptional circum
stances be called upon to do things which the bench of clergy 
would do if one existed in the place. And St. Hippolytus has 
the same sharp distinction, unless we suppose he was unaware of 
the priesthood of the laity altogether. For he certainly holds and 
expresses the priesthood of Bishops and presbyters and explicitly 
denies this for deacons. A fortiori he would deny it for the laity. 
Either, then, he had completely forgotten the priesthood of the 
laity, or else considered the two different senses of the word as 
sharply to be distinguished. For he certainly cannot have be
lieved that deacons had lost by becoming deacons the priest
hood they had possessed as a result of being laymen.

The passages in A.T. which make this clear are 9:2, 9:11, 
(compare also 4:2) and 11:4-5. In 9:2 we read, “(die deacon) 
is not ordained to the priesthood ,393 etc.” In 9:11 we get a de
scription of his liturgical ministry as being “to offer in Thy holy 
sanctuary the gifts that are offered to Thee by Thine ordained  
high priests, etc.” This, as we saw above in Section 587, should 
be interpreted in the light of Canon 2 of Ancyra, as bringing 
forth the bread and the cup etc.” Confirming this, A.T. 4:2 has 
“To ( the B ishop) then the deacons shall bring the Oblation, etc.” 
Finally, in 11:4-5 we read that a widow shall not be ordained, 
“because she does not offer the Oblation, nor has she a liturgical 
ministry.” The reference in the first clause is to the function at 
the Eucharist of priests or high priests; in the second, to that of 
deacons. Clearly, then, only the priesthood enables a man to 
“offer the Oblation.” But the deacon has a lesser liturgical min
istry of “offering” the bread and cup, in the sense of bringing 
them to the high priest or priest for the latter to offer to God. 
ft is perfectly clear from all this that the deacon is not a priest 
in the ministerial sense. There is, consequently, as asserted above, 
a very sharp distinction between the sense in which Bishops and 
presbyters are priests and that in which laymen (and conse
quently, of course, deacons) are priests.

594. Fourthly, there is considerable evidence to show that 
sacerdotalism  (and that in the ministerial sense) was strongly

383 Italics mine, here and in the following passages.



entrenched even in writers who do not seem to have had any oc
casion to express themselves on the permissibility of deacons or 
laymen offering the Eucharistic Oblation to Gocl. This evidence 
will be presented briefly below. It is especially strong and clear 
for the period from St. Hippolytus and Tertullian, both inclu
sive. But it has much firmer roots in the period before these two 
writers than Lightfoot seems to have dreamed. I mention the 
point here because it has a very important bearing on the ques
tion we are immediately considering. For where sacerdotal 
principles are consciously held and strongly adhered to in gen
eral, it is a priori likely that any rigid restriction of the ministry 
of the supreme Sacrifice of the Church to priests, which we find 
definitely attested in some writers and sources, would be equally 
axiomatic to all who held sacerdotal principles, even if they did 
not have occasion to rule on it explicitly in their extant writings. 
Hence, there is a strong presumption that all writers holding 
sacerdotalism would agree in denying that a layman or even a 
deacon could celebrate the Eucharist. Moreover, their reason 
would be one of doctrine and essential principle, rather than 
what some modern writers call “mere Church order,” if indeed 
they would have made such a distinction at all. Hence they 
would not have allowed any exceptions to such a restriction, 
even for special reasons or in an emergency. This presumption 
admits of refutation, of course, in any particular case; or rather 
it would so admit if any evidence to the contrary were forthcom
ing. But none is in any case; always excepting possibly, of 
course, the disputed case of Tertullian in his Montanist phase—a 
case to be studied below.

D i v i s i o n  IV

595. Fifthly, there is direct documentary evidence that as 
early as the first part of the third century, the restriction found 
in the four councils of the early fourth century was already fully 
in force. The evidence has already been used above in a some
what different connection, where we were proving that to St. 
Hippolytus and Tertullian the sense in which Bishops and pres
byters were priests was sharply distinguished from the sense in 
which laymen and deacons were priests. The evidence was 
quoted above under “Thirdly . . .  2” in Section 593, and need not 
be reproduced here. But in it we saw that it is clearly said or 
implied by St. Hippolytus that only priests or high priests can 
“offer the Oblation,” that deacons are not priests, and that they 
do not “offer the Oblation” to God, though they do bring it to 
the celebrant. The Ordination Prayer for a High Priest (Bishop) 
in A.T., moreover, puts in the very forefront of the duties of the



office “to propitiate Thy countenance without ceasing, and to 
offer to Thee the gifts of Thy holy Church etc.” And I have 
given what I believe to be decisive reasons, in my book The 
Early Eucharist,394 for holding that the primary reference is to 
the Eucharistic Sacrifice, not only in the second clause here, but 
also in the first.
596. All of this shows very clearly that a deacon could not 
celebrate the Eucharist. But if not, then clearly a layman could 
not do so, a fortiori. This last conclusion is made even more 
clear by the ruling in A.T. 26:12 where Dr. Easton translates, in 
reference to an Agape, “But if (only) laymen meet, let them not 
act presumptuously, for a layman cannot bless the blessed bread.” 
The “blessed bread” which the layman cannot “bless” is in all 
probability what is called by some scholars “the Eulogia” of the 
Agape, and the latter part of the passage might perhaps better 
be translated “may not make the Eulogia.” Apparently the bread 
blessed by the “president” at the beginning of the Agape had ac
quired the name Eulogia by the same process by which the Con
secrated Bread and Wine of the Eucharist had earlier acquired 
the name Eucharistia. There was even some danger that the 
uninstructed and unthoughtful might confuse the Eulogia with 
fhe Eucharistia. (A.T. 26:2-3) Apparently it is considered to 
be something more holy and precious than common bread, yet 
far less so than “the Body of Christ.” Hence it is not surprising 
that an intermediate ruling as to the necessary minister is given. 
A layman cannot “make the Eulogia,” but a deacon can; though 
the latter cannot, as we saw just above from other evidence, 
“make the Eucharistia.”

If Dr. Easton’s text and rendition of it is correct, it would be 
“presumptuous” for a layman to try to “make the Eulogia.” This 
would appear to make the matter more than one of “mere Church 
order,” at least in the opinion of St. Hippolytus. We may be 
sure, then, that he would say the same thing all the more cer
tainly and emphatically of the possibility of a layman celebrat
ing the Eucharist. And it is important to remember that he gives 
this ruling explicitly and expressly for the hypothetical case 
where there is no clergyman—Bishop, presbyter, or deacon- 
present. Nor is any shred of evidence available to make us sus
pect that this usually strict and staunch traditionalist is here de
parting from his normal conservatism and traditionalism. On 
the contrary, all the evidence we have goes to support him.
597. We have seen above the later evidence. But Tertullian 
also, in his Catholic days, is, as we mentioned above, indignant 
at the fickle wantonness of certain heretics of whom he says (I 
use the translation from Gore-Turner):

304 Pp. I l l  ff.



“Their ordinations are heedless, capricious, changeable. At 
one time they put novices in office; at another, men involved in 
secular employment; at another, men who have apostatized from 
us. . . . And so it comes about that one man is a bishop with them 
today, another tomorrow; today a man is a deacon, and tomor
row a reader; today a presbyter, and tomorrow a layman; for they 
impose even on laymen the functions of the priesthood.”395 The 
Latin of the closing clause is nam et laicis sacerdotalia munera 
iniungunt. It is clearly the climax of his list of indictments, and 
the climax seems to consist in a violation of sacerdotal princi
ples. I do not believe anyone who did not know of the other 
passage, to be considered later, would even think for a moment 
of interpreting this passage as meaning no more than that these 
heretics let laymen do without need  and in public meetings what 
it would have been perfectly all right, and acknowledged by all, 
for them to do if there had been need in tiny meetings. His tone, 
and the fact that he makes this charge the climax of their of
fenses, sounds much more like the sincere sacerdotalist who 
thinks that sacrilege has been involved.

Moreover, I cannot but think that Tixeront is right in sug
gesting that the closing word of the Latin, even taken by itself, 
if allowed its natural force, comes very near being decisive on 
that last point. For does it not clearly imply that more is re
quired in order to be able to perform sacerdotal functions than 
being enjoined to do so by some method other than ordination? 
Surely, the point of Tertullian’s argument is not that these lay
men had been ordained by the heretics to the presbyterate, but 
that Catholics did not recognize their ordinations as valid, and 
that therefore from the Catholic standpoint they were still mere 
laymen. No doubt at Tertullian’s date ordinations ouside the 
Church would have been pronounced invalid. But clearly that 
is not his point in this passage. His point seems clearly to be 
that laymen who had not even a pretended ordination were “en
joined” ( iniungunt) to perform sacerdotal functions. It is not 
charged that they usurp sacerdotal functions without the author
ity of the heretical sect to which they belong. The natural force 
of the words is that they are fully authorized to perform sacer
dotal functions, but have never been ordained to the Episcopate 
or presbyterate, and that Tertullian the Catholic recognizes no 
other way in which a man can acquire the right to perform sac
erdotal functions. If so, there is the very heart and essence of 
Catholic sacerdotalism. Incidentally, if this exegesis of the pas
sage is correct, it ought to be added to the passages collected 
above in Chapter XII in favor of the universality and necessity 
of ordination at and before his date (c. 200 a .d . ) .

395 De Praes. 41.



No doubt it will be replied that, even if it be granted that this 
passage would most naturally call for such an interpretation if 
it were not for the other passage, yet the other passage does ex
ist, and is from the pen of the same writer, and therefore must be 
interpreted as modifying the prinia facie  meaning of this pas
sage. The present writer would be among the first to agree that 
a writer must not, ceteris paribus, be taken as contradicting him
self, or as having changed his mind, unless the two (or more) 
passages seeming to conflict are unambiguous, and the conflict 
inescapable. And of course in any such case the less ambiguous 
passage must determine the meaning of the more ambiguous, 
not vice versa. But (to anticipate very briefly what will be 
shown at great length below) in the present case, the other pas
sage is not nearly as unambiguous as has usually been assumed. 
Moreover, in this case the usual a  priori presumption against a 
writer having changed his mind has been not only neutralized 
but quite reversed by the fact that Tertullian has at least been 
deeply influenced by Montanism, even if he has not (as many 
maintain) become a rabid Montanist himself by the time he 
wrote the allegedly conflicting passage. Nor is it probably an 
accident that Montanism was strongly anti-hierarchical, inclin
ing to set the “Church of spiritual men” over against the hier
archical Church, and to prefer the former and disparage the 
prerogatives of the hierarchy. All this makes it a priori probable, 
rather than any longer improbable, that he would have under
gone a change of heart on the subject of sacerdotalism between 
the time the two passages were written. Hence it seems probable 
that Tertullian, in his Catholic days and before he began to be 
materially influenced by Montanism, was the same strict sac- 
erdotalist we found St. Hippolytus to be, and was shocked at. 
the very idea of a layman celebrating the Eucharist.
598. There are three other cases, doubtful but possible or 
probable, and therefore worth considering, in which we may 
have cases of laymen celebrating the Eucharist (outside the 
Church in all three cases, of course) and of their Eucharists being 
deemed mock-Eucharists by reputable Fathers. First of all, there 
is the case of Marcus, the Valentinian heretic, of which St. 
Irenaeus tells us in Adv. Haer. 1.13.1-2. Tixeront thinks Mar
cus was not a priest, and while the matter is not made clear by 
St. Irenaeus, at least Tixeront’s opinion on this point seems 
probable. Of course, even if he were a priest, there is a plenty 
in the story to justify St. Irenaeus in classing him as a fraud. 
And it could easily be that it is this element and this alone which 
accounts for St. Irenaeus’ attitude toward him, even if we agree 
that he was only a layman. Hence it is quite possible that the 
fact of a layman presuming to offer the Eucharist had nothing



to do with the accusation of fraud. But I wonder whether Tix- 
eront’s suggestion ought not to lead us to look more deeply into 
this episode, and see whether that suggestion does not supply 
us with the solution to the initial perplexing question on which 
all the rest of this most unusual narrative rests.

Why did Marcus think it necessary to prove visibly that he 
could “eucharistize” a mixed cup into blood? I had always 
guessed that he simply wanted to prove to the eye of the body 
what Christians were content to believe without seeing ocularly, 
I see now the possibility of a different and less unlikely explana
tion of this desire on the part of Marcus. If he claimed to offer 
the Eucharist as a layman or as a prophet, but not as a presbyter 
or Bishop, and if the orthodox peremptorily denied the validity 
of his Eucharists on that ground, it would provide a very easy 
and simple explanation why Marcus would want to prove conclu
sively that he could transform the mixed cup by his epiclesis. 
And, in view of the evidence of Tertullian and St. Hippolytus 
presented just above, and the great probability that their teach
ing cannot have been anything of recent origin, it is certainly 
overwhelmingly probable, if Marcus were a layman, that his 
Eucharists would have been rejected by the Catholics. His 
whole position would have been undermined by this rejection. 
So it would have been perfectly natural for him to resort to his 
ability as a magician to prove the validity of his Eucharists. 
Moreover, whatever we many think about the question whether 
prophets (who were not also Apostles, deutero-apostles, Bishops, 
presbyter-bishops, or Ignatian presbyters) were ever allowed to 
celebrate the Eucharist without objection within the Catholic 
Church, it is hardly possible that they should have retained this 
prerogative (if they ever had it) long enough to insure Marcus 
against attack if he began offering the Eucharist as a prophet. 
Thus the same explanation would be plausible regardless of 
whether Marcus claimed the power to offer the Eucharist as a 
layman or as a prophet, as long as he was not a presbyter or 
Bishop.

599. The second case is closely connected with the first. In 
Ado. Haer. 1.13.2 we read of certain women to whom Marcus 
would hand mixed cups and bid them to consecrate these in his 
presence. The story goes on to describe more magic fraud. As 
Tixeront says, St. Irenaeus deems them “worthy of being pitied 
for their folly.” Of course these women were guilty of much 
other folly besides the folly of thinking that laymen—and even 
lay women—could offer the Eucharist, and it may be that this 
last folly was not even a component part of the folly for which St. 
Irenaeus pities them. But it is at least a possibility that it was in



his eyes one specific point in their folly. If so, it bears on our 
subject.
600. Less dubious, I think, is the third case of a prophetess of 
whom St. Firmilian, near the middle of the third century, says 
that she “p r e t e n d e d to consecrate the Eucharist (facere simi- 
laret). That is not a natural word to use if only “mere Church 
order” had been deemed to be at stake in the proper minister of 
the Eucharist. It is the language of a sincere and strict sacerdo- 
talist regarding a Eucharist offered by one not a priest. It is not 
the language of one who held the theory usually supposed (pos
sibly mistakenly) to be held by Tertullian after coming under 
Montanist influence. Nor is it likely that the sex of this proph
etess would account for such an attitude. Certainly it is not as 
reasonable and adequate an explanation as the fact that she was 
not a priest, and that only a priest could truly (as distinguished 
from in “pretense” only) offer the Eucharist.

I fully agree, of course, that at this date the “validity” of a 
Eucharist would have been denied on many other grounds be
sides the one named. Some such would have been the sex of the 
celebrant (if female) or the fact that it was done outside the 
Church, or even inside the Church by a true priest who was not 
duly authorized by his Bishop to do so. A similar case would be 
that of a layman offering the Eucharist without necessity, IF  one 
accepts the conclusion that such a layman could do so in case of 
necessity, where no clergyman was present, as Tertullian the 
Montanist is supposed to teach. But I doubt very much whether 
any of these defects in a particular Eucharist would have led an 
orthodox writer to speak of the Eucharist as a “pretended” (simi
lar et) Eucharist. St. Ignatius uses the very different word be- 
baia396 as the opposite of the sort of invalidity incurred by such 
defects. But would he, or any other orthodox Father, have used 
such a word as the opposite of similaret. I cannot think so.

Of course we have in this word “similaret” St. Cyprian’s trans
lation into Latin of St. Firmilian’s Greek equivalent. But we 
have no reason to think that he has mistranslated.397 If this in-

300 Smyr. 8:1.
307 Tixeront speaks as if St. Cyprian has used the same word, however, to 
characterize Eucharists celebrated by Novatian and other heretics ( I think 
he must mean schismatics also). I have not been able to discover where 
he does this, for Tixeront has given only two references, and in neither 
can I find this same word used. But even if it were so used, that would 
still leave open the possibility that such defects as those named above 
would have been less serious and would not have reduced the Eucharists 
affected to mere “pretenses” in the eyes of St. Firmilian and St. Cyprian, 
while the fact that it was done outside the Church would be so serious 
that it, like the lack of a priest as celebrant, would so have reduced them. 
In other words, what I am intending to suggest is that, even at this early 
date, there must have been some sort of distinction, at least implicit (though 
not, quite likely, explicit or at all well thought out), such as that later made



terpretation of the force of the word similaret is correct, it will 
follow that a Eucharist by a prophetess was totally invalid—only 
a pretended  Eucharist—and that the fact that she was not au
thorized to offer the Eucharist, though a grave matter in itself, 
was not the only, or the gravest, reason why her Eucharists were 
invalid. The fact that she was not a priest was the chief reason. 
If so, it would apply equally (or almost equally) to male proph
ets at least at this date; and therefore, a fortiori, to mere laymen. 
I say mere laymen because while in one sense a prophet would 
be a mere layman, at least as we view the matter today, it is quite 
possible and perhaps even probable that he would not have been 
so classed by the thought of the Church of the second and third
centuries.

D i v i s i o n  V

601. Sixthly, it is admitted, even by Lightfoot, that St. Cyp
rian is already a full-blown and even extreme “sacerdotalist.” I 
shall not take the space to show how fully justified is this opin
ion of Lightfoot’s. His own summary of the evidence is very 
good. But a far fuller and very satisfactory study on this point 
is to be found in the fourth essay in Dr. Swete’s collection, The 
Early History o f the Church and the Ministry, by Archbishop 
Bernard, under the title of The Cyprianic Doctrine of the Min
istry. Where I must take issue with Bishop Lightfoot is in sup
posing that there is anything essentially innovatory in the posi
tion taken up by St. Cyprian.

It is, of course, possible to show that St. Cyprian has ex
pressed himself far more fully and strongly and absolutely on 
the subject than anyone before him, as far as our extant sources 
enable us to tell. It is, consequently, possible to find a great gap 
between him and his predecessors by putting on his language a 
maximizing interpretation, and (what is far more important) a 
minimizing interpretation on the language of his predecessors. 
But we have no sound reason, as far as I know, for supposing 
that his predecessors have always said the maximum they could 
have said, consistently with their theological views. In fact, it is

by the words “valid” and “regular” and that a defect of the former and 
more serious sort would have merited the word similare but one of the 
latter and less serious sort would not. If this be sound, the defect of 
schism has since come to be considered, at least in the West, less grave 
than in the first four centuries, and has consequently been deemed to fall 
in the second class of defects whereas it was originally placed in the first 
class. Thus, if St. Cyprian has applied this or some equivalent word to 
schismatic Eucharists, it weakens but slightly the argument used in the 
text. However, I repeat, I have failed to find it, and it is possible that 
Tixeront meant no more than that St. Cyprian deemed schismatic Euchar
ists invalid. This much is attested by the two references he gives.

a priori improbable, just on general principles, that they have 
done so.

If we assume as more probable that they meant some at least 
of the maximum  which their actual extant language easily can 
mean, rather than the minimum it must mean, we get a far more 
likely historical reconstruction of the development as a whole. 
We get, by so doing, a development on the subject of sacerdo
talism of the sort we find in so many other fields of early Chris
tian belief and practice; a development in which beliefs and prin
ciples already inherent, at least implicitly, in the original faith 
and practice of the early Church, grow and unfold and develop 
by a sort of natural internal logic, as first one thing and then 
another forces the Church, or some of her leaders, to face and 
think through one after another of the innumerable questions 
that her original endowment of faith and practice was bound to 
raise sooner or later. But such a development is not a revolu
tion, still less a perversion of her depositum fidei.

Such a reconstruction seems to me to have several distinct 
advantages of a purely historical sort, in addition to the theologi
cal advantage that it does not force us to assume, as do most 
Protestant reconstructions of early Church history, that the Holy 
Spirit has made a dismal failure of His scripturally promised ef
forts to lead the Church into all truth. Bishop Lightfoot’s theory 
on the subject of sacerdotalism, like the theories of many others 
whose opposition to Catholicism covers a far wider field than 
his, seems to me to lead to the conclusion that there has been 
grave and pernicious perversion, and declension from the true 
and primitive norm which the Apostles received from Christ and 
transmitted to the first and second generations of the Church. I 
profoundly believe that the history not only admits of but very 
definitely favors the entirely different reading that a slow, uphill, 
rectilinear development is all that has taken place, and a devel
opment that is essentially loyal to the Church’s depositum fidei.

602. The historical advantages referred to at the beginning of 
the preceding paragraph are chiefly these: (1) we do not have 
to make St. Cyprian, with his strongly conservative character so 
well expressed by his nil innovetur motto, a drastic and radical 
innovator; (2) we do not have to accept a picture of a Church 
which was in actuality intensely conservative and traditionalistic 
allowing itself to be led repeatedly, by first one Father and then 
by another, completely away from the Apostolic tradition to 
which it was aiming to be rigidly faithful, into something that 
constituted a grievous apostacy from her original Faith; (3) we 
do not have to accept the picture of the readiness of everybody 
everywhere to be swayed by one great man, regardless of his or-



thodoxy; and (4) we can do far more justice to the unbroken 
continuity of faith and practice which we have already estab
lished above between the Catholicism of the Councils of the first 
quarter of the fourth century and the Catholicism of St. Hippoly- 
tus and of Tertullian in his Catholic days than we can if we make 
St. Cyprian a radical innovator. Finally (5) we find strong and 
firm roots of the sacerdotalism of St. Hippolytus and his genera
tion in the earlier generations before him. Jn our next chapter 
we shall develop the evidence for this last assertion.



Chapter XXXI

ROOTS OF SACERDOTALISM BEFORE ST. HIPPOLYTUS

603. There seems little doubt that we must agree with the 
famous German scholar, Adolf Harnack,"98 that “the root of 
the specific ecclesiastical priesthood is . . . the specific sacrifice, 
as it developed in the conception of the Lord’s Supper.” From 
this it will follow that any evidence of the sacrificial conception 
of the Eucharist is, at least indirectly and implicitly, evidence of 
roots of the conception of “the specific ecclesiastical priesthood;” 
and exactly the same is true of any evidence that the first and 
second Orders of the regular hierarchy were the proper minis
ters of the Eucharist.

D i v i s i o n  I

604. As to the first point, I cannot take space in this book to 
develop the evidence of the existence and prevalence and charac
ter of the sacrificial conception of the Eucharist in the primitive 
Church. Fortunately this can be dispensed with here, as I have 
already done it recently in my book The Early Eucharist, espe
cially on pages 101-121, 132-134, 138-142, and 222-225. I hope I 
may be pardoned for referring the reader to the arguments of 
that book, and assuming here the results reached there. As far 
as I have seen, no one has undertaken to criticise seriously the 
arguments there used. There have of course been some re
viewers who have expressed some measure of dissent from some 
of my conclusions. But they have not given their reasons for dis
senting, or shown wherein they consider my own arguments at 
fault. So naturally I cannot be expected to modify them in def
erence to such unsupported dissent. Hence, if I were to take 
the space to reproduce them here, the arguments and conclu
sions would inevitably be identically the same which I have set 
forth there. So no useful purpose would be served by repeating 
them.

D i v i s i o n  II

605. As to the second point, the proper minister of the Eu
charist, we must study it at once. I shall first summarize the ar
gument which has led me to my conclusions on this subject, and 
then produce the evidence for every part of it separately.

398 The Constitution and Law of the Church, E n g lis h  tra n s la t io n , p a g e s
118f f .



First of all, we have already above in Chapter XXX, Divisions 
II-V, found strong evidence indicating that by the end of the 
second century the Bishop was the only normal minister of the 
Eucharist, and a presbyter the only abnormal minister of the 
Eucharist in the full sense. By “abnormal minister” I mean that 
in case for any reason the Bishop was unable to officiate at the 
Eucharist (other than the reason of yielding, for considerations 
of courtesy, to a visiting Bishop) he was understood to be able 
to authorize some duly ordained presbyter to act in his stead, 
since he was the High Priest of his Church, and his presbyters 
(and they alone) shared his priesthood with him. By “in the 
full sense” I mean that the deacons had, not abnormally but 
quite normally, a Eucharistic ministry, but that it was not that 
of offering the Eucharistic elements to God in the act of conse
crating them, but only that of “offering” the elements to be con
secrated to the Bishop or substitute celebrant, for the latter to 
offer them to God.

Secondly, the probability is very high that this practice was 
already established as early as the middle of the second century. 
The strict ultra-conservative traditionalism of St. Hippolytus 
and of the Old Catholic Fathers in general makes this extremely 
probable for a date as far back as the eighth decade of the sec
ond century. And the evidence of St. Justin Martyr, when read 
in the light of our knowledge of the later attested practice, 
makes it seem probable that this practice was already estab
lished in his day. His evidence does not explicitly assert the 
negative point that only those of higher rank than the deacons 
can celebrate the Eucharist. But we shall see reasons below to 
think that this must have been the case, at least at his date. The 
evidence of St. Irenaeus will give further support to the argu
ment of this paragraph.

Thirdly, the evidence of St. Ignatius will show the same im
plications and the same silences for a period as early as c. 115 
a .d. when he wrote, and in all probability for a considerable 
period before he wrote, since his position is not likely to have 
been an innovation. This is the earliest writer in whom we find 
the monarchical Episcopate clearly and widely attested by name. 
So it seems likely that from the very beginning of the monarchi
cal Episcopate the Bishop was the normal minister of the Eu
charist, and yet was always understood to have the right to dele
gate someone else to act for him in this matter in case of his 
absence. Whether he could delegate this function to anyone be
low the rank of presbyter the direct evidence earlier than St. 
Hippolytus does not in any case happen to say.

Fourthly, in the stage before the development or institution 
of the monarchical Episcopate, the only two sources which throw



any light on the subject (7 Clement and the Didache, of very 
doubtful date) both indicate that the “collegiate bishops,” who 
were in the great majority of cases the highest Order of the regu
lar hierarchy permanently resident in the local Church, were at 
least the normal ministers of the Eucharist. But when a mem
ber of the Apostolic or deutero-apostolic Order was present, as 
occasionally happened, he would automatically preside at the 
Eucharist. This explains why it was that, despite the fact that 
the members of the second Order of the Threefold Ministry were 
the normal celebrants of the Eucharist in local Churches in 
which no member of the first Order (Apostles or deutero-apos- 
tles) was permanently resident, yet as soon as any particular 
local Church acquired a monarchical head by reason of the per
manent residence there of a member of the superior Order, this 
monarchical head (even before he came to be called “the 
Bishop” par excellence) would quite automatically become the 
normal minister of the Eucharist, while still at liberty, of course, 
to delegate his presidency at the Eucharist, in case of his ab
sence, to one of those who had been the normal ministers of the 
Eucharist before the Church in question acquired a monarchical 
head.

Fifthly, this reconstruction accords very well with the starting 
point of the Eucharist in the Haburah meal of pre-Christian Ju
daism. For it seems to have been almost if not quite de rigeur 
that at such meals the person of greatest eminence among all of 
those present would preside and say the “Grace-before-meals” 
over the opening bread and the “Grace-after-meals” over “the 
Cup of Blessing” at the end of the meal, which were the only 
two “graces” not said privately by each participant for himself. 
Thus, even if we leave out of consideration any influence of sac
erdotal principles consciously and explicitly held, we would 
never expect a deacon or a layman to preside at the Eucharist 
unless no one of the first or second Order of the hierarchy was 
present. And, in view of the definitely and strongly corporate 
character of the Eucharist from the first, and the existence of 
colleges of presbyters (including bishops) in the local Churches 
from almost the beginning in every case (as I contend above in 
Chapter XVII of this book), it is not likely that many if any oc
casions would arise in which, even apart from the influence of 
sacerdotal principles, a deacon—let alone a layman—would be 
the person of greatest eminence present.
606. But in reality it would be quite unsafe to set aside a pri
ori the possibility of sacerdotal principles having been present, 
at least in a vague and general way, from the very first. This 
could have been in either one of two forms.

It could have been in the form that the Eucharist was from



the first, as I have shown in my book on the Eucharist referred 
to above, the supreme Christian sacrifice, coupled with the au
thentically Old Testament axiom that only those could without 
sacrilege offer sacrifice to God who had been authorized by Him 
to do so.

Or, leaving aside the sacrificial character of the Eucharist, it 
could have been the result of recognizing in it a tremendous su
pernatural action which no man could do of his own right and 
power, but only as a result of being commissioned by God. The 
case of “Confirmation” ( if not also of Ordination) would provide 
a possible parallel. We have no sufficient a priori reason for sup
posing that the Eucharist would have fallen, in the eyes of the 
early Church, rather into the category of Baptism than of “Con
firmation.” In fact, the only reason that the ministry of Baptism 
was held to be open to all, even laymen, was (I  am strongly in
clined to believe) because it goes back, as a Christian practice 
(as the Fourth Gospel attests) into the actual ministry of Jesus 
Himself, when “Jesus Himself baptized not, but His disciples” 
and when consequently there were no “clergymen” but only “lay
men.” For even the Apostles were at that early date only “semi
narians” who had not yet been commissioned to their intended 
ministry by Christ.

It is true, of course, that we today cannot ascertain with cer
tainty whether others besides the Apostles were present at the 
Last Supper. But the early Church would have known the truth 
on this point. If only they were present, it is perfectly easy to 
see how that could have led399 to the view that only the Apos
tles had been commissioned to “offer this for (His) Memorial.” 
And even if others were present, it is still quite possible that the 
early Church would have understood that only the Apostles had 
been made stewards of the New Memorial, and that others were 
commanded only to be participants, not to be stewards of It. I 
mention these points not to attempt thereby to determine the 
issue, but rather to show that it cannot be determined, in a way 
unfavorable to the theory of a restriction from the beginning of 
the right to minister the Eucharist, by any of the considerations 
we have been studying. At least they leave the question wide 
open. The probabilities in the case will, then, have to be deter
mined on other evidence.
607. The question might be asked what influence on the prob
lem of the minister of the Eucharist would sacerdotal principles 
have had if they were truly and authentically implicit in Chris
tianity from the very beginning, but only implicit and not at all

399 Whether rightly or wrongly is a matter which the historian, qua his
torian, is powerless to determine. It belongs more to the sphere of the 
apologist, and depends largely on such non-historical questions as to 
whether God the Holy Spirit was leading the Church into the truth.



explicit, even vaguely and in a general way. The answer would 
seem to be that in that case they could, humanly speaking, exert 
no influence at all on the problem. At the same time, if they 
were an authentic part of the deposition fidei, even implicitly, of 
course God would know this. He might very naturally be ex
pected, then, to guide the Church to observe for other reasons 
the same restriction as to the minister of the Eucharist which her 
own essential principles would some day require her to observe, 
once their implications had become clear, at least in some mea
sure, to the mind of the early Church.

But here again, as in the case of the footnote on the preceding 
page, we are dealing with a question which lies outside the 
sphere of pure history, as such, and depends on the prior and 
larger questions in Apologetics as to whether Christianity is 
really, as it claims to be, a divinely given revelation, and whether 
(if it is) the divine action was confined to the original imparting 
of the nuclear deposition fidei, or whether it has been at work 
also in causing the preservation and transmission of that deposi
tion and the development of it in legitimate and true ways. If 
the latter be true, the Jewish custom of having the person of 
greatest eminence present say the two corporate “graces” could 
be the way by which God led His Church to confine the ministry 
of the Eucharist to her priests, at least as the normal practice, 
until such time as the unfolding of her own principles, the flower
ing and development of her deposition fidei, enabled her to see 
the deep and essential reasons why it must, as a matter of basic 
principles, be so confined, without any exceptions.

If so, it would be quite possible that occasional exceptions 
might have been made to the general practice during the time 
when her sacerdotal principles were only implicit. No serious 
theological or apologetical difficulties for the Catholic doctrine 
would be raised by such exceptions, if they really occurred. The 
twin principles of invincible ignorance and uncovenanted grace 
would adequately take care of any invalid Eucharists resulting 
from them. Only they would show that sacerdotal principles 
were not an explicit part of the deposition fidei. They would not 
show in any way that such principles were not even implicit in 
the deposition. And if they were even implicit, that is enough 
to vindicate them as an authentic part of the Catholic Faith.
608. However, I cannot but think that it is very probably sig
nificant that we cannot find a single case in all Church history in 
which it is clearly attested (or even, I think, “equally probable”) 
that a layman or even a deacon was ever allowed to celebrate the 
Eucharist, without protest, within the limits of the Catholic 
Church. It will not do to attribute this fact entirely to the scan
tiness of the available documentary evidence. For we do find



attested cases outside the Church, even though the evidence is 
far less for things outside the Church than for things within her.

D i v i s i o n  III

609. We have maintained above in the opening Section of the 
present chapter, that any evidence that the first and second Or
ders of the regular hierarchy were the proper ministers of the 
Eucharist would be, at least by indirection, evidence of roots of 
“the specific ecclesiastical Priesthood” and of sacerdotal concep
tions. The summary of the evidence which we have just com
pleted thus fully justifies the assertion made at the very end of 
Chapter XXX that we find strong and firm roots of the sacerdo
talism of St. Hippolytus and his generation in the earlier genera
tions before him.

I shall now develop a little more fully the evidence for the 
second, third, and fourth points under this summary, as prom
ised at the beginning of Section 605. The evidence for the first 
point in our summary has already been given at length above in 
Chapter XXX, Divisions II-V. The evidence for the fifth point 
has, I hope, been dealt with sufficiently in the summary.

610. The second point in our summary, which can conveniently 
be handed along with the third, was that the practice we have 
found so clearly attested in St. Hippolytus, supported by Ter- 
tullian in his Catholic days, very probably goes back at least to 
the middle of the second century. We shall present the case for 
this conclusion in two stages. The evidence of St. Hippolytus 
himself takes us back with great security at least to the period 
of his boyhood instruction in Christianity, which was in all prob
ability during the decade from 170 to 180 a .d . It is extremely 
improbable that he, staunch defender and adherent of the sacro
sanct Apostolic tradition and arch-conservative and traditional
ist that he was, would have assumed so advanced a form of sac
erdotalism to be as completely axiomatic as he did, unless it had 
been a part of what he had learned when he first received the 
Apostolic tradition himself.

The evidence of St. Irenaeus, though too indefinite to be said 
to give positive support to this conclusion, does at least confirm 
it by harmonizing with it perfectly. He tells us that, after St. 
Anicetus had failed to come to an agreement with St. Polycarp 
( c. 155 a .d . ) in the celebrated controversy about the proper day 
on which to keep the feast of Easter, these two “agreed to dis
agree” in peace, and the former handed over the Eucharist to 
the latter, apparently to show his peaceable attitude toward him 
by signally honoring him. This must mean the privilege of cele
brating the Eucharist, as it would have been a rather modest



honor merely to have allowed him to communicate. It would 
seem further that this function must have been a very restricted 
one (probably, as a normal thing, to St. Anicetus alone), or once 
again it would have been a very slight honor. Thus St. Irenaeus 
seems to confirm St. Hippolytus at least on the point of the 
Bishop being the normal celebrant of the Eucharist. On the 
other hand, he provides no evidence at all as to whether the min
istry of the Eucharist was delegable to anyone below the rank of 
Bishop, unless the episode concerning Marcus, the heretic, be 
explicable as suggested above in Chapter XXX.

611. The second stage of our argument takes us back a quar
ter of a century further. The story just quoted from St. Iren
aeus about St. Anicetus and St. Polycarp is of course evidence 
for that date, as well as for the date of the writings of St. Iren
aeus. In addition, we have the evidence of St. Justin Martyr. 
His first Apology, in which the evidence occurs, dates somewhere 
around the middle of the second century. In Apol. 65-67 we 
find clear evidence that the normal celebrant of the Eucharist is 
the one St. Justin calls “the president of the brethren.” That al
most certainly means the Bishop, at any rate in cities where there 
is a Bishop. For St. Justin calls him “president of the brethren” 
rather than “of the meeting,” and ascribes to him as functions the 
use of the collection, which is to be deposited with him, “to suc
cour both widows and orphans, and those in want from illness or 
other reason, and those in prison, and aliens (i.e., Christians 
from afar) resident among us; in a word, he is a guardian to all 
in need.”

There can be no reasonable doubt, as was shown elsewhere 
in this book,400 that there was a Bishop at Rome by the time 
of St. Justin’s first Apology, even if we take seriously the doubts 
about there having been one there at the date of St. Ignatius 
or of I Clement. The interpretation is further confirmed by the 
almost contemporary story about the Paschal controversy men
tioned above, by the later evidence of St. Hippolytus, and by 
the earlier evidence (c. 115 a .d.)  of St. Ignatius, to be studied 
below. I think it is clear that the functions ascribed by St. Justin 
to “the president of the brethren” require a permanent officer, 
and not a rotating function, or a college. It is possible that the 
reason St. Justin avoids the word “Bishop” while using in his 
account the word “deacons” is because he thinks the Emperor 
will understand the non-technical phrase better. Or it may be 
because he wants his account to be general enough to cover any 
local Church, even those not having a resident Bishop. Certainly 
his failure to use the usual term is no sufficient reason to doubt

400 Chapter XXI.



that he means the Bishop. Possibly the reason may be the ability 
of the Bishop to delegate this function when absent.

There is a further and more general reason for supposing 
that the situation at Rome was the same in the time of St. Justin’s 
first Apology as it was later in the time of St. Hippolytus. That 
reason is the very striking similarity between the Liturgy as it 
is described in Apol. 65-67 and the Liturgy found in the A. T. 
of St. Hippolytus later. It is apparently Roman practice which 
is in question in both writers, at least in the main. I have de
veloped these liturgical similarities on pages 74-77 of my book, 
The Early Eucharist. Of course this does not guarantee in any 
strict way that every detail will be the same on all points; it 
is not even incredible that there might be a difference on some 
major matter. But the probability—and hence the a priori pre
sumption—is all the other way. So strong a presumption could 
rightly yield only to good evidence; and there is, I believe, none 
available at all, not even weak evidence.

D i v i s i o n  IV

612. We must now ask the question whether the Bishop, the 
normal minister of the Eucharist, was at liberty to delegate the 
Eucharist to others, and if so to whom? That he was at liberty 
to delegate it to someone seems certain. Not only is there the 
case of St. Anicetus and St. Polycarp mentioned several times 
above, but by the very nature of the case there must have been 
times when the Bishop was ill or absent for some other unavoid
able reason. The only reason I can conceive why the local 
Church would have dispensed entirely with the Sunday Eucharist 
on such occasions would be if it had been a settled principle 
all along that presbyters could not celebrate the Eucharist.

But we shall see below that there is clear evidence that, 
before there came to be a monarchical Bishop permanently resi
dent, the collegiate bishops were the normal celebrants of the 
Eucharist, at least in the absence of a visiting Apostle or deutero- 
apostle or monarchical Bishop from a neighboring city which al
ready had one. As the monarchical Episcopate did not originate 
everywhere at one and the same time, it seems reasonably certain 
that there must have been many of the older members of the Rom
an and other Churches about 150 a .d . who could easily remem
ber the days when some neighboring Church, if not their own, 
still had no Bishop. In fact, it is reasonably certain that many 
of the tiny local Churches, too far from a large Church to attend 
the Sunday Eucharist in that Church habitually, continued to be 
without a Bishop of their very own until the date with which 
we are dealing, and even down to the time when St. Hippolytus



wrote. But if the collegiate bishops had originally the right to 
minister the Eucharist, and if in Churches having no monarchical 
Bishop of their own they continued to have it until long after 
the monarchical Episcopate became widespread, then it is clear 
that it could not possibly have become a settled principle in 
the Catholic Church as a whole that presbyters (who are the 
second century successors or equivalent of the collegiate bish
ops) could not celebrate the Eucharist, even in an emergency 
and with the permission of the Bishop.

This a priori argument is backed up by considerable direct 
documentary evidence. More than a full generation before 
150 a .d . St. Ignatius says, “Let that be accounted a legitimate 
(heba ia ) Eucharist which shall have been conducted by the 
Bishop or someone authorized by him.” It is, of course, doubtful 
whether the Bishop could ever delegate this function to a dea
con or a layman. But it is certain, I believe, that this cannot 
mean only a visiting monarchical Bishop, deutero-apostle, or 
“prophet.” Hence it must mean at least a presbyter, whether 
or not it also means a deacon or a layman.

On the other hand, we have seen above from the evidence 
of St. Hippolytus that the ministry of the Eucharist was delega
ble to some other priest, in case for any reason the high priest 
(the Bishop) was not available. It was pointed out above in 
Section 611 that this is probably at least one reason why St. 
Justin speaks of the Eucharist as being presided over by “the 
president of the brethren” instead of simply “the Bishop.” 
Finally, we saw above that by the time of the several councils 
we quoted from the first quarter of the fourth century, it was 
axiomatic that presbyters have the power “to offer.” The same 
is attested in St. Cyprian. And there is little if any doubt that 
the very reason the term “priest” was applied to presbyters 
as well as (along with the term “high priest”) to Bishops, was 
because presbyters had the power “to offer” not only in the 
reduced sense in which deacons had this power, but in the same 
full sense as the Bishop.

D i v i s i o n  V

613. Did deacons or laymen have the power “to offer” in the 
sense of “to consecrate the Eucharistic elements,” even in an 
emergency, and upon being delegated by the Bishop? This is 
a very important question, to which we must give immediate 
attention. For the present we shall confine ourselves to the 
date about 150 a .d . Later we shall have to ask ourselves how 
far the results achieved for this date are applicable to still 
earlier times.



614. Iii favor of an affirmative answer is a solitary passage 
in one of the middle or later writings of Tertullian, in which— 
at least as commonly interpreted—he explicitly says that in such 
a case a layman can and does offer the Eucharist, and uses this 
alleged practice as an undisputed premise in arguing with his 
Catholic opponents, thus assuming their tacit agreement with it. 
This is alleged to be confirmed by the twin customs of ( a ) allow
ing unordained prophets to offer the Eucharist, not only in an 
emergency, but in preference to ordained presbyter-bishops, 
and (b ) allowing unordained confessors who had suffered se
verely for their religion to be admitted to the presbyterate with
out Ordination. Both of these practices, it is said, would lead 
to the celebration of the Eucharist by unordained laymen. We 
shall devote all of Chapter XXXII to the examination of the 
crucial passage in Tertullian. Then in Chapters XXXIII and 
XXXIV, we shall study the two problems of unordained prophets 
and unordained confessor-presbyters.

615. In favor of a negative answer are two main points, sup
ported by a conditional argument from silence. The latter argu
ment is that, unless the cases to be examined in Chapters XXXII 
—XXXIV stand up under cross-examination, and provide cases 
of lay celebrations of the Eucharist, we cannot produce a single 
attested case of that practice within the Catholic Church at any 
time down to a date at which it is certain — as we saw al
ready in Chapter XXX — that it was a settled principle that 
not even deacons could ever celebrate the Eucharist. Such an 
argument from silence, of very problematical value if it stood 
alone, would be of quite considerable value if in addition there 
were more positive arguments pointing toward the same con
clusion.

616. The two more positive arguments are these:
1. We have seen clear and decisive evidence (unless the 

solitary passage from Tertullian undermines it when we study 
that passage in our next chapter) that by the end of the second 
century it was a settled point that neither laymen nor even dea
cons could celebrate the Eucharist, even in an emergency, be
cause neither of these is ordained to the priesthood. The Church 
of that age was conservative and indissolubly wedded to what 
was believed to be her Apostolic tradition. So any theory that 
what we find at that date was different from what we would 
have found c. 150 a .d. is antecedently improbable, and has a 
rather heavy burden of proof resting on it.

2. The usage in the Catholic Church at the beginning of 
the third century concerning the terms “priest” and “high priest” 
provides a strong argument against any theory that c. 150 a .d .



either deacons or much less laymen had even a theoretical power 
to offer the Eucharist in the full sense, even in an emergency.

617. The evidence concerning this usage seems to indicate 
that the direct application of sacerdotal terminology to the 
Christian clergy arose too late to gain the practical adhesion 
of St, Irenaeus or St. Clement of Alexandria. But of course 
this does not prove, or even suggest, that it had not begun 
until they were either dead or at least near the end of their 
lives. Still less does it suggest that they were in the slight
est degree opposed to it. If so, it would be very remarkable 
that they did not, as far as our extant documents show, utter 
one syllable of protest against it. The probability is that they 
became thoroughly acclimated to the terminology in use before 
these sacerdotal terms began to be applied to the clergy, and 
being conservatively inclined never did see any necessity to alter 
the terminology to which they had already been accustomed 
all their lives. The sacerdotal terminology is not the only exam
ple of such terminological conservatism, at least for St. Irenaeus. 
He continues the early and peculiar usage of the term “presby
ter” to denote Bishops. We have studied the significance of this 
latter terminology in Chapter XIX of this book.

618. On the other hand, it is highly improbable that the terms 
“priest” and “high priest” could have begun  to be applied to 
the Christian clergy after the death of both of these Fathers, 
or even of St. Irenaeus alone. For the use of these sacerdotal 
terms is perfectly easy and natural and axiomatic to Tertullian 
before the end of the second century. Still more indicative is 
the use of these terms in St. Hippolytus. It is true that his 
writings are actually later in date than those of Tertullian. But 
in view of his intensely conservative character, and his inten
tion (at least) to adhere steadfastly to the sacred Apostolic 
tradition, it is unlikely that he could have used these terms the 
way he does, and have drawn doctrinal inferences of so sweep
ing a character from them, unless they had been a part of what 
he had originally learned when he received his first instruction 
as a Christian. That was in all probability between 170 and 
180 a .d . I am, therefore, inclined to date the rise of the direct 
application of sacerdotal terminology to the Christian hierarchy 
not later than that decade, and quite probably in the preceding 
decade. It is not all impossible that it began even earlier.

Confirming this conclusion is the fact that St. Polycrates of 
Ephesus (c. 190 a .d . ) speaks of the Apostle, St. John, as having 
“become a priest, wearing the priestly petalon” and that Eusebius 
attributes a similar statement about St. James, “the Lord’s 
brother,” to Hegesippus, whose date is in all probability even



earlier than that of St. Polycrates, and whose information was 
collected much earlier still. Finally, there is the D idache which 
applies the term “high priests” to those who are in most of the 
passages called “prophets” but who are twice also called “apos
tles,” at least by the clearest possible implication. For reasons 
given in Chapter XVIII, Sections 333 and 338 of this book, these 
men are probably to be identified as what in this book I am call
ing “deutero-apostles,” who had the gift of prophecy, which was 
so highly esteemed in the early Church. If the Didache is from 
the second half of the second century, as several prominent schol
ars have lately concluded, it will give strong support to the con
clusion that by the seventh decade of the second century the ob
stacle to the application of sacerdotal terms to the Christian Min
istry posed by the controversies with the Jews about their priest
hood and sacrifices had quite broken down. If the Didache is 
earlier than the middle of the second century, it will only 
strengthen the case for a comparatively early date for the be
ginning of the application of sacerdotal terms directly to the 
Christian clergy.
619. Now I have already presented briefly in Section 593 of 
Chapter XXX, the reasons which make it seem fairly certain 
that at the time when the application of these sacerdotal terms 
to the clergy first began it must have been already a settled 
point that only the Bishop was the normal celebrant of the Eu
charist, and only presbyters the abnormal celebrants. For other
wise it is very hard to see how the conclusion could ever be 
reached so definitely and rigidly as we find it in St. Hippolytus 
that the deacon is not a priest. It is not only, let it be empha
sized, that the presbyters are priests and that the term is never 
applied to the deacons. In addition to this, he explicitly says 
of the deacon, “He is not ordained to the priesthood.” That 
cannot mean anything but that he is not a priest in the min
isterial sense.

Yet the probability is overwhelming that to St. Hippolytus, 
as to the Apostolic tradition as a whole, every layman ( and con
sequently, of course, every deacon) was a priest in the sense 
involved in “the priesthood of the laity.” Now it is hard to 
see how this sharp distinction between two different senses of 
the word “priest” could have ever arisen if it had been a point 
well understood, as Tertullian the Montanist would have us 
believe, that in case of necessity any deacon, or even any lay
man, could celebrate the Eucharist. For in that case, even the 
deacons and laity would have been abnormal, exceptional, min
isters of the Eucharist. They would, then, have been entitled to 
be called “priests” in the same sense as the presbyters. For these



themselves 401 were only abnormal, exceptional, ministers of 
the Eucharist. It is true, of course, that a presbyter would be 
called upon to celebrate the Eucharist far more often than a 
deacon or a layman. But as long as it was clearly axiomatic to all 
that even the layman could do so when necessary, as Tertullian 
would have us believe, there would be no essential difference 
in this precise respect between the presbyter and the deacon 
or layman.
620. In fact, it is probable (paradoxical though it may sound 
at first) that, IF  we accept Tertullian’s premise, celebrations 
by some laymen would likely be more frequent than by some 
presbyters. For it is not at all likely that every presbyter had 
the celebration of the Eucharist as one of his regular—or even 
as one of his occasional—duties, as we presbyters do to-day. 
The evidence of St. Justin is quite explicit that, even apparently 
in the great Roman Church, all still met in one place c. 150 a .d ., 
which is the date at which the already established usage as to 
the minister of the Eucharist determined how  the sacerdotal 
terminology should be applied to the Threefold Ministry. Now 
we have already seen that the Bishop was the normal minister 
of the Eucharist. There would not be many occasions when the 
Bishop would be unable to celebrate, and on a few of these 
(if we may generalize from the episode of St. Poly carp) some 
visiting Bishop would take his place. But in the remaining cases, 
whom would the Bishop naturally delegate to take his place? 
It is not impossible, of course, that the privilege would be dele
gated in rotation to all the presbyters by turns. But even if this 
were done, that would mean that only once in several years 
would any one presbyter have an opportunity to celebrate the 
Eucharist; that is, if there were anything like the same number 
of presbyters at Rome c. 150 a .d . that Eusebius tells us there were 
about 100 years later (namely, 46) and if the Bishop were 
absent not more than 20% of the time.

But even this is only possible; it is not at all probable. The 
likelihood is that, instead of rotating the privilege of taking the 
Bishop’s place, the leading presbyter, the second century equiva
lent of our “president of the Standing Committee,” would regu
larly be called upon to take the Eucharist, on the principle that 
the person of the greatest eminence would naturally preside 
at the Eucharist. Now it is clear that if this is the more probable 
practice, a presbyter would not automatically celebrate the 
Eucharist as soon as he was ordained, and might not celebrate 
it even one time for many years after he became a presbyter.

In fact, it would be very possible, and indeed even likely, 
that not a few presbyters would never once during their whole

401 And especially all but the very top few of them!



ministry be called upon to celebrate the Eucharist. We cannot 
be sure on what grounds the order of precedence of the various 
members of the presbyteral college would be determined. But 
the three most likely guesses I can make are seniority, or ability, 
or election. And the second and third of these might well merge 
into one way. Even if popularity be added as a fourth possi
bility, it too would probably operate through election. But it 
is clear that, unless we assume a deliberate policy of rotation, 
the men who succeeded to the first, second, etc. positions of rank 
among the presbyters would not always be those who were 
next in age below those who held these positions before.

Even if seniority were the basis of the decision, many pres
byters might never have even one opportunity to celebrate the 
Eucharist. For only the first two or three ranking presbyters 
would ever be at all likely to be called upon to officiate at the 
Eucharist, as even the first ranking presbyter would only rarely 
be unavailable when the Bishop was absent, and very rarely 
would the second ranking presbyter be absent when the first one 
was. Thus, if the first two or three men had long lives it would 
frequently happen that some at least of those next below them 
in order of seniority would die before there was any vacancy 
among those high enough in rank ever to be called upon, in 
practice, to celebrate the Eucharist. If the basis was something 
other than seniority, it is even easier to understand that many 
presbyters would never, even once in their lives, be called upon 
to be the actual celebrant of the Eucharist.
621. Thus, as all ordained presbyters were called “priests,” 
it would follow that the application of the term must have re
sulted from theoretical availability to celebrate the Eucharist 
rather than from actually functioning in that capacity, at least 
with anything even faintly resembling regularity. But if so, it 
makes even more cogent the argument hinted already above, that 
deacons and laymen must not have been even theoretically 
available as possible ministers of the Eucharist. For it would 
be far more frequent to find some tiny new Christian community 
which had not yet had time to secure an ordained ministry than 
to find any one particular presbyter (except, of course, a few of 
the top-ranking presbyters) in a particular local Church cele
brating the Eucharist.

If, then, the laity had been theoretically able to celebrate 
in such a case, there would have been actual cases continually 
occurring also. So it would have been absurd to call a “priest” 
some presbyter who in actual practice might never get a chance 
to celebrate at all, and if so only perhaps after many years, 
while refusing the title to those who theoretically could be, and 
some of whom actually were more frequently called upon to



do so. But if the title could not reasonably be denied to laymen, 
still less would it be denied to deacons. Moreover, this con
clusion follows with only a little less certainty, even if we hold 
that it was the actual practice of presbyters celebrating, rather 
than their theoretical ability to do so, which first caused the 
title “priest” to be applied to them.
622. Thus we come to the conclusion by this route, as we 
have already come to the same conclusion twice before by other 
routes, that only presbyters (and of course the Bishop) could 
even theoretically celebrate the Eucharist at a date before  the 
term “priest” began to be applied to the clergy.

D ivision VI

623. An effort might be made to weaken the preceding argu
ment by urging that, although the average presbyter had very 
few actual opportunities to celebrate the Eucharist as the real 
celebrant, yet all presbyters had the theoretical right to do so, 
and all consistently exercised this right, at least in a way, and 
in principle, by the practice of “con-celebration.”

I would reply that, on Tertullian’s theory, the point of their 
having a theoretical right to celebrate cannot help any, as on 
that same theory the deacons and laity also had a theoretical 
right, and the very problem is why the term came to be applied 
to Bishops and presbyters only, and not to all who had a theo
retical right to “offer.”
624. As to the “con-celebration,” I would say two things. 
First, I am not at all sure that this practice was as normal as 
many scholars have supposed, at least at the date when St. Hip- 
polytus wrote his A. T. and therefore, a fortiori, at the still earlier 
date of c. 150 a .d. with which our present problem deals. It is 
mentioned in A. T. only in the Bishop’s Ordination Eucharist, 
and I am inclined to think that it was not at all a daily or weekly 
practice, but was quite exceptional, being the way in which pres
byters were allowed to “seal” their assent to the consecration of 
their new Bishop, just as in a different way they were allowed to 
“seal” their assent to the Ordination of a new member of their 
own college, as we concluded in Chapter XXIX. To communi
cate with the Bishop would not have been distinctive enough, as 
the deacons and laymen were all expected to do that. If this 
conjecture is correct (and it is, I believe, no more a mere conjec
ture than the alternative theory that at such an early date the 
practice of “con-celebration” was regular at all Eucharists) the 
practice will have no bearing at all on our present problem.
625. But even if the alternative view is correct, and “con-cele
bration” was normal at all Eucharists, the question still remains,



“Why were all presbyters, and only presbyters, allowed to con- 
celebrate?” Unless this be assumed to have been purely fortui
tous, there must have been some logical reason. What, then, 
can it have been? It can not have been that they were the only 
regular or semi-regular celebrants, for the reason we have al
ready developed above. We cannot say that it was because 
they were the only ones allowed to con-celebrate, for we are now 
seeking to explain the origin of the very limitation of the prac
tice itself, and we would become involved in a “vicious circle.” 

There are, then, only two plausible answers, as far as I can 
see. One of these is the answer I believe to be correct, IF  the 
practice of con-celebration was habitual as early as 150 a .d . 
That explanation is the one already given above, that they and 
only they had even a theoretical right to take the Bishop’s place 
in case of necessity. The other is the hypothesis that the prac
tice of con-celebration goes back to the time when there were 
no monarchical Bishops in most local Churches, and when (as I 
would, of course, agree) the collegiate bishops were consequently 
the normal ministers of the Eucharist.
626. I cannot think this hypothesis at all probable. For one 
thing, it simply does not explain the problem, it only shoves it 
further back. For another, it is far less likely as a guess at a date 
when the giving o f thanks and the breaking of the loaf were 
looked on as the important elements of the “consecration” than 
at a later date when the laying on of hands on the elements had 
become more important and had come to overshadow or at least 
to rival the breaking of the loaf in importance. It is only the 
laying on of hands that we find in A.T. The con-celebrating 
presbyters do not join in the Eucharistic Prayer, nor do they 
join in breaking the bread. It is, indeed, on purely practical 
grounds, hard to see how many men could all join in breaking a 
single loaf. It is no less hard to see how they could join 
in the Eucharistic Prayer at a date before the words of the 
Liturgy became fixed. So, if the practice does go back behind 
St. Ignatius, it is practically certain that only the laying on of 
hands could have been involved. But why should this practice 
ever have originated? Why should any presbyters ever have 
desired to join in so subordinate an act, as the first century would 
have considered this?

If we try to evade this difficulty by saying that the practice 
probably arose at the point when a monarchical Bishop came 
into every several local Church, as a compensation to the pres
byters for their loss of their right to be the normal ministers of 
the Eucharist, I would reply that there is no more reason to 
think that all of the presbyters would have been normal cele
brants of the Eucharist before the monarchical Episcopate origi



nated than afterwards. The “president” of the college of bishops, 
or the one who was for some other reason the bishop of greatest 
eminence present would have been, in all probability, the normal 
minister of the Eucharist; and the bishops of second, third, and 
fourth ranks the extraordinary ministers, in the order named.

Moreover, this theory would be practically impossible to fit 
into any theory of the origin of the monarchical Episcopate grad
ually, by “elevation out of the presbyterate” in the sense in which 
those words are used by Lightfoot. Of course, I do not accept 
that theory of the origin of the Episcopate, as I hope I made suf
ficiently clear in Part III. So I do not find any added difficulty 
in this last point mentioned. But I call attention to it for the 
benefit of such as hold Lightfoot’s theory. The other arguments 
given above, however, seem to me to make it very improbable 
that the origin of the practice of con-celebration is as suggested 
by the theory I have been criticising, in this and the preceding 
paragraphs.
627. I am inclined to think that the practice originated, as 
suggested above, as a means of allowing the presbyteral college 
to show publicly its willing reception of its new Bishop, and 
that hence it was used only at the Bishop’s Ordination Eucharist, 
and not at all Eucharists. Later, when the parochical system had 
developed in the greater centers, and some presbyters had in 
this way become normal ministers of the Eucharist, those who still 
had to serve in direct contact with the Bishop, and hence were 
not able to celebrate the Eucharist normally, were compensated 
by being allowed to con-celebrate at all Eucharists, and not only 
at the Bishop’s Ordination Eucharist. After a while, this changed 
practice would acquire a new rationalization, and be looked upon 
as arising out of their common priesthood, rather than as a token 
of assent to the new Bishop. Of course this account is highly 
speculative, and proportionately doubtful. But at least it seems 
to me to be free from any grave difficulties such as inhere in the 
alternative accounts, which have (I think) no better documentary 
evidence to compensate for their other difficulties.
628. Thus the practice of “con-celebration” can raise no diffi
culty at all for the conclusion to which we are led by all the rest 
of the evidence, always excepting, of course, the lone passage 
from Tertullian, the historicity of which we are to investigate in 
our next chapter. In fact, if the practice of “con-celebration” 
was really normal, for all Eucharists, c. 150 a .d . that will tend 
strongly to confirm rather than to undermine our conclusion that, 
at the date when sacerdotal terms first began to be applied regu
larly to the clergy, it was already understood by all that, even in 
theory, only the presbyters had the power to offer the Eucharist 
in the Bishop’s place, if for any reason he could not officiate.



D ivision VII

629. I think that we have said above all that needs to be said 
about the evidence of St. Ignatius concerning the minister of the 
Eucharist. As we saw in Section 612, his evidence, which comes 
from what may not unfairly be called the earliest age of the mo
narchical Episcopate, agrees perfectly with what we have seen 
for the age of St. Hippolytus and Tertullian, and what we have 
reconstructed with considerable confidence for the period c. 150 
a .d . He makes it very clear that the Bishop is the normal cele
brant of the Eucharist, but that he can delegate this function to 
others, and that only those to whom he has delegated it can offer 
the Eucharist validly. “Let that be accounted a valid ( bebaia) 
Eucharist which shall have been conducted by the Bishop, or 
someone authorized by him.”

There is no clear and explicit hint in St. Ignatius as to the 
limits, if any, within which the Eucharist can be delegated. As 
said above in Section 612, we can be reasonably certain that at 
least the presbyters would be proper subjects for such delegation. 
For nothing could well be less likely than that the one to whom 
this function had to be delegated would have to be a deutero- 
apostle, or an inspired prophet. There is nothing in St. Ignatius’ 
brief allusion to exclude, or even to disfavor, the possibility that 
the Eucharist could be delegated to a deacon, or even a layman. 
But no more is there anything to give the slightest support to 
such a possibility. Apart from this one point, however, on which 
St. Ignatius should be described as silent rather than neutral, we 
get exactly the same picture as in our later evidence.
630. We must now pass backward to consider the two pieces 
of evidence which throw light on our main topic during the 
period before the monarchical Episcopate came into being in any 
local Church. By far the best and most important of these is I 
Clement. For of its Clementine authorship, and its date very 
close to 95 a .d . at Rome we can be reasonably certain. The sec
ond piece of evidence is the Didache. Because of the very great 
doubt as to its date, provenance, and almost all the introductory 
questions connected with the criticism of this mysterious docu
ment, we have to be far more cautious in our use of it. Yet I 
think we shall see that it gives strong confirmatory evidence in 
favor of the same conclusions we shall reach from I Clement, 
coupled with the later evidence for the period after the monarch
ical Episcopate has come into being. And it adds one extra 
point, which I believe to be of considerable value to our investi
gation as a whole. We shall begin with I Clement.
631. If we are right in maintaining, in Chapter XXIII, that St. 
Clement was a deutero-apostle, and thus a monarchical Bishop



in all but name, we would be right in assuming that, as far as 
Rome itself was concerned, St. Clement himself was the normal 
minister of the Eucharist. And this assumption would acquire 
some measure of confirmation from the long quasi-Eucharistic 
prayer toward the end of his Epistle. I imagine that few will 
dispute that, at this early date, most “Eucharistic Prayers” would 
have been extemporaneous. The author of the Epistle shows 
himself quite fluent at such prayer.

632. But this Epistle also shows us quite clearly who would 
have been the normal ministers of the Eucharist at Corinth be
fore the revolution, and therefore by a very probable inference, 
who would have been the extraordinary minister of the Euchar
ist at Rome itself, whenever St. Clement had need to delegate it 
for any reason. It is those called in this Epistle, and in several 
pre-Ignatian documents, “bishops.” We have to remember, of 
course, that “bishops” in these earlier sources does not mean the 
same as it means in St. Ignatius and later sources. It means an 
order of the ministry definitely lower than the Apostles and the 
deutero-apostles; and also lower, by consequence, than the mo
narchical Bishops, as we saw at length in Part III of this book, 
where we studied the problem as to just how the monarchical 
Episcopate originated.

We read, in reference to Corinth, where there was as yet no 
monarchical Bishop, in Chapter 44 of I Clement, “For our sin 
is not small if we eject from  the episcopate those who have 
blamelessly and holily offered its sacrifices.”402 Some scholars 
take the words tes episkopes with the preceding words, ta clora, 
rather than with the following apohalomen. In that case we get 
“the gifts of the episcopate,” which would make the inference 
even more inescapable that the local collegiate bishops were the 
normal ministers of the Eucharist in local Churches lacking a 
monarchical Bishop.
633. The enigmatic Didache tells the same story. First of all 
it is made clear to us that the men called in this document by 
the title of “prophets” are the preferred celebrants of the Euchar
ist, so to speak. They are explicitly authorized to practice “litur
gical freedom” in the words of Did. X. 7, “But suffer the proph
ets to hold Eucharist as they will.” The Greek can easily bear 
the translation, “But suffer the prophets to give thanks for as 
many things as they will.”

The italics are mine. And I have used the translation given by Kirsopp 
Lake in his well-known and very handy edition of the Apostolic Fathers. 
The Greek for the words here translated “its sacrifices” is ta clora. But 
there can be, I think, no reasonable doubt that the reference is, as Lake 
has taken it, to the Christian Sacrifice par excellence, and the lesser sac
rifices that clustered around it in the early Church, as we still find them 
in the Apostolic Tradition of St, Hippolytus.



Then, in Chapter XIV, we get the direction, “On the Lord’s 
Day of the Lord come together, break bread, and hold Euchar
ist, after confessing your sins, that your offering may be pure. 
But let none who has a quarrel . . . join in your meeting, until 
they be reconciled, that your sacrifice be not defiled. For this is 
that which was spoken by the Lord, ‘In every place and time 
offer me a pure sacrifice, for I am a great king, and my name is 
wonderful among the heathen.’ ”

Then, at once in the first verse of Chapter XV, and connected 
with the preceding injunctions by the word “therefore” (own), 
we get, “Appoint therefore for yourselves bishops and deacons 
worthy of the Lord . . . for they also minister to you the ministry 
of the prophets and teachers. Therefore, do not despise them, 
for they are your honorable men, together with the prophets 
and teachers.”

This last emphasis on the fact that the bishops and deacons 
minister the ministry of the prophets and teachers ought to be 
remembered in connection with two important facts. One is, 
the repeated indication that the Eucharist is admitted to be a 
sacrifice. The other is the fact that elsewhere, in Did. XI. 3 we 
read, “Therefore thou shalt take the firstfruits of the produce of 
the winepress and of the threshing-floor, and of oxen and sheep, 
and shall give them as the firstfruits to the prophets, for they are 
your high priests.”

Thus we come to the conclusion that, for local Churches in 
which there was as yet no monarchical Bishop, the “bishops” 
would be the normal ministers of the Eucharist, but would give 
way ipso facto  in case a “prophet” (and in all probability, also, 
what is called a “teacher” in the D idache) was present.
634. Now we ought to consider this result in the light of these 
further facts:

1. The order of the ministry later called (simple) priests 
is the order which seems to have been the normal minister of 
the Eucharist in local Churches having no monarchical Bishop.

2. It is made clear these “bishops” would give way as to 
the presidency at the Eucharist to those called prophets when
ever one came to town. And these “prophets” are explicitly 
called “high priests” in the Didache.

3. Thus we can see at once, and easily, how these bishops 
would give way immediately to a deutero-apostle whenever one 
came to town. In fact, there are good reasons right there in the 
text of the Didache to identify at least some of these “prophets,” 
if not all, with deutero-apostles.403
4,13 Did. XI. 4-6. “If (an Apostle) stay three days, he is a false prophet. 
. . .  If (an Apostle) asks for money, he is a false prophet.” With this 
agrees the fact that only one article is used in the sentence beginning, “And 
concerning the Apostles and Prophets ( Peri de ton apostolon kai prophe- 
ton).”



4. But it is explicitly contemplated in the D idache that 
one of the “Apostles and Prophets” might settle down in a local 
Church, and stay there. And in Part III we saw strong reasons 
to believe that such a process of “localization of the deutero- 
apostolate” was one of several ways in which the monarchical 
Episcopate arose. Clearly in such a case, the permanently lo
calized deutero-apostle would become the normal minister of 
the Eucharist in that local Church.

5. It must be remembered that the monarchical Bishops, 
though frequently called simply “priests” were also called fre
quently “high priests”—no doubt for the purpose of distinguishing 
them from the local presbyters, who were also, if only less fre
quently, called “priests.”

6. Nothing is said in either I Clement or the Didache to 
exclude the possibility that deacons and even laymen could be 
delegated to minister the Eucharist, at least in an emergency. 
And in the Didache the careless way in which the author has 
expressed himself has made it textually possible to interpret 
him as meaning either that the men called “teachers” were as 
subordinate to the “prophets” at the celebration of the Eucharist 
as the deacons later were to the Bishops; or else, that the dea
cons were no more subordinate to the collegiate bishops than the 
“teachers” were to the “prophets.” This is scarcely if at all possi
ble in I Clement.

7. But so to conclude would almost certainly be a great 
mistake. We should of course take St. Clement’s insistence that 
every member of the Church must keep within the limits of his 
own appointed office, under pain of committing the sin of Korah, 
with the fact that he speaks as if it was only “out of the episco
pate” that the Corinthian rebels had cast those who had blame
lessly and holily “offered the gifts.” We should then further take 
both of these facts with the later well attested fact that Bishops, 
presbyters, and deacons all had their appointed “liturgy” in the 
celebration of the Eucharist, and that the deacons’ liturgy was 
quite different from the liturgy of the celebrant.

8. Finally, there is a great amount of what I may perhaps 
he allowed to call “near-sacerdotal” language in I Clement. As 
I said in my book, The Early Eucharist, St. Clement seems to 
tremble on the verge of calling the bishops priests, without quite 
doing so. He compares the Christian hierarchy with the Old 
Testament priesthood, and in a passage where the Eucharist is 
especially in mind, tie urges the Corinthian rebels not to ex
ceed “each one his appointed limits.” He recalls the Korah 
episode as a warning. He calls Jesus the high-priest of our 
offerings; and these “offerings” must at least include and center 
around the Eucharist. He makes the Christian Ministry the 
“successor” of Christ, as Christ is of God. He has the upper



order of the local two-fold ministry “offer the gifts.” Surely the 
word priest must have come very near rolling off his tongue 
in reference to them.
635. The fact that only one presbyter-bishop could officiate at 
a time would make it unlikely in the extreme that there could 
ever arise an occasion on which not a single bishop would be 
present at a corporate meeting of the local Church. And the 
Eucharist was by its very nature and essence a corporate act 
of the local Church. So it would be most unlikely that a deacon 
would ever have any occasion to preside at the Eucharist, even 
if it had been a settled fact that a deacon could do so when 
necessary. The fact that the deacon had an essentially different 
“liturgy” at the Eucharist from the “liturgy” of the celebrant 
would point strongly in the same direction. Finally, the rigid 
custom that the person of the greatest eminence present must 
preside would assure that no deacon would ever be called upon 
as long as a single bishop was present, even if we leave entirely 
out of consideration the possibility of any genuinely sacerdotal 
principles having been operative at such an early date. This 
all fits in very well with the early comparison of the Christian 
hierarchy to the Jewish hierarchy of high priest, priests, and 
Levites, and the way this was certainly applied to the Christian 
Ministry at about 200 a .d .

636. All of this seems to point in the same direction. There 
can, of course, be no purely historical certainty on these points 
for this very early period, when the evidence is so very scanty 
and ambiguous. But the probability is that the deacons were 
never even extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist in the full 
sense of offering the gifts to God; and, if not, then neither were 
the laity, by a very powerful a fortiori argument. The collegiate 
bishops, or at least the few outstanding members of that college, 
were the normal ministers in the local Churches before the mo
narchical Episcopate came into being. But they yielded this 
ministry whenever a member of the higher Apostolic or deutero- 
apostolic Order was present. Consequently when a member 
of that superior Order came to be permanently present in any 
particular local Church, that member of the higher Order would 
automatically become the normal minister of the Eucharist. The 
limits within which he could delegate this function would quite 
likely be the. same as the limits in force before that particular 
local Church had a Bishop. At least, if there was any change at 
all, it is hard to see why that change should have been in the 
direction of a still wider eligibility.
637. Thus, both in the matter of the doctrine of the Eucharistic 
Sacrifice, and also in the matter of the restriction of the ministry



of the Eucharist to those later called priests or high priests, we 
were fully justified above in claiming that the full-blown sacer
dotalism found in St. Hippolytus and Tertullian (and, as even 
Lightfoot admitted, in St. Cyprian) had firm and strong roots 
in the century stretching from St. Hippolytus back to St. Clement 
of Rome, inclusive. .

We must now go on to see if the celebrated passage in Ter
tullian really does contradict this conclusion, as is frequently 
alleged. To that important issue we devote the whole of our 
next chapter.



Chapter XXXII

TERTULLIAN ON LAY CELEBRATION

638. If it can be established, as many believe, that laymen 
could celebrate the Eucharist in case of need, it will follow 
a fortiori that deacons conld do so. These conclusions would 
seriously modify the results we have reached provisionally in 
Chapters XXX and XXXI. Now there is a passage in Tertullian 
which is often quoted as settling the point. He says, “Vain shall 
we be if we think that what is not lawful for priests is lawful 
for laics. Are not even we laics priests? . . . (He quotes Scrip
ture to prove the “priesthood of the laity/’) . . .  It is the au
thority of the Church, et honor per ordinis consessum sanc- 
tificatus, which has established the difference between the Order 
and the laity (p leh em ). Thus, where there is no bench of 
clergy ( ecclesiastici ordinis consessum ) you both offer and 
baptize and are priest alone for yourself (et offers et tinguis et 
sacerdos es tibi solus). But where three are, a Church is, even 
if they be laity. . . .  If, therefore, you have the right of a priest 
in yourself, where it is necessary, it becomes you to have also 
the discipline of a priest, where it may be necessary to have 
the right of a priest. Do you baptize, being a digamist? Do 
you offer, being a digamist? How much more capital (a crime) 
is it for the digamous laic to act for a priest, when the priest 
himself, if he turn digamist, is forbidden to exercise his own 
priesthood? . . . God wills us all to be so conditioned as to be 
ready at ail times and places to undertake (the performance 
of) His sacraments. Etc.”

Here, we are told, it is clear that Tertullian not only asserts 
that, when necessary (that is, when no “bench of clergy” is 
available), a layman may properly offer the Eucharist, in virtue 
of the priesthood of the laity, but that he uses this fact as a 
premise in arguing with his opponents. This carries with it the 
inference that, while they did not agree with his objection to a 
layman marrying again (after the first wife is dead, of course) 
they did agree with his statement that a layman can legitimately 
offer the Eucharist when necessary. Incidentally, if (as is some
times said) Tertullian is already a Montanist, or under Mon- 
tanistic influence, when he writes this treatise,404 the passage 
still shows that Catholics did not dissent from his belief on this

404 The Exhortation to Chastity, Chap. 7.



point. For if they had, he would not have been able to use it 
as an unquestioned premise in arguing with them.

Division I

639. In the opinion of the present writer, it is the very fact 
last mentioned which proves that there is something wrong with 
this passage, either as to the fairness of Tertullian’s argument, 
or else as to the meaning of his language. For the present, I 
shall assume that the usual interpretation of his language is cor
rect. If so, it is highly improbable that his Catholic opponents 
would have actually agreed with his premise, any more than 
with his conclusions. We have already seen reason in Section 
597 above to believe that, before he came under Montanistic 
influence, Tertullian the Catholic would himself have agreed 
with St. Hippolytus on the subject of sacerdotalism. But if so, 
both would have rejected the position here expressed by Ter
tullian the Montanist.

For, first of all, we saw above that St. Hippolytus expressly 
denies that deacons have a priesthood. This proves one of two 
things; either (1) that he did not accept the doctrine of the priest
hood of the laity (which is very unlikely, I think) or else (2) that 
he understood quite clearly that the sense in which the Bishop 
and his presbyters were priests was not identical with the sense 
in which every layman was a priest. For surely a deacon must 
have been a priest in the sense in which he had already been 
one as a layman.

We know from the Old Testament that the doctrine of the 
priesthood of the laity was accepted in pre-Christian Judaism, 
yet did not in the least derogate from the fact that in a different 
sense there was an official and exclusive priesthood which alone 
had the right to offer the sacrifices. We do not happen to have 
any extant passage which clearly proves that the earliest Chris
tians well understood the perfect compatibility of the doctrine 
of the universal priesthood of the laity with the doctrine of an 
official and exclusive priesthood of the hierarchy, or of some 
of its Orders. But the presumption is certainly in favor of their 
having understood it. And this presumption is supported by 
the fact that the doctrine of the exclusive priesthood of the 
Bishop and his presbyters is found to have prevailed before the 
doctrine of the universal priesthood of the laity went into eclipse, 
if indeed it can accurately be said ever to have done so.

In short, St. Hippolytus would have quite definitely rejected 
the use here made by Tertullian of the argument from the priest
hood of the laity. So Tertullian is either putting on this Catholic 
truth an illegitimate slant dictated by the strongly anti-hierarchi-



cal tendenz of Montanism, or else (if the treatise in question 
is really from his pre-Montanist days, as some maintain) he is 
resorting to one of his customary tours-de-force by which, using 
a strained and exaggerated “logic,” he arrives at conclusions in 
which other Catholics would never think of agreeing with him. 
Such cases are not rare in his bitterly controversial writings.
640. It is also possible to-show a similar clash between Ter- 
tullian and the same St. Hippolytus on the point of laymen being 
allowed to offer the Eucharist in case of necessity. Let it be 
remembered that the point is not at this stage of our argument 
whether the former or the latter is right about the inference 
to be drawn from the doctrine of the priesthood of the laity. 
The issue now is whether, as claimed by the argument we are 
criticising, the practice of lay celebration of the Eucharist in 
cases where no clergyman was available was so firmly established 
among Catholics as to be capable of being used as a premise in 
arguing with Catholics. On this point, St. Hippolytus does not 
merely supply us with a point-blank rejection of Tertullian’s 
premise. He supplies us with something even more decisive, if 
that be possible. He dogmatically rules that a layman cannot 
even “make the Eulogia” 405 at an Agape.

He rules that a deacon may, in the absence of the Bishop 
and all of the presbyters, “make the Eulogia.” He presumably 
gives this “intermediate” ruling because this Eidogia is not as 
great and as transcendently supernatural as is the Eucharistia, 
and therefore does not require a priest or high priest to “make” 
it. Yet he explicitly says, “But if (only) laymen meet, let them 
not act presumptuously, for a layman cannot m ake the Eulogia.” 
This proves, by the clearest and most cogent sort of an a fortiori 
argument, that he would not have dreamed for an instant of 
allowing a layman to consecrate the Eucharist. And the case 
under discussion is directly and explicitly the case when no 
member of the hierarchy is present. Thus the contradiction 
between him and Tertullian is complete.

i0r‘ This Eulogia was the special blessed bread which was customarily dis
pensed before beginning the regular meal at an Agape. It seems to have 
taken the name Eulogia by the same process by which earlier the Body of 
Christ at the Eucharist had taken the name of Eucharistia. In order to 
make a distinction between the two, a different verb was used. In blessing 
the Eucharistic bread the verb used was eucharisteo, so now they used the 
originally (among Jews) practically synonymous word eulogeo to express 
the blessing of the opening bread of the separated Agape. From these 
two verbs the food so blessed came to be called Eucharistia in the case of 
the Holy Communion and Eidogia in the case of the Agape, after that 
came to be the name of the common meal separated from the consecration 
of the Body and Blood of Christ, with which it originally began and ended. 
St. Hippolytus makes it rather clear, I think, that it was not unnecessary 
to emphasize (presumably for the less well instructed) that there is a 
difference that is very important between the Eulogia and the Eucharistia, 
and that only the latter is the Body of the Lord.



641. Now there can be no doubt that St. Hippolytus is much 
better evidence for the normal customary practice of Catholics 
than is Tertullian. He had been a lifelong Catholic, while Ter
tullian was a late convert. He was a strict ultra-conservative 
traditionalist, while Tertullian was a rabid partisan of an essen
tially innovatory movement. Even when he became involved 
in a schism, it was because he thought his opponents guilty of
innovating, which was not---- to put it mildly—Tertullian s and
the Montanists’ contention. Finally, the widespread use of the 
writings of St. Hippolytus in orthodox circles contrasts with the 
reserved use made of Tertullian’s writings, except of course his 
Catholic writings.

Besides, we have seen above in Section 597 that Tertullian 
himself, when in his Catholic phase, was apparently as strict a 
sacerdotalist as St. Hippolytus was, though he did not have occa
sion in his Catholic writings to rule explicitly on the issue of lay 
celebration of the Eucharist. But we saw reason above to think 
that his language in the passage from his Catholic writings 
(quoted and discussed in Section 597) is a far more likely way 
to express the unmitigated sacerdotalism of St. Hippolytus and 
St. Cyprian than the mitigated sacerdotalism of his later Mon- 
tanist days. There is, on the other hand, nothing at all in the 
writings of St. Hippolytus or any other Catholic writer which 
gives any shadow of support to Tertullian the Montanist on 
either point—his use of the doctrine of the priesthood of the 
laity or his assertion that laymen were allowed to offer the 
Eucharist when no clergyman was available.
642. Another point which is at least strongly unfavorable to 
Tertullian’s thesis that laymen were generally understood to 
have the power to offer the Eucharist in case of need is the 
practice of the early Church in regard to the Reservation of the 
Eucharist. We read in St. Justin Martyr that the deacons take 
the Eucharist to those who are absent. This certainly includes 
at least the reception of the Eucharist on the day it is celebrated 
in the public service. But it may well include even more. 
Whether it does or not in St. Justin, at least we have evidence 
in Tertullian and elsewhere during tire third century that the 
laity were actually allowed to reserve the Eucharist in their 
homes, and apparently to receive it daily before breaking their 
fast. Now it is clear that this very hazardous custom would 
not have been at all necessary if it had been axiomatic to all 
that the laity could consecrate for themselves in case no clergy
man was present. Hence, it is very unlikely that it would have , 
been practiced. The evidence of one of the probably spurious 
canons of the A. T. of St. Hippolytus (Canon 32) shows that 
to its day as to ours the hazardous character of Reservation at



home was obvious. And Dr. Easton, though considering this 
canon spurious, agrees that it faithfully depicts the third century. 
So the practice strongly supports the view that the laity could 
not consecrate for themselves.
643. Tertullian’s assertion raises another difficulty, in the above 
connection. If it is possible to get around the difficulty raised 
in the preceding paragraph, it must be by holding that the em
phasis on the corporate character of the Eucharist was very 
great. On that premise, even though the laity were understood 
to have the power to consecrate for themselves in case of neces
sity, yet the Church would rather have them use the Sacrament 
consecrated at the public Eucharist, if at all possible. The prac
tice preferred involved much danger of irreverence—a matter 
that did not escape the mind of the thoughtful even in those 
very early days before the practice of Eucharistical adoration 
was seen to be a corollary of belief in the Presence in the Con
secrated Elements. But if we thus mitigate the one difficulty 
by insisting on the strongly corporate character of the primitive 
Eucharist, we only increase the other difficulty of supposing 
that at the same time the Eucharist was, even in an emergency, 
so un-corporate an act as to allow room for the theory that small 
groups of as few as three laymen could have a Eucharist for 
themselves, which is what the passage in Tertullian seems to 
contemplate.

If it be answered that the reception of the Eucharist was 
deemed so crucially important as to make even such departures 
from the normal practice permissible in case of necessity, when 
the supply of the Reserved Sacrament could not be replenished 
from the public Eucharist, I would ask whether it is likely that 
the early Church—with its belief in “the Baptism of blood”—so 
totally lacked any early equivalent of the Catholic idea of spir
itual communion as this theory involves.

Finally, if it did, how would such cases harmonize with the 
principle clearly expressed as early as c. 115 a .d . by St. Ignatius 
that a Eucharist must be held illicit (opposite of bebaia, usually 
translated “valid”) unless celebrated by the Bishop, or someone 
authorized by him? I see no way that this difficulty can be met 
by one who would uphold the view that Catholic practice was 
as Tertullian seems to presuppose, except to suggest that there 
was understood to be a sort of standing authorization to cover 
all such cases. But is this at all likely, especially at a date almost 
a hundred years later than St. Ignatius? Even if we waive all 
question of sacerdotal principles, and base the Ignatian injunc
tion entirely on his desire to outlaw schism, still that objective 
would be just as much desired about 200 a .d . as in 115 a .d ., and 
the need of the Ignatian injunction would have been even more



obvious, clue to almost a century of experience with unauthorized 
meetings of this sort since St. Ignatius wrote.

644. I do not care to maintain that any one of these points 
dealt with in the last two sections is decisive against the his
toricity of Tertullian’s assertion. But they all point definitely 
toward the conclusion that it is at least highly improbable. They 
thus confirm the conclusion reached with overwhelming proba
bility from the fact that St. Hippolytus gives testimony that is 
completely incompatible with Tertullian’s assertion.

Before closing the case against the historicity of Tertullian’s 
supposed assertion, I would like to point out how much more 
easy and natural an interpretation the theory that he misrepre
sents contemporary Catholicism enables us to give to the other 
passage, written by Tertullian in his Catholic days, and quoted 
above at the beginning of Section 597, in which he stands aghast 
at the wantonness of certain heretics who “even enjoin sacerdotal 
functions on the laity.” That complaint does not sound one bit as 
if at that time Tertullian confused the sense in which only the 
clergy are priests with the sense in which the laity also are priests. 
Neither does it sound as if at that time he thought that the laity 
had a perfectly good right, at least theoretically, to offer the 
Eucharist. If he did, his amazement and indignation must have 
been largely feigned. Above all, it is far more likely that he is in 
accord with Catholicism when he agrees perfectly with St. Hip
polytus and the rest of the main stream of Catholic Fathers than 
when he asserts something which cannot be paralleled elsewhere 
in the whole history of the Catholic Church, and which runs 
directly counter to a perfectly clear ruling of St. Hippolytus.

645. We must, then, come to the conclusion that Tertullian 
has either:

1. Gratuitously assumed the agreement of his Catholic op
ponents with a practice confined to his newly found allies, the 
Montanists, and with an interpretation of the authentic doctrine 
of the priesthood of the laity which is actually warped gravely 
by the anti-hierarchical animus of Montanism; or else

2. If still a Catholic, he has argued unfairly and with an 
extreme and one-sided and perverted logic, as we find him 
doing more than once elsewhere in his controversial writings, 
and has assumed that his opponents will admit inferences which 
in fact they would not admit by any stretch of the imagination, 
though we need not question that to Tertullian they seemed 
logical in his existing frame of mind; or else

3. Has been misinterpreted as meaning that the laity can 
celebrate the Eucharist when he really meant something else.



Division II

646. While either of the first two of these hypotheses is per
fectly possible and free from any major historical difficulty, it 
is tempting to try the third possibility and see what results it 
yields. I can see at least two possibilities besides the usual in
terpretation.

647. a. Dr. R. C. Moberly, on pages 78-79 of his great book 
Ministerial Priesthood, presents and argues in a footnote a sug
gested interpretation which I shall quote with slight abridge
ment. Dr. Moberly thinks that “Sacerdos es tibi solus” (espe
cially the two last words) “seem to represent a very different 
thought from any right, under supposed necessity, to minister 
congregationally. It sounds more like what any modern High 
Churchman would say of a Christian secluded from all access 
to Church ordinances. . . .  it seems to me not at all impossible 
that a writer, who can be so rhetorical as Tertullian, would 
express himself thus, without necessarily meaning more than 
that your own prayers and spiritual communings take the place 
of preaching, praising, baptizing, confirming, communicating— 
everything whatever.’ Such rhetoric, and the precise form it here 
takes, would be all the more probable, because there would 
anyhow be a limited sense in which both the ‘offers’ and the 
‘tinguis’ might seem to be literally predicable of occasions in 
domestic lay life; the ’tinguis’ as representing the ultimate possi
bility ‘si necesse est’ of baptizing; the ‘offers’ as not wholly in
applicable to the habitual reception in private of the Reserved 
Sacrament. . . . (He here quotes passages from Tertullian him
self on both of these points) . . . Such a familiar possibility as 
these words contemplate must form part of the atmosphere 
through which we distinguish the meaning of Tertullian. I am 
not suggesting, however, that Tertullian is here so much speak
ing, directly and literally, either of Baptism in extremis, or of 
private self-communicating; but rather that, in a passage which 
is primarily rhetorical, the possibility of these two things enters 
in, partly to give a sense of justification to, partly to determine 
the precise form of, the rhetorical phrases.”

Possibly Dr. Moberly might have strengthened his argument 
a little by calling attention to the fact that in a different pas
sage406 Tertullian refers to the normal custom at the Eucharist 
as being that the communicants receive the Sacrament from the 
“hand of no others but (our) presidents.” Yet in receiving the 
Reserved Sacrament at home it must have been necessary to 
“be the priest to oneself alone.” And if it was at all generally 
customary to offer thanks for the Sacrament before receiving,



as is quite likely, that might easily be spoken of as “offering/' 
I shall show below that the word “offer” has in the A. T. several 
other uses besides that of “offering the Eucharistic Oblation 
to God.”

This suggestion of Dr. Moberly has several attractive fea
tures, and it is not, perhaps, impossible that Tertullian may have 
meant no more than he here suggests. But I cannot but think 
that the latter part of the passage, quoted above in the first 
section of this chapter, makes it very difficult to imagine that 
he is referring to anything less than some definite act which 
usually the clergy would perform, but which in case of neces
sity the layman does for himself. So I am very strongly inclined 
to favor the following interpretation, if I am right in suspecting 
that Tertullian may not be referring to the Eucharist at all.
648. b. I suggest that Tertullian has in mind some of the 
other offerings to which St. Hippolytus makes reference in A. T. 
For example, we read in A. T. 26:1-6,

“For it constantly happens that someone wishes to make 
an offering—and such a one must not be denied—and then the 
Bishop, after breaking the bread, must in every case taste and 
eat it with the other believers. . . . But before breaking his own 
bread, each shall take a piece of this bread from the Bishop’s 
hand. . . . But before drinking, each one, as many of you as are 
present, must take a cup and give thanks over it, and so go to 
your meal. But to the catechumens is given exorcised bread, 
and each of them must offer the cup. . . . But at each act of 
offering, the offerer must remember his host, etc.” (All the italics 
are mine.)

Assuming as evident the parallelism between the way the 
faithful begin their meal and the way the catechumens begin 
theirs, we come to the conclusion that the Eulogia (the name 
of the bread blessed for the faithful by the Bishop) is replaced 
by what is called “exorcised bread,” and that both begin their 
meal, by blessing a cup and receiving it after first receiving 
the bread just mentioned. Then, after this cup, they “so go to 
(their) meal.” Now in reference to the faithful, the author speaks 
of “tak(ing) a cup and giv(ing) thanks over it.” But he de
scribes the parallel action by the catechumens as “offer(ing) 
the cup.” This usage whereby the word “offer” is employed 
as a synonym for “giving thanks over” bread or a cup (whether 
or not the Eucharistic Bread or Cup) is more than adequately 
attested for this date, and earlier, and in all probability is de
rived from Jewish usage. We must bear it in mind as we proceed.
649. Now in verse 11 of the same chapter we read,

“And even if the Bishop should be absent when the faithful



eat at a supper, if a presbyter or a deacon is present, they shall 
eat in a similar orderly fashion, and each shall be careful407 to 
take the blessed bread ( E ulogia) from the presbyter’s or dea
con’s hand; and in the same way, the catechumens shall take the 
same exorcised bread.”

Then, immediately, in verse 12 we read:
“But if (only) laymen meet, let them not act presumptu

ously, for a layman cannot bless the blessed bread (literally, 
make the E ulogia).”

What would happen in such a case? Would there be no 
bread broken and blessed at all before “offering the (opening) 
cup”? This is very unlikely. I suppose that there would in such 
a case be no Eulogia, and that the meal would lose its quasi- 
liturgical character. But in all probability it would not have 
to be cancelled entirely, or lose its “orderly fashion.” Only each 
one would have to “offer” (i.e. break and give thanks over) his 
own bread, to which reference is made in verse 2, just as anyway 
he “offers” his own cup, even when the Bishop is present.

My suggestion is that Tertullian is referring to this practice, 
rather than to the laity offering the Eucharist in case no “bench 
of clergy” is available. Clearly we can find no difficulty in his 
applying the word “offer” to such a function. Equally clearly 
there would be nothing difficult in his describing such a case 
as “sacerdos es tibi solus” since the layman does for himself, 
ex hypothesi, what normally the clergy do for him, and that is 
what Tertullian must have meant even if he is referring to the 
Eucharist.
650. Not only is it easy to interpret all the words and phrases 
of Tertullian’s celebrated passage as referring to this non-liturgi- 
cal Agape, but such an interpretation has several distinct ad
vantages :

1. It puts Tertullian in perfect harmony with St. Hippolytus 
and the Catholic practice, and thus explains his apparent assump
tion that his Catholic opponents will not question the premise 
about a layman “offering” in a case of necessity.

2. It explains why he says “where there is no bench of 
clergy” instead of “where there is no priest.” His reason was 
that, as St. Hippolytus attests, a priest was not the only one 
who could “offer” liturgically in the case he had in mind. A 
deacon could “make the Eulogia” at a liturgical Agape.

3. It explains why he says “sacerdos es tibi solus” instead of 
saying “one of the laymen present offers for the others.” The 
latter is what he really means, on the usual interpretation. But 
on the interpretation I propose, every layman “offers” for him
self. This fits far better the actual language Tertullian has used.

407 I am using Dr. Easton’s translation.



4. There is another passage408 in which Tertullian seems, 
on what is certainly the most natural and probable interpreta
tion, to distinguish between certain things that are “virilis mu
neris” and others which are sacerclotalis o ffic ii” and to include 
“nec tinguere nec offerre” under the former heading, rather than 
the latter. He says, “Non permittitur mulieri in ecclesia loqui 
sed nec docere nec tinguere nec offerre nec ullius virilis muneris, 
nedum sacerdotalis officii sortem sibi vindicate.” We have to 
understand “sacerdotalis officii” to be used in the exclusive sense, 
meaning “specifically sacerdotal,” that is, things which only a 
priest can do. For most of the things named are things that 
would, at least normally, be done by a priest. But, while I do 
not deny that it is possible to interpret this passage in such a 
way as to avoid the inference I have drawn, it seems to me that 
the most natural meaning is that the things named are all things 
that any male Christian could do, at least in case of necessity, 
while the still more unthinkable things introduced by nedum  
are all things which are specifically sacerdotal. If so, this would 
favor if not require that offerre refer to something other than 
the Eucharist, as the Eucharist must certainly be one of the 
things referred to under the term sacerdotalis officii. At least 
the perfectly clear distinction here between things that are 
virilis muneris and other things that are sacerdotalis officii cer
tainly means that he had in mind some things that are exclusively 
sacerdotalis officii; and this inference is made still more certain 
by his introduction of the last clause by nedum, which may 
perhaps be translated by “let alone,” and which certainly intro
duces an a fortiori instance. But if so, then there are some things 
which a lay man cannot do even in an emergency, otherwise 
the distinction would be vain.

All of these reasons seem to me to make it very tempting to 
understand Tertullian as referring in this celebrated passage to 
laymen “offering,” every one for himself, at a non-liturgical Agape, 
rather than the Eucharist. Can any decisive objection be raised 
against this proposed interpretation?
651. I think not. The only one which seems to me to be serious 
prima facie is that this interpretation is rendered almost if not 
quite impossible by the double fact that he couples his “offers” 
with “Unguis,” and later implies quite clearly that he has re
ferred above to two “sacraments.” Let us consider these two 
points separately.

The fact that “tinguis” (referring to the “washing portion” 
of Christian initiation, without “Confirmation”) is coupled with 
his “offers” does not require that the reason why they are men
tioned together here should be the same reason why they are



coupled (at least in a sense) elsewhere in early writers; as, for 
example, in 1 Cor. 10 and John  3 and 6. There, and in many 
other cases in early Church writings, they are coupled because 
they are the two greatest rites of the Church, at least in some 
respects. But it is clear that this ground is not the only one on 
which Baptism could be coupled with some second quantum. 
If, as in the present case, a writer is trying to bolster his con
tention that laymen are priests in the sam e409 sense as presbyters 
and Bishops by pointing out that laymen can do in case of 
necessity what only presbyters and Bishops normally do, and 
if Baptism and the non-liturgical Agape were the two best ex
amples he could think of, he could easily and naturally couple 
them on that ground, without it being at all necessary that they 
should be of anything approaching equal importance in a religi
ous or theological way. I do not say that this is the most easy 
or natural interpretation of an ambiguous word like “to offer” 
in an early Christian writer. But if it is clear, as I think we 
have seen above, that the passage raises grave difficulties if we 
give the word the most obvious, easy, and natural interpreta
tion, while these difficulties disappear instantaneously if we give 
to the word another interpretation which is not only possible 
but actually attested in a contemporary writer, that gives us, 
I think it is safe to say, sufficient reason for preferring the in
terpretation which would be the less probable of the two prima 
facie. At least it is not impossible nor unthinkable.
652. But what about the word “sacramentum”? I think we 
have here the earliest extant use of the term by a Latin Father. 
Now this word has had quite a history, and had apparently 
already been used by the translators of the Old Latin version 
of the New Testament to translate the Greek term musterion. 
But that term does not, in the New Testament, mean what we 
nowadays mean by the word “sacrament.” Nor, as far as I am 
aware, is there any other writer as early as Tertullian or earlier 
who uses either the Greek or the Latin term of either Baptism 
or the Eucharist. I do not mean to be understood as question
ing that Tertullian does apply the term to both of these. But 
that does not settle the issue for our problem. The question 
we have to ask is not whether the term sacramentum  is applied 
by Tertullian to Baptism and the Eucharist, but whether he 
applies it to these two supreme Christian rites only. To put the 
question differently, does he use the term in the carefully de
fined sense of “a means of grace” or does he use it in the broader 
sense of “a sacred rite of any sort.”

I think that his date is too early to enable us to say with 
any confidence that he must be using the term in the more

100 For if they are priests in a different sense, of course his argument col
lapses!



narrowly defined sense. In favor of our conclusion are four 
considerations. First, the primary classical sense of the word 
is that of “sacred thing” as Pourrat has said, quoting Reville. 
Secondly, the term was already used of an oath. Thirdly, the 
term was already in use to translate musterion in the Old Latin 
version. Fourthly, Tertullian uses the term (in addition to the 
passage under discussion, and to others where he certainly ap
plies it to Baptism and the Eucharist) to mean an oath, and 
(according to Pourrat) in the sense of “religious doctrine.” I 
am not sure that this last is the precise sense in the passage in 
question, but at least it does not mean in that passage Baptism 
and the Eucharist; or, in other words, “sacrament” in the nar
row sense.

While there is, then, no passage in which it is clear that Ter
tullian applies the term to any other Christian rite or ceremony 
except Baptism and the Eucharist, it does not seem at all un
likely that he could and would use the term of Baptism and the 
Agape, with the meaning “sacred rite of any sort.” In fact, even 
where he does certainly apply the term to Baptism and the Eu
charist, we cannot be at all confident that he so applied it in vir
tue of the precise fact that these were “efficacious signs of the 
grace of God.” It is at least equally possible, and perhaps even 
more probable, that he applied it to them in virtue of their being 
“sacred rites” and no more. Of course I do not, by saying this, 
mean that there is any doubt at all that he does consider both 
Baptism and the Eucharist as “efficacious signs of grace.” The 
only question is whether that was the precise thing that caused 
him to call them “sacraments.” If not, then the application of 
the term to the Agape would be possible and easy. The evi
dence, then, leaves the gate sufficiently open to justify us in as
suming that the term is here so used, if that interpretation is (as 
I think we have seen above) on other grounds far superior. Cer
tainly in a passage which seems to presuppose general Catholic 
agreement, it is better to take the language, if possible, as refer
ring to something which St. Hippolytus attests rather than to 
something he clearly contradicts as Catholic practice.
653. Thus it seems very unlikely that we would be safe in ac
cepting the conclusion that this passage in Tertullian securely 
attests not only the fact that the author himself in a Montanistic 
or semi-Montanistic frame of mind would have maintained the 
validity of lay celebrations of the Eucharist in cases where no 
“bench of clergy” was available, but that he thought, and rightly 
thought, that his Catholic opponents would agree with him on 
this fundamental premise. In fact, we have seen'that it is open 
to at least reasonable doubt whether he even meant this for him
self. And there seem insuperable reasons against supposing that 
the Catholics of his date would have accepted his proposed in-



ference from the doctrine of the “priesthood of the laity” even if 
he did mean it.
654. Finally, there is a passage in St. Paul410 which is some
times quoted as proving that anybody, even a layman, could in 
St. Paul's opinion celebrate the Eucharist. The passage says, 
“Else, if thou bless with the spirit, how shall he that filleth the 
place of the unlearned say the ‘Amen’ at thy giving of thanks, 
seeing he knoweth not what thou sayest? For thou verily givest 
thanks well, but the other is not edified.” In the chapter as a 
whole, St. Paul is discussing in particular the problem raised by 
the enigmatic phenomenon of “speaking with tongues.”

It is, of course, true that this brief and allusive passage admits 
without difficulty of the interpretation on which the objection 
just stated is based. But it admits with at least equal ease of the 
interpretation that St. Paul is here directing his remarks to those 
qualified to offer the Eucharist, if indeed the reference is Euchar
istic at all. It need not necessarily be. There must have been 
many other occasions on which the early Christians gave thanks 
in addition to the times when one individual speaking for the as
sembled group had to “thanksgivingize” the Eucharistic bread 
into the Body of Christ and the Cup of the Blessing into His 
Blood. There is nothing in this passage to require that the ref
erence here be Eucharistic. What is ;said about the “Amen” is 
not at all decisive. For that word must have been used at the 
end of the great majority of prayers said publicly, as a means of 
joining in the prayer, and of associating oneself with the petitions 
or other content of it.

But, as said above, even if it be taken as definitely and ex
clusively Eucharistic, it still throws no clear light on who would 
be the celebrant. If there was a restriction—of any sort whatso
ever—as to who might and who might not offer the Eucharist, 
both St. Paul and his readers would understand this clearly. It 
would be obvious to all that St. Paul was discouraging those who 
had the right to offer the Eucharist from a tendency which had 
been reported to him to say the Consecratory Blessing or Thanks
giving “in a tongue.” Only if there was known to be no limita
tion at all on the right to offer would the interpretation presup
posed in the objection we are considering be natural for those 
addressed. And the Epistle was written to them with their 
knowledge, not to us in our ignorance. So there is nothing here 
to attest lay celebrations of the Eucharist. We must now pass 
on in Chapters XXXIII and XXXIV to consider the alleged evi
dence of celebration by unordained prophets or confessor- 
presbyters.

Chapter XXXIII

WERE UNORDAINED PROPHETS EVER ALLOWED TO 
CELEBRATE THE EUCHARIST?

655. It has often been maintained that the evidence of the 
right of laymen in the early Church to celebrate the Eucharist 
which has been examined in Chapter XXXII must not be treated 
as if it stood alone. It is, we are told, supplemented and but
tressed by the evidence, which is said to be much stronger, that 
unordained prophets and confessors admitted to the presbyterate 
without Ordination were both allowed to celebrate the Eucharist 
in the early Church; and that both of these cases, or rather 
classes of cases, would provide us with Eucharists celebrated by 
unordained laymen. We must now examine both of these alle
gations carefully. We shall consider the question of the prophets 
in the present chapter, and the question of the confessors in the 
chapter that follows.

Division I

656. Let us first take the case of the prophets, since this case, 
if it is valid at all, will come from an earlier date than the con
fessor-presbyters. Let us note here at the very beginning of 
this portion of our study that it is by no means certain that there 
was an Order of Prophets, as such, in the early Church. I have 
discussed this question of what the “prophets” were in the early 
Church at several points in this volume, and I cannot at this 
point spare the space to make a still fuller study of that very 
complicated question. I must content myself with referring the 
interested reader to my Indices for the relevant passages, and 
with recommending to my readers two fuller, and in my opinion 
very valuable, discussions of this issue than any I remember hav
ing undertaken in this book.

One of these discussions is the first part of the Essay by Dr.
J. Armitage Robinson—the second Essay in the volume—in the 
famous collection by Dr. H. B. Swete, entitled The Early His
tory o f the Church and Ministry. The other is, I am sorry to say, 
probably far less accessible. It is to be found in the November, 
1932, issue of The Church Union Gazette, the monthly journal 
of the English Church Union. It is by the then already famous 
scholar, who now ranks at or very near the absolute top among 
living English scholars, Dom Gregory Dix. I refer especially to



Part II of that article, entitled The Prophets. I cannot, of course, 
subscribe to every contention in either of these articles, or por
tions of articles. In fact, I am quite certain that Father Dix him
self would not adhere today to all of his arguments in that arti
cle. No scholar as great as he is could have failed to make still 
further approximations to the full truth in the fifteen very fruit
ful years of work with which he has put the Church in his debt 
since 1932. Nor do I think the last word has been said on the 
subject, by any means. But I do think that the truth lies along 
the lines taken by the very learned authors of those two articles, 
rather than along the lines taken by those whom they have to 
criticise.

I think, in short, that prophecy was a very highly esteemed 
spiritual gift or charisma in the early Church, and that all who 
had it—which was not a few—were called prophets. Not all 
prophets were equally great. But all were essentially “intermit
tent.” By that I mean that few if any of these “prophets” could 
go “into the Spirit” simply at will. And what such a prophet 
said when not “in the Spirit” was not of the same weight as what 
he said while “in the Spirit.” Nor did the possession of other 
spiritual gifts exclude the possession of the “gift of prophecy;” 
nor vice versa. Thus there would be no such thing as a distinct 
“Order of Prophets.” Rather, we would expect to find members 
of all Orders who had the “gift of prophecy” and also simple lay
men like Hernias, even if not always quite as simple as Hermas. 
The possession of greater gifts of prophecy would make a man 
a very likely candidate for the deutero-apostolate or the mo
narchical Episcopate. Lesser gifts of prophecy would make him 
a likely candidate for the presbyterate ( in the Ignatian sense) or 
the diaconate. But we could not safely conclude that even great 
gifts of prophecy would always and invariably entitle a man to a 
place in the regular hierarchy. So, conversely, a man who was 
not a Bishop, presbyter, or deacon might still be a very great 
prophet.

It is true that a careful selection of a few misleading passages 
might easily seem to point toward the opposite conclusion. But 
a fuller and more careful study of the evidence as a whole seems 
to me to favor strongly the conclusions here accepted. If the 
evidence of the D idache seems to point in the opposite direction 
from the rest of the evidence, that does not justify us in either 
preferring the Didache evidence to the rest of the evidence, or re
vising our estimate of what the rest of the evidence really favors. 
The date, character, etc. of the Didache would make it much too 
possible that the author of that enigmatic document has simply 
misrepresented the Apostolic age in his efforts to reconstruct it 
to justify any such revision out of deference to its isolated evi
dence.



65 7. Neither is it at all certain that “the prophets” were unor
dained in the early Church. Of course, if the view of “the 
prophets” taken in Section 656 is correct, it would follow as in
evitable that those possessors of the prophetic gift who were 
members of the regular hierarchy would be ordained. On the 
other hand, others like Hermas were not. But even if we work 
on the premise that there was a separate and distinct Order of 
Prophets in the early Church, ranking just next below the Apos
tles in importance and esteem, it would still not be certain. It 
is true that even Bishop Gore, who was in the opinion of the 
present writer very justifiably satisfied with the sufficiency of the 
evidence for Ordination as the invariable manner of mediate ap
pointment of members of the regular hierarchy, confessed him
self to be very doubtful whether this was equally true of the 
prophets. It is true also that there was complete silence as to 
any such Ordination of the prophets in primitive Christian 
sources. And finally it is true that “prophets” are listed along 
with others in I Cor. 12:28 of whom at least the majority were 
in all probability “pure charismatics.” That would, of course, 
mean that they were unordained.

But in more recent criticism there has been a strong tendency 
among scholars to conclude that the apocryphon called The As
cension o f Isaiah is both Christian, and of the first Christian cen
tury. And in that source we find in Chapter VI, which Dr. W.
K. Lowther-Clarke thinks is probably Palestinian evidence, an 
“account” of how forty prophets came to Jerusalem to see Isaiah, 
and “to salute him, and to hear his words, and that he might lay 
his hands upon them, and that they might prophesy . . . ” (Verse 
9). Dr. Lowther-Clarke comments on this,411 “So the laying on 
of hands upon prophets in a kind of ordination seems to have 
been practiced as well as upon the ministers of whom we read in 
Acts 6.” And Dom Gregory Dix412 sees in this passage “indica
tions that Christian practice in the first century soon transferred 
to prophets’ that practice of ‘private ordination’ by the hands of 
a prophetic ‘master’ which Judaism had conferred upon the rab
binic student.” He thinks that this passage “seems to reflect 
early Christian practice.”

At least, whatever we mav think of these two comments on 
the passage, we cannot fail to see that it is no longer possible to 
have the slightest confidence that prophets were not ordained in 
early Christianity. And the doubts against the position once so 
confidently asserted are increased when we stop to reflect that 
the Didache, which is the strongest point in the case for unor
dained prophetic celebrants of the Eucharist, in so far as there 
really is any such case, gives at least two fairly clear hints (which

411 Episcopacy, Ancient and Modern, pp. 34-35.
412 The Apostolic Ministry, p. 238.



we have already noticed above in Chapter XXXI, Section 633) 
that those usually called “prophets” in that mysterious docu
ment are in reality also “apostles” —or that at least some of them 
are. And if they were Apostles or deutero-apostles there is every 
likelihood that they would have been ordained, though we have 
seen above in Chapter XVIII that there is no sufficient reason to 
think that the original Twelve or St. Paul or St. Matthias or St. 
James “the Lord’s brother” (if he is not one of the Twelve) were 
ordained ( except “charismatically”).

Division II

658. Yet again, there is no evidence worthy of the name that 
“prophets” ever were allowed to celebrate the Eucharist, within 
the limits of the Catholic Church, unless the Didache provides 
such evidence. Only in that document (among those which 
might even possibly represent Catholic practice) do we find any 
assertion or clear implication that any ones identified as “proph
ets” were privileged to consecrate the Eucharist. It is true, of 
course, that we have clear and unambiguous evidence of the 
celebration of the Eucharist, outside the Catholic Church, by 
“prophets” and even by “prophetesses.” This is worthy of spe
cial note in view of the fact that our evidence for the beliefs and 
practice of the various schisms, heresies, and sects is even more 
limited, by far, than our evidence for Catholic beliefs and prac
tice. It shows that the comparative scantiness of the available 
evidence is not reasonably to be alleged as the real reason why 
we do not find evidence of the celebration of the Eucharist by 
laymen or unordained “prophets” within the Catholic Church. 
But, whatever be the explanation of this “silence,” at least it is 
complete, except for the Didache. So if any case can be made 
out for these alleged prophetic celebrants of the Eucharist within 
the Catholic Church, it will have to be made out of the evidence 
provided by the Didache.

Now from the very first times when this document was re
discovered, it was too clear to be missed by any acute observer 
that it was in many ways an abnormal, anomalous, and highly 
precarious source for Catholic faith or practice. There was noth
ing in it which so clearly and unambiguously stamped it as heret
ical or sectarian that all scholars of whatsoever theological pre
suppositions and allegiances were obliged at once to accept such 
a characterization of it. But even from the first there were rea
sons to doubt seriously that it represented Catholic evidence, 
even if those reasons were not strong enough to warrant a defi
nitely and decisively negative conclusion on that issue. At least 
it was overwhelmingly probable that, if it was a Catholic docu



ment at all, it must represent some back-water sector of the 
Church, so that its evidence would give us the exceptional rather 
than the normative in the Catholic Church. Thus already, even 
from this very limited point of view, its value as Catholic evi
dence was reduced if not entirely taken away. And the subse
quent and ever more thorough study of the D idache has tended 
more and more strongly all the time to support this estimate.
659. What has been said so far was based on the doctrinal 
backwardness of the Didache. A good summary treatment of 
this point can be seen in Appended Note L in Bishop Gore’s 
celebrated work. . That Note is well worth reading and studying 
carefully, but I cannot accept all of its major conclusions, espe
cially that as to the date of the Didache, of which I shall speak 
briefly in a few moments. But in addition to its doctrinal back
wardness (which becomes all the more compromising in view of 
the latest developments of study as to the probable date) there 
is the question of provenance. It is not, of course, a point that 
has ceased to be disputed among scholars, by any manner of 
means. But I think that the pendulum is swinging more and 
more strongly toward the theory of Professor C. PI. Turner and 
others who favor a location in Palestine or Syria, with the trans- 
Jordan region much more likely than any other. The present 
writer will confess to a feeling of great insecurity whenever an at
tempt is made to place a document on the basis of more or less 
vague, general criteria, which are all we have to go upon in the 
present case. But I feel less insecurity in some cases than in 
others; and perhaps my comparative ignorance on this precise 
point is the reason I do not as yet share the confidence of Dom 
Gregory Dix. I shall, therefore, quote the much better informed 
verdict of this famous scholar, along with certain inferences he 
draws from that verdict.413

He says, “For the place of writing, C. H. Turner’s contention 
for Transjordania is almost demonstrably correct as against ei
ther Plarnack’s Egypt or Streeter’s Antioch.”414 More than a 
column later, in the turn-over paragraph on page 199, he speaks 
of Transjordania as “a district where the wildest perversions of 
Christian faith and practice, Plelxaism and Hemerobaptism and 
other forms of Essene Ebionism, were increasingly dominant all 
through the second century. And in all these movements proph
ets415 played the leading part. There were, of course, different 
degrees of peculiarity in these half-Christian sects. . . . The Di
dache is remarkable for a Catholic document of its true period416

413 The Church Union Gazette, November, 1932: page 199 and column 1 
on page 200.
414 Catholic and. Apostolic, by C. H. Turner, 1931, p. 257.
115 The italics this time are those of Fr. Dix.

p or the implications of this allusion see what is said next as to date.



in retaining an Ebionite Christology, in knowing only the Gos
pel of Matthew (an Ebionite feature), in prescribing that an 
Apostle shall be turned into the street after a stay of at most two 
days, and in denying that the resurrection of the dead applies to 
the wicked—to take only non-controversial oddities. It is not 
Essene, far from it; but it has come under the local Transjordan
ian influences.” Finally, well down in column one on page 200 
he speaks of it again as, “. . . a document bearing every sign of 
great abnormality, which modern scholarship assigns to a re
mote and grossly heretical region, at a date later than that after 
which Dr. Palmer417 himself assures us that ‘no regard or place 
was given to prophets in the Great Church.’ ”

Against Harnack’s proposal to place the D idache in Egypt 
one rather obvious point is the reference to “this broken bread 
(which) was scattered upon the mountains . . .” The reference 
to “the mountains” fits Palestine or Transjordania far better than 
Egypt. Yet I do not find this point too decisive, because it is 
never possible to tell just how tremendous mere hills might seem 
to a man who has never seen any real mountains. Moreover, a 
later Egyptian writer—Serapion—has taken over this very phrase 
into his Eucharistic Anaphora. Is it not possible, then, that the 
author or compiler of the Didache might have taken over this 
picturesque phrase from someone else he had heard use it in 
Transjordania, even if he himself compiled the book in Egypt? 
However, all of this is not to be taken as expressing a preference 
for Egypt. On the contrary, I do not doubt that the case for 
Transjordania is decidedly stronger. I have digressed to make 
these points only to explain why I retain some measure of doubt, 
and because Bishop Gore seems to have considered this the 
strongest of all his reasons for rejecting Egypt.

As to Dr. Streeter’s suggestion of Antioch, I can see no his
torical or critical reasons whatsoever in its favor. Nor can I 
find that Dr. Streeter has produced any. In fact, I do not see 
that he has even claimed to produce any. All he has done is to 
set out to “test (that) hypothesis.” He does not even say why it 
should deserve the honor of being tested. My own guess is that 
it was only by “testing” this hypothesis, and “finding it satisfac
tory” that he could get a running start to try to leap over the co
lossal hurdle raised against his own airy hypotheses by the im
pregnable Ignatian Epistles. I have discussed Dr. Streeter’s 
views at several points in this book. I can only express surprise 
at the quasi-infinite charity of Dr. Lowther-Clarke in finding 
this suggestion “an attractive hypothesis.” I think that if Dr. 
Streeter had wanted to name the local Church which it would be

417 A Bishop of the Anglican Communion, writing in support of the de
plorable South Indian scheme in his own field, whose arguments Dom 
Dix is criticising in this important article.



the least plausible to find “lagging behind” others in polity, Jeru
salem would have been the Church to choose; and right behind 
Jerusalem, Antioch. I ask my readers to reread, if they do not 
remember, what I have said on this subject in Chapter XX, Sec
tions 380-381.

Division III

660. But the greatest difficulty of all for the contention that 
the Didache gives us reliable Catholic evidence arises from the 
more recent developments in regard to the question of the prob
able date. At the time when Bishop Gore’s monumental work 
was undergoing its final revision around 1918 by Professor 
Turner, the recent trend had already set in. But Bishop Gore 
was not yet convinced by what had been written up to that time, 
and enters a caveat against reacting too far from what he con
sidered to be the correct view, as it was also the more or less 
widely “received” view. Perhaps he was simply falling over 
backwards, in a strict determination to refuse to accept without 
completely decisive proof a critical conclusion as to the date of 
the Didache that he knew would gravely weaken the usual “Lib
eral” case for an anti-Catholic reading of the history of the early 
Church.

However, by the time that Dom Gregory Dix wrote the arti
cle used several times above for the November, 1932, issue of 
The Church Union Gazette, the issue was almost if not quite 
decided. Dr. Muilenburg’s magisterial treatise had appeared, 
and had had time to be weighed and assessed. It is entitled 
The Literary Relations of the Epistle o f Barnabas with the 
Didache. Of the reception of this book down to the time he 
wrote Fr. Dix says, “So far as I am aware, every patristic scholar 
who has examined Dr. Muilenburg’s case has been convinced by 
it. No criticism or reply has been advanced in any of the tech
nical theological reviews, Continental or English. And so bril
liant and unfettered a scholar as Prof. F. C. Burkitt has com
mitted himself to the opinion that the dependence of the Didache 
on Barnabas is now proved.”

This opinion of Prof. Burkitt, and this estimate of the status 
quaestionis by Dom Dix, is confirmed by other opinions and 
estimates. At the time that I left the General Theological Semi
nary to begin seminary teaching in the autumn of 1930 both 
Dr. Easton and the late Dr. Frank S. B. Gavin agreed in dating 
the Didache between 90 and 100 a.d. Dr. Muilenburg’s book had 
been published, but had not yet come to their attention. During 
a summer conference with Dr. Easton a couple of years later, 
I found that he was likewise convinced that Muilenburg had 
proved conclusively that the Didache was directly dependent



on Barnabas. Nor have I seen, even to this day, any dissent from 
this thesis by any scholar who has studied Muilenburg’s case 
carefully, let alone any effort to produce an adequate critique 
of his arguments.

The result of this datum  depends on how we date Barnabas. 
Many—perhaps most—scholars accept Harnack’s conclusion that 
it cannot be earlier than 131 a .d . and may be later. Dr. Easton 
thinks that Barnabas may date as early as c. 118 a .d . But even 
on this unusually early dating of the latter document, the 
Didache cannot be much earlier than 120 a .d ., and it could 
easily be a great deal later. For we cannot be at all certain 
that the compiler of the D idache would have seen Barnabas and 
used it almost as soon as it was produced.

Moreover, there is a “better-than-even” case for two other 
conclusions which have a bearing on the date of the Didache. 
One of these is that Hermas is itself dependent on Barnabas. 
If this is correct, it will practically force us to decide in favor 
of the later of the two dates for Hermas that usually “war” 
among the experts. In favor of an early date, during the lifetime 
of St. Clement, is the internal evidence. I myself have never 
been able to explain to my own satisfaction the way in which 
St. Clement is brought in in Hermas except on the view that he 
was still alive. I have, therefore, been inclined to suppose that 
the early (Clementine) date is right, at least for that part of 
the book. But the Muratorian Fragment expressly assigns the 
book to the Episcopate of Pius, the brother of Hermas. His 
Episcopate probably dates from c. 140 to c. 154. This is very 
weighty testimony. If it is backed up by even a probable case 
for the theory that Hermas has used Barnabas, it becomes even 
more difficult to reject it. And if Hermas really is dependent 
on Barnabas, in that case the Clementine date is put hopelessly 
out of court, at least for the book as a whole. We would, in 
that case, have no alternative date which we could oppose with 
even the slightest plausibility—on the evidence—to the date given 
in the Muratorianum. That would suggest very strongly a date 
around 145 a .d . for Hermas, when complete.

A still better case, though not yet conclusive I think, can be 
made out for the view that the Didache has used Hermas. As 
Fr. Dix says,41s “Dr. (Armitage) Robinson, Dr. Muilenburg, and 
Dom Connolly, working on three quite independent lines of 
evidence, have shown with very high probability. . . . that the 
Didache made use of Hermas. . . .  Of course scholars have 
erred in droves before now. But that three scholars of such 
eminence should have found three quite independent but con
verging lines of evidence establishing the series Barnabas—

118 Op. cit., page 199, column 1.



Hermas—Didache, is surprising if the conclusion is false. . . . 
one of the results which is beyond the stage of conjecture among 
the experts to-day is that the Didache must now be treated as 
a document which dates from after 150 a .d . Indeed, the reac
tion from the early date seems likely to go rather too far. Dr. 
Burkitt has already hinted at a date round about 200 a .d .”

These words were written over fifteen years ago. But I know 
nothing since that time to force any major reversal or revision 
of them. And when I asked Dom Dix the same question dur
ing his recent visit to this country, he too was unaware of any 
reasons for a change of view. I think he inclined to a date c. 190 
a .d . For myself, I begin to lose confidence in dating books 
when we come to vague and general considerations. But the 
literary relations of the Didache with Hermas and Barnabas 
certainly do not fall in that class. Without, therefore, making 
any claim to be able even remotely to approach Dom Dix as a 
patristic student, I am convinced that a date for the Didache 
as late as 120 a .d . is the earliest possible, and that a date as late 
as 150 a .d . or possibly considerably later is at least very prob
able. I am inclined to reconcile this conclusion, which seems 
to me well established, with the internal evidence pointing in 
the direction of an early date, and even a very early date, by 
supposing that the author or compiler has used earlier sources. 
It is generally recognized that the “Two Ways” document is 
one such source, and I have given what I believe to be very 
strong reasons in Appendix I of my book, The Early Eucharist, 
for believing that a much earlier source underlies Chapter IX 
of the Didache, and therefore presumably also Chapter X. There 
may well be others. Barnabas and less certainly but probably 
Hermas are also sources. But they are not nearly as early as the 
ones to which I have just been referring.
661. Now this result as to the probable date of the Didache 
cannot help having a very vital bearing on the even more impor
tant question of the nature or character of this book. If we could 
date it as early as 50-75 a .d . it would be quite natural to see in it 
direct evidence of the contemporary state of the Church, at least 
in communities that had been quite or almost uninfluenced by 
St. Paul. What F. C. Baur would have made of the Didache, 
had it been known in his day, is a very interesting subject for 
conjecture—and, I think, conjecture that is neither too difficult 
nor too doubtful. The same thing, only with more reservations, 
could be said of the date that was popular among nearly all 
“Liberals” and also some very definite Catholics as late as the 
days when I was a Fellow and Tutor at the General Theological 
Seminary around 1927-1930. That date was c. 90-100 a .d. Of 
course at that date it was already clear that the main stream of



the primitive Christian development had rolled far past the 
state of belief and practice represented in the Didache. But it 
was still plausible enough to suppose that a number of more 
or less backward Jewish-Christian communities had lingered in 
such a state.

But if we have to shove the Didache down to a date as late 
at 120 a .d . it begins to be very difficult to fit some of the data 
into any actually existing situation that can with any serious 
probability be supposed to have lasted that long; unless, of 
course, we make the number of such communities so few, and 
their relative state so very backward, that we reduce the value 
of the D idache evidence to the vanishing point. Yet it is only 
by simultaneously holding four discrete propositions, every one 
of which is less probable than its own contradictory, that we 
can get the D idache as early as 120 a .d . We would have to 
hold: (1) that Barnabas is as early as 118 a .d . ;  (2) that the 
Didache did not use Hermas; (3) that if it did use Hermas, 
Hermas did not use Barnabas; and finally (4) that the Didache 
used Barnabas almost as soon as it was written.

If we put the D idache at the far more probable date of 150 
a .d . or later, we find the difficulties it raises increasing tremen
dously, and the value of its evidence for contemporary Catholic 
faith and practice shrinking proportionately. How many Catho
lic communities, even among the most isolated and backward, 
would hold at the year 150 a .d . or later so primitive and undevel
oped a Christology as we find in the D idache? Or would hold so 
bare a doctrine of the Atonement? Or so low a sacramentalism? 
Where at that date can we find a Eucharistic Anaphora of so ex
tremely primitive a character as the two we get in Chapter IX 
of the Didache? Or even as we find in Chapters IX and X com
bined, on the basis of the reconstruction proposed by the present 
writer in the first Appendix of my The Early Eucharist? Where 
can we find the deutero-apostolate still in existence and func
tioning so strongly at such a date?

Above all, where can we find “bishops and deacons” still not 
only in existence (which of course raises no difficulty at all, I 
think) but called by those very primitive names around 150 a .d .?  

I have given reasons elsewhere in this book to doubt that the 
word “bishop” was used at all in the Judaeo-Christian communi
ties in the sense in which it is used in the pre-Ignatian sources, 
such as Philip. 1:1, Acts 20:28, I Clement 44, I Peter 5:1-5, al
most certainly the Pastorals several times, Hermas on the as
sumption of a Clementine date, and the Didache. I have, more
over, given reasons for accepting a theory of the history of the 
terminology on the subject of the second grade of the hierarchy 
which would explain very plausibly why it would not have been



so used in Jewish-Christian circles. We have, I believe, no evi
dence of its having been so used, unless the D idache is such 
evidence. And that, of course, is just the question we are at 
present investigating; so it would be fallacious to beg the ques
tion by assuming an affirmative answer.

On the contrary, its occurrence here is a strong indication 
that we have here not testimony to contemporary and known 
fact, nor even to accurate information about a time before the Ig- 
natian terminology arose, but in all probability an effort to re
construct the Apostolic age from certain New Testament docu
ments known to the compiler, plus a certain amount of oral tra
dition accessible to him, and probably a few written sources. I 
cannot imagine what sound critico-historical reasons can be given 
for trusting such a writer at such a date by the school of critics 
which normally adopts such exacting canons of evidence as we 
have repeatedly had to combat in this book. It seems to me to 
amount to the very fault of which this same school of critics 
justly accuse “fundamentalists” and other obscurantists—namely, 
of refusing to apply to the evidence they want to credit the same 
canons which they apply to evidence they reject. We have no
ticed a similar inconsistency at other points in this book.419

So many widely varying estimates of the nature and charac
ter of the D idache have been set forth, and so few of these admit 
of being decisively excluded, that I do not wish to claim anything 
approaching certainty for any one estimate in particular. All I 
want to insist on at this point is that it is very doubtful indeed 
whether or not we would be justified in assuming that the Di
dache is either (a) a trustworthy document attesting contem
porary conditions in any part of the Catholic Church whatsoever, 
or even (b ) a well-informed representation of the Apostolic age. 
Moreover, it may be set down as almost if not quite certain, I 
think, that if it is the former at all, it must represent some very 
definite backwater communities, and some which have, moreover, 
been considerably influenced by heretical or Judaic neighbors 
nearby. And if it is the latter, or rather an attempt at the latter, 
it is clear that we today, with all our arsenal of scientific critical 
weapons, are in a better position to attempt to reconstruct what 
the Apostolic age was really like than was the author or com-

110 An especially noteworthy case was the willingness to trust the evidence 
of St. Jerome concerning an alleged abnormality in the early polity of the 
Alexandrian Church, despite the fact that, on the usual, but by no means 
necessary, interpretation of his testimony it conflicts with a great body of 
evidence concerning the g en era l  Catholic practice, and a fair amount of 
strictly contemporary evidence which shows no trace of any abnormality 
in Egypt, while the testimony of St. Jerome is as far from the time with 
which it deals as St. Irenaeus is from the actual ministry of our Lord. I 
wonder how much weight these same critics would allow to the testimony 
of St. Irenaeus to some alleged fact in the life of Christ which was not 
even alluded to by any earlier writer.



piler of the Didache. It would be, therefore, illicit method to 
allow so doubtful a document to alter our own reading of the 
evidence, either by causing us to reject evidence about which 
there is much less doubt than about the evidence provided by 
the Didache, or by causing us to put on the rest of the evidence a 
different interpretation from the one we would give it if we did 
not have the D idache at all.420

D ivision IV

662. Finally, there has long been dispute as to whether or not 
the prayers given in Chapters IX and X of the Didache are for 
the Eucharist or for the Agape. The relevance of this for our 
present study is that it is only those prayers, or rather substitute 
extemporaneous prayers for those prayers, which this document 
authorizes the “prophets” to say. Consequently, if the Didache 
contains evidence that prophets were allowed to celebrate the 
Eucharist, it is in this passage that this evidence will have to be 
found. So if the reference here is to the Agape rather than to 
the Eucharist, then it is the former rather than the latter that 
they are authorized to celebrate, and we have on that premise 
no evidence at all here that “prophets” were authorized to cele
brate the Eucharist within the Catholic Church. This view is 
by no means rare. Quite a few really eminent scholars have 
held it in time past. Our own Dr. Gavin was one. And it has 
recently been held and defended with great confidence and abil
ity by no less an authority than Dom Gregory Dix in his epoch- 
making work, The Shape o f the Liturgy. Nor has he had occasion 
to change his mind since writing that monumental treatise. Not 
only does he make this clear by reasserting the same position in 
the still later work, The Apostolic Ministry,*21 but he did the 
same also in a private discussion I was privileged to have with 
him while we were lecturing together at the Priests’ Institute at 
Kent, Connecticut, in June, 1947.

,|-’0 This might seem at first sight to be inconsistent with the contention which 
the reader must have encountered many times in the writings of the present 
writer, if he has done me the honor of reading them, that we not only may 
but should interpret more ambiguous evidence in the light of that which is 
less ambiguous, and never the reverse. This principle of interpretation 
seems to me to be unassailable, ceteris paribus. But in the present case, 
other things are not by any means equal. There is far more doubt about 
the authorship, date, provenance, character, etc. of the Didache than of 
the documents containing the other evidence which it has been the custom 
of the “Liberal” school to read in the light of the Didache. Moreover, the 
evidence of the Didache is not itself by any means clear and unambiguous. 421
421 Op. cit., page 241, footnote 2. There he says, “I have produced some 
new evidence on the reasons for regarding Didache ix and x as concerned 
only with the agape and xiv only with the Eucharist in The Shape of the 
Liturgy (1945), chapter iv. Here I can only assume the points there 
fully discussed.”



I mention this point here because, if Fr. Dix is right, it will 
completely dispose of the only concrete piece of evidence that 
has ever been alleged as Catholic in which there is supposed to 
be attestation of the alleged right of prophets to celebrate the 
Eucharist in the early Church. For myself, I am still quite con
vinced, despite Dom Dix’s arguments in the passage referred to 
in the preceding footnote, that the prayers given in D idache IX 
and X are Eucharistic; though of course I think that this par
ticular portion of the Didache is dependent on a source which 
is far earlier than the completed document, and that it has in 
mind the state of affairs when the Agape was composed of both 
the Eucharist and a common meal which was interspersed be
tween the Consecration of the Body of Christ, with which the 
meal opened, and the Consecration of the Blood of Christ with 
which it closed. If I am right, then these “prophets,” whoever 
they were, had the power to celebrate the Eucharist. I have 
stated my position on this subject far more fully in The Early 
Eucharist.

Unfortunately, the present writer is not infallible. So, with 
such an authority as Dom Gregory Dix on the other side, the 
matter can hardly be removed from the sphere of the doubtful, 
even though in this case I am unusually confident of the correct
ness of my opinion. We must admit, then, that there is here an
other doubt to be added to the string of other (and in my opin
ion more justified) doubts which have been developed in this 
chapter as to whether we can legitimately quote the Didache as 
Catholic evidence that at one time unordained prophets were al
lowed without protest or hesitation to celebrate the Eucharist 
within the Catholic Church, and that they even took precedence 
over presbyter-bishops where both were present at the same 
time.

663. The upshot of our whole study is that, in order to be able 
to establish from the evidence of the Didache that at one time 
unordained “prophets” were freely allowed to celebrate the Eu
charist within the limits of the Catholic Church, we would have 
to be able to establish securely several separate points. We 
would have to establish that the Didache is Catholic evidence; 
and, moreover, that it is normative evidence, and not merely evi
dence of what was exceptional, and as far as we know unique. 
We would have to establish that it is reliable evidence, either 
of contemporary conditions, or else of some period in the past 
which it intends to depict. We would have to be sure that the 
“prophets” mentioned in the crucial passage, at the end of Chap
ter X of the Didache, were unordained, or at least some of them 
were. And we would have to be sure that it was the Eucharist,



and not merely the separate Agape, which they are there implied 
to have the right to celebrate.

Now we have seen that the evidence from at least three con
verging angles makes it doubtful that we have in the Didache 
Catholic evidence at all, and almost if not quite certain that, if 
it is Catholic at all, at least it is not normative but quite abnor
mal and exceptional. These three converging angles were its 
internal contents, its provenance, and its date. Its date, coupled 
with the nature of its contents, makes it all but certain that it 
does not faithfully represent contemporary faith and practice in 
any part of the Catholic Church, even a “back-water” Church. 
And its evidence does not favor the view that the author, writing 
much later than the Apostolic age, is well informed about con
ditions in the latter period. It is, moreover, very likely that at 
least many of the “prophets” there referred to were in reality 
what I have called in this book deutero-apostles, and so would 
have been ordained in all probability. Furthermore, even if 
some of them belonged to an Order of itinerant “prophets” 
outside the regular threefold hierarchy, it is no longer at all cer
tain that such prophets would have been unordained. Finally, 
there is at least grave dispute, and therefore probably real doubt, 
whether it was the Eucharist which these “prophets” were au
thorized to celebrate.

We must conclude, then, that the alleged celebration of the 
Eucharist by unordained “prophets” is certainly not established, 
and that it is very doubtful if it is even as probable that they did 
so as that they did not. That it is still possible that they did so is 
the most that the evidence will justify one in claiming. And the 
rest of the evidence points away from this possibility being a fact.



*

WERE UNORDAINED CONFESSOR-PRESBYTERS EVER 
ALLOWED TO CELEBRATE THE EUCHARIST?

664. We now pass on to the last stage of our study. We have 
to consider the objection that confessors were admitted to the 
presbyterate without Ordination being required, that after be
ing so admitted they would celebrate the Eucharist, and that 
thus we would have, in reality, unordained laymen celebrating 
the Eucharist. It is added that we find this result not only con
templated with equanimity, but actually sanctioned and legis
lated in this ultra-conservative and strictly traditionalistic Church 
Order. Finally, it is argued, this ruling is based on principle; 
that is, on the fundamental conception of the presbyterate which 
had been inherited from Judaism. The logic underlying the 
celebrated Canon 10 of The Apostolic Tradition of St. Hippoly- 
tus, in which the provision we have to consider first occurs, is ( it 
is maintained by those who urge this objection) something like 
this:

Since the primary functions of the presbyterate were to rule 
the community ( in conjunction, of course, at the date with which 
we have to deal—c. 217 a .d .—with the Bishop) and to be guard
ians and witnesses of the tradition, the Confessors, who had ex 
hypothesi already witnessed in such a conspicuous way, were al
ready shown by that very fact to have the Spirit of the presby
terate. Hence, any Ordination would be otiose.
665. This Canon, and those dependent on it in later versions 
or redactions of the Apostolic Tradition, has been discussed il- 
limitably pro and con, and I believe that a certain number of safe 
conclusions can be said to have emerged from that study, thus 
limiting the field that still remains open for reasonable debate. 
For one thing, the successful and definite identification of what 
we used to call “The Egyptian Church Order” with the suppos
edly long-lost Apostolic Tradition of St. Hippolytus, has settled 
the question of priority. So we no longer have to argue as to 
which is the best of several diverging witnesses as to the beliefs 
and practices of the late second century. Then, secondly, the 
textual question may be considered to have been settled with 
reasonable certainty in favor of the following text:

On a confessor, if he has been in bonds for the Name of the 
Lord, hands shall not be laid for the diaconate or the presbyter-



ate; for he has the honor (tim e) of the presbyterate by his con
fession. But if he is to be ordained Bishop, hands shall be laid 
upon him.

But if he is a confessor who was not brought before the au
thorities, nor was punished with bonds, nor was shut up in 
prison, but was only insulted (?) casually or privately for the 
Name of the Lord, even though he confessed, hands are to be 
laid upon him for every office ( kleros) of which he is worthy.422

D ivision  I

666. The first question we have to ask is whether we have 
here evidence of practice within the Catholic Church or outside 
of it. The answer to that question will depend on the date of this 
Church Order. If it dates from a period after the schism it will 
not represent Catholic evidence, at least directly. If, on the con
trary, it dates from before the schism, in that case it will be neces
sary to ask further questions before we can say whether or not it 
gives us Catholic evidence.

Dr. Easton favors a date very soon after the schism. So does 
Dom Connolly. In the article from the November, 1932, issue of 
The Church Union Gazette of which much use was made in 
Chapter XXXIII, Dom Gregory Dix held the same opinion. In 
his later writings, however, he inclines toward the view that the 
A. T. was written shortly before the schism. Others hold the 
same view. Finally, my good friend Dr. Cyril Bichardson, of the 
Union Seminary in New York, has very kindly allowed me to see 
in manuscript form a very worthy and weighty article in which 
he argues for a considerably earlier date, around 197 b .c. I do 
not know of any way of settling this difference of opinion among 
the experts, so I shall not spend any further time on it. My own 
opinion, for what it may be worth, is that St. Hippolytus is more 
likely to have written such a document to regulate an ecclesiasti
cal body of which he was in full command, and which he ex
pected to gain widespread adhesion from other local Churches 
throughout the world, than as an effort to dictate to either Zephy- 
rinus, for whom he had small respect, and from whom he could 
expect little in the way of subservience, or to the hated Callistus, 
of whom the same things would be a fortiori true. But this gives 
at most probability; and in the opinion of some who are really 
experts in that field, it must not even give probability. I shall, 
therefore, rest content with having pointed out the bearing that

4-2 I have used Dr. Easton’s translation, but it does not differ in any im
portant respect from that given by Dom Gregory Dix in his slightly later 
edition.



the question as to the date must have on the other question.
667. The bearing of the question of the date, though it would 
point strongly in the direction indicated in Section 666, is not 
quite decisive either way. If we could be sure that the date was 
after the schism, it would still be possible to argue that St. Hip- 
polytus would never have given the ruling he does in his Canon 
10 unless it had been completely consistent with what he had be
lieved all his life as a Catholic before he seceded from what he 
called “the Callistan school.” On the other hand, it can be made 
very clear that, even if this document was written before the 
schism, and with the hope that it would be followed by, or that 
it would at least influence, the Bishop of Rome in his conduct, it 
still need not necessarily represent Catholic practice. For one 
reason, it might have simply failed to win the acceptance of 
Zephyrinns or of Callistus. For another, it might have been that 
on this point St. Hippolytus was taking up ground on an issue 
which had never before been faced in the history of the Catholic 
Church. If that was the case, we could not argue a priori, as it 
is usually safe to do, that he faithfully represents the tradition. 
For there would be, ex hypothesi, no tradition either way for him 
to represent. We may, I think, be sure that he would not have 
sanctioned any innovation which he believed to be inconsistent 
with the basic principles he had held all his life. But we 
cannot necessarily be sure that he would be accurate in applying 
those traditional principles to every new issue that might arise.

D ivision II

668. At all events, there are several points which make it seem 
very doubtful that we have here anything practiced in the Cath
olic Church. Only if he made this concession after leaving the 
Catholic Church could he himself put it into effect ipso facto. If 
he wrote the book while still in the Great Church, he would not 
be in any position to put it into effect. And there is evidence 
that makes it quite unlikely that it ever was put into force in the 
Catholic Church at Rome. The most important piece of this 
evidence is the statement by Eusebius4-’* that at Rome, in the 
time of St. Cyprian and St. Cornelius, there was a definitely fixed 
number of presbyters, forty-six, which was apparently just as 
fixed and traditional as the number of deacons and sub-deacons, 
of which there were seven each. It is true that this evidence 
formally attests conditions at Rome only some thirty-five or 
forty years after the date usually given for the writing of the
•123 H . E . VI. xliii. 11.



A. T.} and more than fifty years thereafter, if the date proposed 
by Dr. Richardson is correct.424 But it is very unlikely that such 
a definite number of presbyters and also of deacons and sub
deacons was of recent origin. If the reader will try to conjec
ture some reason that might have caused such a definite and pre
cise limitation at a date after 220 a .d . he will, I think, find him
self as completely at a loss as is the present writer to assign, even 
conjecturally, any plausible reason for such a change.

On the other hand, it is quite easy to provide a conjectural ex
planation, if the numbers reach back into primitive Christian 
history. The number of seven is almost certainly, I would con
jecture, connected with the traditional identification of the Seven 
in Acts 6 with the origin of the diaconate.

As to the number, forty-six, in connection with the presbyters, 
it can be explained in either one of two ways. The more likely 
explanation, I think, is that some of the local Christian Churches 
simply copied the number from the local Jewish communities of 
the Diaspora. We know that in the larger cities the presbyterate 
numbered twenty-three, while in smaller communities it num
bered only seven, and in very small communities perhaps only 
three. The number, forty-six, would result from the Roman 
Church having, at some early point in its history, been organ
ized on a dual basis, with either a Jewish Christian Church and 
a gentile Church each having its own separate presbyterate of 
twenty-three members; or else with a Greek-speaking and a 
Latin-speaking Church similarly organized.

If this explanation is not correct, we can suggest another. 
That would be that, as most of the local Churches were com
posed of both Jews and gentiles, there would be twelve Jewish

424 I have been encouraged to notice that Dr. Easton seems to see the diffi
culty of reconciling the provisions of Canon 10 with the idea of a definitely 
fixed number of presbyters and deacons. For he says, in a footnote on page 
82 of his edition of T h e  A postolic T radition o f H ipp o ly tu s, “In Rome ca. 
250 there were only forty-six presbyters (Eusebius VI, xliii, 11);  evidently 
confessors were not included.” But he seems to think that this limitation 
was of recent origin, subsequent to the framing of the provision of A. T. 10. 
I fully agree that the passage in Eusebius is not clear in saying or imply
ing that the number of forty-six presbyters was traditional. And the men
tion of the exact number of forty-two acolytes and fifty-two exorcists, 
readers, and doorkeepers, “and over fifteen hundred widows, and persons 
in distress” sounds as if he might be simply giving the results of a census 
recently taken, without intending to imply that there was anything rigidly 
fixed or permanent or sacrosanct about all these numbers.

But there are several points that tell in favor of the opposite conclu
sion. He contrasts the ignorance of Novatian that there should be one 
Bishop in a Catholic Church with “yet he was not ignorant (for how could 
he be) that, in it there were forty-six presbyters, seven deacons, seven sub
deacons, etc.” Surely he means that the idea of one Bishop “in a Catholic 
Church” is a matter of principle. Nor is it a reasonable interpretation of 
the words quoted above to take them as meaning no more than “how could 
Novatian be ignorant of the exact number of presbyters, deacons, sub-dea-



presbyters, and twelve gentile presbyters, on the analogy of the 
Twelve Apostles, giving a total of twenty-four. The number 
twenty-three would result, on that hypothesis, from one of the 
twenty-four members of the local presbyterate being the one 
chosen, in the great majority of cases, to be elevated to a higher 
rank when the local Churches were being given their first mo
narchical Bishops. The four and twenty presbyters found in the 
Apocalypse might well be explained by such a set-up; and if so, 
they are, of course, really evidence of it, albeit evidence that we 
cannot identify with certainty.

But in any case, whether or not any of these explanations is 
correct, we cannot think it at all likely that this definite limita
tion in the number of presbyters, deacons and sub-deacons came 
in after the A.T. was written.
669. Now it is very difficult to reconcile the existence of such 
fixed numbers of presbyters and deacons with the supposition 
that Canon 10 of the A. T. was ever put into practice at Rome, 
unless that was done in the sect founded by St. Hippolytus after 
the schism. We have every reason to think that there was a 
very considerable number of confessors at Rome around 210-220 
a .d .425 I give some of the evidence in a footnote in a quotation 
from Dom Gregory Dix. But it must be remembered that, be
sides the large number which we would have at the great crises 
called “the persecutions” there would be a more or less unbroken 
stream arising from the fact that occasionally some Christian 
would antagonize a neighbor who knew the compromising fact 
about his or her connection, and who as a result would denounce 
the offender to the authorities. Nor would the confessors all be 
old men, who would soon die off. Thus at the date with which

cons, etc. in the Roman Church at this particular time?” Moreover, the 
number of seven in regard to the deacons seems quite likely to have been 
traditional, and to have been responsible also for the number of sub-deacons, 
if not for their very existence as a separate order. By that I mean that the 
very need for such an order as sub-deacons might well have arisen from the 
supposed necessity, out of deference to the tradition, of limiting the num
ber of deacons to seven, while that number was insufficient for the work 
to be done. If even the number of seven deacons was traditionally fixed, 
most of the difficulties pointed out in the text would arise. For many con
fessors might prefer the diaconate as a reward for their confession, because 
of its duties and importance in a practical way, and because the very lim
ited number of deacons would tend to magnify the relative importance of 
the diaconate.
<'r> As Dom Dix says in the article already several times quoted, “. . . Con
fessors are not rare during this period. We meet them of every variety.
. . . Tertullian, too, witnesses to their great number at Rome in this very 
pontificate of Callistus, and inveighs against the ease with which the Roman 
Church accorded them the title and its privileges, among which he cer
tainly does not reckon the presbyterate. ( D e  P udicitia, 22) Hippolytus, in 
his account of Callistus, records a wholesale release of confessors from the 
Sardinian mines. A few years later the correspondence of Saints Cyprian 
and Cornelius is confusingly full of them. . . (O p . cit., p. 205.)



we have to do, it is likely that if the practice attested in A.T. 10 
had been traditional at Rome, we would find confessors in both 
the diaconate and the presbyterate who had suffered as long ago 
as 180 a .d . and during all the intervening period since that date.

Now, as Dom Gregory Dix justly asks, “Were there times 
when the Roman Church had no ordained presbyters at all?” 
( Italics mine.) If at any one time there had been more than 46 
plus 742C confessors still alive who had suffered sufficiently to 
come under the provision of Canon 10 which we are studying, 
the fixed numbers would have had to be exceeded, or else all ad
ditional confessors of that class would have had to be content 
without this signal token and reward for their steadfastness. 
And if the total number was 53 or nearlv 53, we would have to 
get the same result, or else to suppose that when the wave of 
confessor-presbyters began to be added to the presbyterate, ei
ther the ordained presbyters had to resign to make room for 
them, or else that there were no ordained presbyters and dea
cons to begin with. None of these hypothetical possibilities is 
in the least likely.

But that only begins to state the difficulties to be encountered 
if we try to think through and analyze the problem of trying to 
reconcile this Canon 10 with the idea of a definitely fixed number 
of presbyters and deacons, or even of deacons alone. Would 
vacancies be left in order to be able to add confessors without 
delay whenever one came to deserve the honor here accorded? 
If so, what would happen to the fixed number before the vacancy 
was filled? The idea of a definitely fixed number must not be 
confused with a definitely fixed maximum. It probably means 
also a definitely fixed minimum which is identical with the fixed 
maximum, except for the brief period necessarily involved in 
filling a vacancy. If there were no vacancy, would the venerated 
confessors have to wait until such vacancies occurred, and in 
the requisite numbers? Would the fact that there was so to 
speak a “waiting list” of confessors make it impossible for the 
Bishop to add by Ordination any exceptionally promising and 
useful material he had for the presbyterate and diaconate, unless 
and until more vacancies occurred than he had available con
fessors of the proper rank? It seems to me that we run into in
superable difficulties if we try to take this Canon as accurately 
representing anything that was ever actually put into practice in 
the Catholic Church at Rome.

Moreover, what would be the attitude of the already ordained 
presbyters toward such an innovation, if St. Hippolytus were

420 If only the deacons were fixed in number c. 210-220 a .d . the problem 
here mentioned becomes in some ways even more pressing—unless they all 
preferred to be presbyters.



trying to persuade Zephyrinus or Callistus to put it into effect 
for the first time? Would they like their college to be swamped 
by the addition of so many men who, however worthy of the 
highest esteem and veneration and even adulation because of 
their steadfastness under persecution, might still have very in
ferior qualifications for the presbyterate or diaconate? And 
what would be the attitude of any deacons or sub-deacons or 
members of the other Minor Orders who aspired to the diacon
ate or the presbyterate, and whose attainment of their cherished 
goal would be delayed, if not permanently impeded, by giving 
the confessors the precedence over them? St. Hippolytus would 
seem likely to have incurred the enmity of many of these if he 
tried to influence his Bishop to innovate in the manner here sup
posed. Yet it seems even more difficult to suppose that this 
practice was and long had been traditional in the Catholic 
Church at Rome.

However, this would cease to raise any difficulty if we sup
pose that he had in mind only a new sect he had founded. For 
one thing, he could and apparently did on his own authority set 
aside any such limitation in the number of presbyters and dea
cons as was long customary in the Roman Church. At least we 
find no trace of such limited numbers in the A.T. But if for any 
reason he felt obliged to adhere to those limitations as a maxi
mum, he would probably have found it difficult to adhere to 
them as a minimum, without admitting unfit persons to these of
fices; and we may assume that he would have been too conscien
tious to do this with equanimity. So what would have consti
tuted a very definite embarrassment within the limits of the 
Great Church at Rome would have been a valuable asset in a 
newly founded sect, quite aside from the fact pointed out below 
in Section 691 that it would have constituted a very tempting 
bid for the support of the confessors, and one which the Great 
Church at Rome would have been in no position to match. I 
cannot help but think that this line of reasoning has provided us 
with an additional reason of considerable strength for supposing 
that the date after the schism is likely to be the correct date for 
this document.
670. Moreover, there is an additional point which has nothing 
to do with the fixed number of presbyters and deacons, but which 
does, I think, have a bearing on the question as to whether the 
practice attested in A.T. 10 was ever followed in the Catholic 
Church. If it had been, the confessors would have constituted a 
very considerable fraction of the presbyterate. When the Bishops 
of Carthage and Rome (or, of course, of any other place) came 
to deal with the praerogativa martyrmn upon its beginning to be 
abused, they would have had to reckon with the fact that a large



part of their own college of presbyters were confessors, and 
would be on the side of the confessors, at least presumably, and 
in part. Yet we hear nothing of this. Nor do the letters and 
other sources of the period show any trace of the delicacy and 
finesse which would have been necessary in dealing with such 
a situation.

Of course this is an argument from silence, and the present 
writer has by this time, I hope, made it clear that he is very wary 
of attaching much weight to that particular argument. But in 
the present case it is at or near its maximum of probable value, 
because a Bishop simply could not fail to let it influence the way 
he wrote if he knew that a large number of confessors, whom he 
had not ordained, and in the choice of whom he had had no 
part, were among the college of presbyters with which he had to 
deal in the crises raised by the abuses of the praerogativa mar- 
tyrum. And the fact that this argument points in the same di
rection as several other arguments, and in fact as the bulk of the 
evidence, alters fundamentally the question of the soundness of 
the argument from silence. It is when the argument is used to 
cancel good evidence which lacks only the virtue of being con
temporary that it seems to me completely unsound and irra
tional.
671. Father Dix also has called attention to the case of Bishop 
Callistus himself. According to Dom Gregory’s summary of St. 
Hippolytus’ narrative, when Callistus came back from his suf
ferings as a confessor in the Sardinian mines, he was granted a 
meagre pension, and sent by Bishop Victor of Rome to live at 
Antium in order to avoid his old master. “This seems to have 
been about 190 a .d . The next Pope, St. Zephyrinus (who ascended 
the throne about 203 a .d . )  ‘had him as his assistant in the man
agement of the clergy . . . and set him over the cemetery.’ But 
these are the functions of the archdeacon, not of a presbyter; 
and Callistus did not enter upon them for at least ten years after 
his confession.”

Dr*. Easton seems to find some difficulty for his reconstruc
tion in the history of Callistus. He says,427 “(Zephyrinus) imme
diately recalled (Callistus) to Rome, ordained him presbyter, 
and made him his chief lieutenant.” Then he says in a footnote, 
“Or perhaps restored the privileges of the office to him; when 
and where Callistus was ordained is uncertain. Possibly he had 
the confessor’s ordination.” I cannot but think this arbitrary. 
No doubt it is what Dr. Easton’s reconstruction of the history 
would lead one to expect. But there is no evidence that Callis
tus was ever in any of the Major Orders whatsoever before the 
accession to the Episcopate of Zephyrinus. And to hold that con-
427 On page 19 of his edition of the A. T. of St. Hippolytus.



fessorship so exalted a man as to entitle him to the office of a 
presbyter or deacon at once without Ordination is one thing. But 
to suggest that confessorship only ordained him, but did not ad
mit him to the enjoyment of those privileges until he was re
stored to them ten years later is an entirely different matter. It 
seems to me that this would amount to supposing that confessor
ship conferred “Orders without jurisdiction.” Such a conception 
seems to me to be quite anachronistic at such a date. To them 
entering upon the privileges of the office (especially for a man 
who had had no actual Ordination) was in all probability in
separable from holding the office at all. It is noteworthy that 
Dr. Easton has expressed himself very tentatively and doubt
fully on a point which is, as I see it, necessary to the correctness 
of his reconstruction of the history.
672. Another reason for doubting that the provisions of A. T. 10 
ever were practiced within the limits of the Catholic Church is 
that nowhere else in all the pages of the voluminous writings of 
the Fathers do we find any evidence of this practice except in 
the versions and redactions of the Apostolic Tradition. Now it 
is clear that in regard to the versions, we can have no reason for 
supposing that they represent evidence that the provisions of 
this Canon were ever put into practice. Sometimes these ver
sions simply reproduce the original without any attempt to “cor
rect” its theology or to bring it up to date. Of course we cannot 
be sure that they did not reproduce some direction because they 
themselves approved of it, or even because it was practiced also 
in their own communities, or because they hoped that it would 
come to be practiced. But these are only possibilities. We have 
no sound reason to think that they correspond to the facts, or 
even for thinking this probable. And mere possibility cannot 
be pleaded as evidence.
673. But what about the redactions, as distinguished from the 
versions? There are three of these that are of special impor
tance. They are the so-called Apostolic Constitutions, the Testa- 
mentum Domini, and the Canons of Hippolytus. Now the first 
named of these three has rejected the provisions of A. T. 10, as 
has also the Ethiopic Version. So we do not need to consider 
them further. They do not suffice to raise any serious doubt as to 
the original text of the Apostolic Tradition, as has been said at 
the beginning of this chapter. And their dissent from the pro
visions of this Canon, even to the extent of drastically revising 
it, proves only that in their communities, and at their dates, no 
such practice was viewed as tolerable. Such dissent cannot 
prove that, in other communities at the same date, or even in 
all communities at the much earlier date of 210-220  a .d., the pro
visions of this Canon would not have been acceptable.



558

As to the Canons o f H ippolytm  and the Testament-urn Do
mini, these both contain the Canon in a form which agrees on 
the main point with the A.T. But as to the real significance of 
this fact, it seems to me that it amounts to little if anything more 
than the slavish copying of the consentient versions. As we have 
already had occasion to see at an earlier point in this book, the 
Canons of Hippolytus usually follow their source so slavishly as 
to produce arrant nonsense in at least two cases. In one of these 
we can prove conclusively that the author himself did not in the 
least agree with the provision he has inadvertently made by an 
alternately slavish dependence and ultra-free handling of his 
source. As Dom Dix points out in the article frequently quoted 
above (page 204, column 2, at the top) the Canons of Hippolytus 
in all probability date from a time when the very last of the real 
actual flesh-and-blood confessors had been dead for a long time. 
On the “mean date” of 490 a .d. which he has taken for the sake of 
his argument, it would be about a full century, he says. At any 
rate, it must be clear that a ruling of this sort, at a date after all 
the real confessors have been long dead, cannot be quoted as 
evidence of actual practice inside the communities within which 
the author of these Canons lived.

Finally, as to the Testamentum Domini! Fr. Dix tells us that 
it is from the late fourth century, and sectarian, according to the 
least common denominator of critical opinion. He thinks it may 
well be “Novatian.” Apart from the Canon we have been study
ing, on which it agrees with the A. T. in substance, it contains one 
other mention of the confessors. This mention occurs in the 
Deacon’s Litany of the Mass. “And there,” to quote Fr. Dix 
again, “they are not all presbyters, but all dead, and Saints in 
heaven. Evidently, the circle of its readers was not accustomed 
to see428 unordained confessors at the altar.”

Fr. Dix then summarizes his conclusions thus:
“It is clear that the authors of these two Church Orders bor

rowed this passage of Hippolytus, not because it laid down a 
practice which was familiar, or which they could hope to intro
duce, but simply as part of the general ‘archaeological pretense’ 
which is obvious in so many of their details.”

D ivision III

674. It seems clear, then, that, without making a date after the 
schism a starting point for our inquiry, we have come to the con
clusion that it is very probable that the practice authorized in 
Canon 10 of The Apostolic Tradition was confined to the rather 
small sect founded by St. Hippolytus himself. But it still re-

428 Italics are his.

mains to ask how could such an ultra-conservative theologian 
authorize such an innovatory procedure.
675. To begin with, we must understand clearly that to allow 
a man to become a member of the presbyterate without Ordina
tion was not at all, around the second decade o f the third century, 
the same as saying that this man would soon celebrate the Eu
charist. We have seen in this book that the Bishop was the 
normal minister of the Eucharist. That would authorize the in
ference at once that the celebration of the Eucharist by any pres
byter whatsoever would be comparatively rare. But if (just to 
illustrate my point by an example put into mathematical terms) 
we estimate that the Bishop would officiate at least eighty per 
cent of the time, that would mean that there would be only about 
21 occasions during a period of two years when any presbyter 
would have to celebrate the Eucharist in his stead. It would, 
however, be a great mistake to imagine that, in a local Church 
having a presbyterate numbering 23 members plus the Bishop, 
every one of these presbyters would get a chance to celebrate 
the Eucharist once in every two years or two years and a half. 
That is what the averages would lead us to expect, no doubt. 
But it overlooks the fact that from the beginning of Christian 
history, even if we completely discount any possible effect of the 
presence of sacerdotal principles, the custom would have been for 
the person of greatest eminence present to preside at the Euchar
ist. Now of course that would mean that on an occasion when one 
and only one Apostle, deutero-apostle, or monarchical Bishop 
was present, he would automatically preside. If more than one 
was present, the one of the greatest eminence would preside. 
But what would happen when only presbyter-bishops were pres
ent?
676. Exactly the same principle would operate to bring about 
the practice that the member of the college who for some reason 
or other was of the greatest eminence would preside, if he were 
present. And if for any reason he were not, the bishop of the sec
ond highest eminence would preside, or in his absence or inabil
ity the third, etc. It is not necessary to hold that this practice 
would be so rigidly adhered to as to lead someone of higher emi
nence to preside invariably even though he did not “give thanks 
well” while someone else of almost equal eminence was present 
who did “give thanks well;” though even this result would often 
follow, we may be sure, if we consider the frailties of human na
ture.429 It would, apparently, leave plenty of room for any
420 How often have we seen the “senior presbyter” or the “president of the 
Standing Committee” preside in the absence of the Bishop, even though he 
was palpably ignorant of Parliamentary Law, and lacked all the other quali
fications of a good presiding officer, while someone else was available who 
was of slightly less seniority, or official rank, or general eminence, and who 
was admirably equipped to preside at the Diocesan Convention?



bishop who possessed the “gift of prophecy” and as a result could 
“give thanks well” to be preferred over one who did not possess 
that gift, and for whom “written forms” soon began to be pro
vided. But the point I am trying to make is that the mere fact 
of being admitted to the presbyterate would not confer upon the 
person so honored any sort of intrinsic right to celebrate the Eu
charist at once. It would make him eligible. But it would not 
give him any right either to celebrate the Eucharist without the 
explicit delegation of the Bishop, or to expect that he must neces
sarily be delegated unless he were being discriminated against 
unjustly.

Of course we cannot be sure, in the face of the lack of ex
plicit evidence, what would be the criterion by which the Bishop 
would judge who was the person of the greatest eminence who 
was expected to be present on a particular occasion when he was 
unavoidably going to be absent. It might have been seniority. 
It might have been the holding of some elective office, such as 
the presidency of the college of presbyters, or maybe the vice
presidency, if the Bishop himself was deemed ex officio president. 
It might have been superior ability to “give thanks well.” It 
might have been wealth or civil importance, though these two 
last seem much less likely. It might have been eminence as a 
theologian, or as a controversialist, or as a preacher, or as a 
teacher. It might have been preeminence in well-doing. But 
the point is that it is not at all likely that the basis would have 
been simple rotation—the simple fact that “it is my turn next.” 
And unless it was, it would not at all follow automatically that 
when a confessor was admitted to the presbyterate without Or
dination he would inevitably soon thereafter be called upon to 
celebrate the Eucharist. ,
677. Nor was it in those days thought that, if one who held 
the presbyterate celebrated the Eucharist without the explicit 
delegation of the Bishop, that Eucharist would be “valid, though 
irregular.” With that modern distinction the present writer has 
no quarrel. I believe the later distinction between “valid” and 
“regular” to be perfectly sound, and really implied all along in 
what was held explicitly from the beginning. But at this early 
date, it would have been held that to act without the explicit 
delegation of the Bishop would make the Eucharist so celebrated 
“invalid.” To put the matter differently, in those days a sacra
ment was held to be invalidated not only by the things which we 
today would hold invalidate it, but also by some other defects 
of which we today—at least in the West—do not take so serious a 
view. After the subject of the gifts conferred in Ordination had 
been more fully thought out it was seen that there was involved 
some gift—much later called gratia gratis data—which would



make it at least arguable that one who acted in virtue of that 
gift could produce the spiritual effects which God intended His 
appointed means of grace to have, even if he was abusing his 
gift by using it without proper permission, or even outside the 
Church. The West finally answered this “at least arguable” 
question in the affirmative. The East has continued to give a 
predominantly430 negative answer. But in the early Church it 
is not open to doubt that the negative answer was acted upon, 
because the question could not even be correctly asked yet until 
a certain stage of theological development had been reached.
678. The things we have been considering so far give us the 
real explanation of a phenomenon on which an erroneous inter
pretation has sometimes been put. That is the fact that the 
early Ordination Prayers for a presbyter are devoid of sacramen
tal and sacerdotal expressions or even—at least on the surface- 
implications. No doubt the very name of the office carried with 
it such implications, if we have been right in concluding so far 
that the presbyters were the abnormal ministers of all the sac
raments of which the Bishop was the normal (but not the ex
clusive) minister. But apart from this, there are not even any 
sacramental or sacerdotal implications in the earliest Ordination 
Prayers for presbyters. Yet the Ordination Prayers for Bishops 
are, with one exception, simply teeming with them, both impli
cit and explicit.

From this it has been proposed to conclude that the ministry 
of the Eucharist was not yet rigidly limited to presbyters (in 
the absence of the Bishop, of course) and that anyone of any 
rank, deacon or even laymen, could be delegated in an emer
gency or perhaps even without an emergency, if the Bishop 
chose. It would be interesting to see those who uphold this ar
gument try to cast it into syllogistic form, and see what would 
be their “middle term.” I for one cannot see how the fact that 
others beside presbyters could be called upon to celebrate the 
Eucharist in an emergency (if they could, which seems to me to 
be contrary to the evidence) could account for this phenomenon 
in any way.

It seems to me to be explained by exactly the opposite cause. 
It was not due to the alleged fact that the Eucharist could be 
more widely delegated that these prayers are silent as to sacra
mental and sacerdotal functions. It was because it was less 
widely delegated. Only a very few presbyters would with any 
frequency be called upon to celebrate the Eucharist; and even 
they, in all probability, only after many years during which they 
had gradually come to be the first or second or third ranking

130 I say predominantly because the original strict Cyprianic position is no 
longer adhered to either in the West or in the East.



presbyter. Many would never at all attain to that status. Thus 
it would be likely that not a few presbyters would never cele
brate the Eucharist even once during their whole ministry; that 
many others would celebrate it only a very few times; and that 
those few times would occur only after being in the presbyterate 
many years!

We think of a priest’s “first Mass” today as being almost or 
quite his “usurpatio juris.” But in the days of St. Hippolytus it 
was not so. Rather, as we see from his A. T., the celebration of 
the Eucharist is clearly the usurpatio juris of the Bishop, not of 
the presbyter. That is probably why the Bishop is not only called 
(sometimes) the “high priest” but also quite frequently simply 
“the priest;” and why the latter term is so rarely applied to mere 
presbyters for quite a time that I had to argue with a prominent 
scholar last summer as to whether or not the presbyters were at 
that date even looked upon as priests at all. I have, I think, 
shown earlier in this book, in Chapters XXX and XXXI that they 
are so considered, and even so called. But it is indeed much 
more rare. It has been possible for Dr. Jalland to think other
wise in his Essay in The Apostolic Ministry.

Now I think we have here the explanation as to why the 
presbyteral Ordination Prayers are silent on these points. It 
was such an unusual function of a presbyter that it would not 
even be thought of when the office was first conferred upon him. 
His usurpatio juris would be to take his seat with the other pres
byters at the Eucharist, and to speak and vote in the councils of 
the presbyterate. It would be these privileges which he would 
think of himself as. acquiring by Ordination to the presbyterate. 
And it would, consequently, be these same privileges which St. 
Hippolytus would think of himself as allowing to the greater 
confessors431 when in his Canon 10 he permits them to be ad
mitted as full presbyters without Ordination.

D ivision  IV

679. But, it may be asked, would it not be a long-term result, 
nevertheless, that such unordained confessors would—at least 
some of them, and after a period of years—finally be called upon 
to celebrate the Eucharist?

In answering this question, let us remember that far more im
portant than the purely historical question as to whether or not 
this ever actually happened is the question as to what it would 
reveal about current theological beliefs if it did. I shall, there-

431 By that I mean those confessors who had suffered the greater punish
ments which Canon 10 makes the basis of the unusual concession it con
tains.



fore, consider the latter point first, because it can be dealt with 
more briefly. Then I shall study rather fully the purely histori
cal question.

From what has been said, it is clearly possible that, as the 
celebration of the Eucharist was a comparatively rare function 
of the general run of presbyters, it is not likely to have been in 
the forefront of the mind of St. Hippolytus, when he gave this 
permission. In fact, it is quite likely that he would have given a 
different ruling on the point had it dawned on him that the re
sult of his concession would be that, in the long run, unordained 
confessor-presbyters would be likely to celebrate the Eucharist. 
We shall see, when we go on to study the purely historical ques
tion as to whether or not they actually did celebrate the Euchar
ist as a result of this Canon 10, that the answer to that question 
will depend on whether St. Hippolytus believed Ordination to 
be a necessary pre-requisite to the celebration of the Eucharist, 
and that we have fairly strong reasons to think that he did. If 
that last conclusion is correct, it would follow as certain rather 
than merely possible or probable that he would have given a 
different ruling had he adverted to the fact that his ruling might 
lead in the long run to the result that unordained confessor-pres
byters would celebrate the Eucharist after they had been in the 
presbyterate a number of years, and had had time to rise to the 
ranking positions in that college.

This position differs from the one I am about to discuss at 
length in Sections 681-683 in that it presupposes that St. Hip
polytus did not advert to the fact that the ruling he has given in 
his Canon 10 would, in the long run, lead to unordained confes
sors celebrating the Eucharist. It would satisfy the evidence as 
well as the position about to be discussed in Sections 681-683 if 
(1) St. Hippolytus clid hold that Ordination was a necessary pre
requisite to the celebration of the Eucharist (for which the evi
dence will be marshalled below) but (2) did not have as his 
reason for ruling that Ordination could not be dispensed with in 
case a greater confessor was elected to the Episcopate the neces
sity of Ordination as a pre-requisite to celebrating the Euchar
ist. If the latter was his reason, the position to be studied in 
Sections 681-683 would have to be accepted. In neither case 
would it be necessary to call in the principle of “charismatic Or
dination” in order to explain the attitude taken by St. Hippolytus 
in this Canon.
680. However, it is important to remember that if St. Hip
polytus did foresee that occasionally one of these unordained 
confessor-presbyters would sooner or later celebrate the Euchar
ist, and if this did not deter him from ruling as he has done, it 
still would not justify the inference that he believed that laymen



could validly celebrate the Eucharist. It would be for exactly 
the opposite reason—the fact that these unordained confessor- 
presbyters were, ex hypothesi, conceived by him to have received 
what I have ventured to call “charismatic Ordination.” This en
tire subject has been dealt with at some length in Chapter XVI, 
and more briefly at other points. There we have seen enough to 
understand that, if St. Hippolytus did intend these unordained 
confessors to be allowed to celebrate the Eucharist, it would 
have been because he conceived of them as not really imor- 
dained, but only as differently ordained. This is to say, he would 
think of them as having received the charismatic equipment nec
essary for the functions they had to perform immediately from 
God rather than m ediately , through the laying on of the Bishop’s 
hands. Thus he would conceive them not as mere laymen, but as 
full and real presbyters. It was not looked upon as vital in any 
way whether they had received their charismatic equipment in 
the one way or in the other. What was necessary was that they 
should have it; and that they should have the right charismatic 
equipment. The charismatic equipment for the office of a mere 
presbyter would not suffice to validate the performance of dis
tinctively Episcopal functions by one of only presbyteral rank.

Incidentally, it is important to mention at this juncture that 
exactly the same points made in this paragraph would apply, 
mutatis mutandis, if the very grave doubts which we saw in 
Chapter XXXIII cluster around the historicity of the alleged 
“prophetic” celebrants of the Eucharist could all be resolved in 
favor of their historicity.
681. But did St. Hippolytus actually contemplate that these 
unordained confessor-presbyters should ever, even much later 
and on rare occasions, be called upon by the delegation of the 
Bishop to celebrate the Eucharist? The answer would seem to 
depend on whether St. Hippolytus held that anyone could offer 
the Eucharist without being ordained. Canon 10 shows conclu
sively that he held that a man could become a presbyter without 
being ordained. And that certainly carries with it the inference 
—unless these were intended by him to be purely honorary pres
byters, which is a possibility we shall touch upon below—that 
they were intended to be able to undertake and execute (with 
the necessary Episcopal permission, of course) all of the regular 
and normal duties and functions of the presbyteral office. But 
does it follow that he held that every presbyter could ipso facto 
celebrate the Eucharist? It seems to be implied in A. T. 9:2 
coupled with A. T. 11:4-5 that all ordained presbyters are priests. 
But it also seems to be implied in those very same texts that it is 
by their Ordination and by it alone that they were made priests. 
In A. T. 9:2 we read, “When the deacon is ordained, this is the



reason why the Bishop alone shall lay his hands upon him: he is 
not ordained to the priesthood. . . . He does not take part in the 
council of the clergy. . . . He does not receive the Spirit that is 
possessed by the presbytery, in which the presbyters share . . .” 
Here it seems to be clearly and definitely implied that all those at 
whose Ordination the presbyters join in the laying on of hands 
are “ordained to the priesthood’ and that being “ordained to the 
priesthood” is distinguished from “taking part in the council of 
the clergy” and also from “receiving the Spirit which is pos
sessed by the presbytery.”

Moreover, when in Chapter 11:4-5 St. Hippolytus is explain
ing why a widow is not to be ordained, it is said, “. . . hands shall 
not be laid upon her because she does not offer the Oblation, nor 
has she a sacred (i.e. liturgical) ministry. Ordination is for the 
clergy on account of their (liturgical) ministry. But the widow 
is appointed for prayer, and that is the duty of all.”432 If we 
understand “ministry” in the next to the final sentence of this 
quotation as meaning “all of their official duties” we shall find 
it very difficult to extract from St. Hippolytus a consistent logic 
or theology. But if we understand the term as I have done in the 
text to be limited in meaning to the “liturgical” ministry—that is, 
their Eucharistic ministry—then I think we can see that St. Hip
polytus is consistent with himself, and see just how his mind 
worked, whether or not we can agree with him on all points. 
If we take this meaning of his words, we have him saying that, 
“. . . a widow shall not have hands laid on her because she has 
no specifically Eucharistic ministry, whereas Ordination is for 
the clergy on account of their specific Eucharistic ministry.”

The logic of this position seems clear. And it does not favor 
the conclusion that St. Hippolytus would have ever intended to 
delegate the celebration of the Eucharist to any presbyters who 
had never been ordained. As already emphasized above, he 
would not at that early date have looked upon the right to cele
brate the Eucharist as a sort of inalienable prerogative of all 
presbyters without exception, so that the right to celebrate it 
would follow logically from his provision that the greater confes
sors could become presbyters without Ordination. And if he 
held the high sacerdotalism which I am here supposing, and 
which seems to me to be the natural reading of his own words as 
studied just above, and also in Chapters XXX and XXXI, he 
would not have intended to delegate the Eucharist to any of 
these unordained confessors who had been admitted to the pres- 
byterate, but not to the Priesthood.

432 In these quotations I have used Dr. Easton’s translations except where 
I have inserted the word “liturgical ” twice. On this point I have followed 
Dom Gregory Dix, because that seems to me to be the meaning here.



682. In fact, I am inclined as a result of my recent study of St. 
Hippolytus’ actual words to think that the very reason he ruled 
that even the greatest of confessors must be ordained if he were 
chosen to become Bishop was that in the latter eventuality he 
would have to exercise sacerdotal functions, whereas he would 
not have to do so in case he chose to become a presbyter. It is 
true that I have made important use in Chapter XV above of the 
fact that this provision in the A. T. would result in the tactual 
succession of ordained Bishops being preserved unbroken even if 
it could be established decisively that the whole Catholic Church 
followed for two centuries or so the practice allowed in Canon 
10 of the A. T. Nor would this result be in the slightest degree 
undermined if the suggestion I am now making be accepted as 
correct. But purpose and result are not identical, at least not 
always. I am now inclined to think that the logic in the mind of 
St. Hippolytus was that by their confession these confessors had 
revealed the possession of the Holy Spirit in a way that was the 
equivalent of what in A.T. 9:4 he calls, “. . . the Spirit that is 
possessed by the presbytery, in which the presbyters share.” 
Consequently, to give It to them by the laying on of hands would 
be otiose.

But there was nothing in their confession to show that they 
had been made priests by God or Christ, and “no man taketh 
this honor433 upon himself except when he is called of God, as 
was Aaron.” Moreover, “Ordination is for the clergy on account 
of their liturgical ministry.” To be sure, the deacons had a 
liturgical ministry. But it was not that of consecrating the Eu
charist, and of “offering the Oblation,” for which alone a priest 
was necessary. So while St. Hippolytus will allow these con
fessors to become deacons or presbyters without Ordination, be
cause in those offices no strictly sacerdotal functions would be 
required  of them, he insists on Ordination if one of them is 
chosen to the Episcopate, of which sacerdotal functions, in the 
strict sense of the word, were an inevitable duty. If this logic is 
a right reading of the mind of St. Hippolytus, it will follow that 
he would never have called upon one of these unordained con
fessors to act as his delegate in the celebration of the Eucharist.

If we contrast the wording of his Ordination Prayer for a 
Bishop with his Ordination Prayer for a presbyter or deacon we 
shall, I think, be more than ever inclined to accept this reading 
of his mind. For the former Ordination Prayer is rich in peti
tions for the charismata necessary to perform sacerdotal func
tions, which would seem to imply that presbyters are not be-

488 That is, the honor of the Priesthood!



lievecl to have these charismata already434 except potentially. 
This potency would need to be made actual by the Bishop’s dele
gation. On the other hand, the chief petition in the Ordination 
Prayer for a presbyter seems to be “. . . grant to him the Spirit 
of grace and counsel of a presbyter, that he may sustain and gov
ern thy people with a pure heart, etc.” And just a few lines later 
we get, “. . . as thou didst . . . command Moses to choose pres
byters whom thou didst fill with thy Spirit. . . . And now, O Lord, 
grant that there may be unfailingly preserved among us the 
Spirit of thy grace, etc. . . .” We can well see that those who be
lieved that Christ was present and suffered in His martyrs and 
confessors might equally well think that the same gift of the 
Spirit which was asked for when a presbyter was ordained had 
already been bestowed to help the persecuted endure such great 
sufferings without apostacy, and that since this gift of the pres
ence of the Holy Spirit within them was attested by the persever
ance of these confessors it would be otiose to give It to them 
again by the laying on of hands. But there would, I repeat, be 
nothing in the man’s confession to justify, or even suggest, the 
idea that he had been directly made a priest by Christ or by the 
Holy Spirit.
683. I have tried in Sections 681-682 to make clear what I be
lieve to be the logic underlying this Canon. I think it will be 
well at this point to compare my reading of this logic with that 
of Dr. Easton, to be found on page 81 of his edition of the A.T. 
He there says, “A true confessor is ipso facto  a presbyter. This 
declaration . . . follows logically from the original definition of a 
presbyter’s duties; since his primary function is to bear witness 
to the truth, and since no witness can be more impressively borne 
than when in danger of death, a confessor proves that he has the 
Spirit of the presbyterate. Hence ordination would be otiose.”

In so far as the confession is held to attest the possession by 
the confessor of the “Spirit of the presbyterate” it agrees with 
my own reading of the logic of this Canon, as set forth above. 
But the rest of this attempted reconstruction of the supposed 
logic of the Canon seems to me to be very vulnerable. If the pri
mary element is the witnessing function of the presbyter and of 
the confessor, I see two serious flaws in the alleged logic. One

isi The present writer had better make it clear that he is not intending to 
imply agreement with this theology which I am attributing to St. Hippoly
tus. I prefer to hold that Holy Orders gives to the Bishop or presbyter all 
the charismata he needs to perform tire various duties of his office, and 
that subsequent delegation by sornq other method than Ordination makes no 
positive contribution toward his further charismatic equipment. But we do 
not have to decide here whether St. Hippolytus was right, but only what 
he thought. And I cannot help thinking that the reading of his total mind 
here proposed is more faithful to the evidence as a whole than the reading 
given, for instance, by Dr. Easton on pages 81-82 of his book.



of these is the fact that there would have been just as good reason 
for allowing the “lesser confessors” to become presbyters with
out Ordination as for allowing the “greater confessors” to do so. 
For the witness borne by the former was not necessarily one whit 
less accurate, bold, or determined than the witness borne by the 
latter. The only difference was in the penalties which happened 
to be incurred. And the confessor usually had less to do with 
that point than did his persecutors. Why should a man be pe
nalized for something which was not his doing, as he would be if 
the logic of the Canon is as alleged? Why should he need Or
dination, while his fellow-confessor did not, just because he had 
been fortunate enough to escape consequences of his confession 
which the fellow-confessor had been unfortunate enough to 
incur?

Besides, the act of confessing did not usually involve bearing 
witness to the tradition in the same sense in which that was the 
duty of the presbyterate. The presbyters had the duty of pre
serving in the integrity of its content “the Faith once for all de
livered to the saints.”435 But the confessors usually confessed 
simply that they were adherents of this hated religion, and that 
they would not depart from it—a very different thing indeed.

Nor, as is pointed out next below, does this alleged logic pro
vide us with any adequate explanation why even the greatest 
confessor would have to be ordained if chosen Bishop. So I 
think that Dr. Easton’s reading of the logic of this Canon is much 
less persuasive, and far more vulnerable, than the reading I have 
proposed.
684. Moreover, what reason or reasons can we assign, if we do 
not accept the reason here given, for St. Hippolytus’ refusal to 
allow even the greatest confessor to become a Bishop without 
not only election to a vacant See (which may safely be assumed 
as unconditionally indispensable, even though it is not here men
tioned) but also Ordination by the laying on of hands? Would 
it be reasonable to say that St. Hippolytus held that while a man 
could celebrate the Eucharist in virtue of charismatic Ordina
tion, and without sacramental Ordination, he could not ordain 
in virtue of charismatic Ordination, but only if he had had sac
ramental Ordination? I cannot say that this idea is absurd. In 
fact, I myself at one time assumed that this was what he had in 
the back of his mind as the basis for his refusal. But now I see 
several difficulties which, if they do not decisively settle the issue 
in favor of the view that I have more recently adopted, and have 
presented in the two preceding Sections, at least seem to me to 
make the decision incline rather strongly toward the view I now 
hold.
435 See II Tim. 2 :2 .



One of these is the fact that such a theory as the one I have 
just conjecturally ascribed to St. Hippolytus, as the only alterna
tive I can see to the one I myself am at present inclined to as
cribe to him, runs afoul of the fact that St. Paul and all of the 
original Twelve had charismatic Ordination rather than sacra
mental Ordination; and that this is the prinia facie  reading of the 
New Testament evidence, and we have no sufficient reason to 
think that St. Hippolytus thought otherwise. We cannot prove 
that he did not, of course. But certainly the presumption ought 
to be otherwise; as are also, in my opinion, the probabilities in 
the case.

Then also we have clear and unambiguous expression given in 
his own words in A. T. 9:2 and A. T. 11:4-5 to a principle which, 
unless qualified more than he himself has expressly qualified it, 
will account adequately for his ruling that at least every Bishop 
must be ordained by the laying on of hands, even if a great con
fessor has been elected to fill the vacancy. What right have we 
to reject an explanation which lies so close at hand, when we 
must go farther afield to find an alternative explanation if we 
refuse to accept the one which the writings of St. Hippolytus 
himself seem to provide, at least by strong implication?

It does not really solve this difficulty to say that presbyters 
could celebrate the Eucharist, while only Bishops could validly 
ordain. As the reader of Part IV of this book will already know, 
I agree very strongly with this theological position, and also with 
this reading of the mind of the early Church. But that is not 
the problem. The problem is why St. Hippolytus was able con
scientiously to allow the great confessors to be admitted to the 
diaconate and even the presbyterate without sacramental Ordi
nation, yet unable to permit the same thing in the case of the 
Episcopate.

On the whole, then, it seems to me that the explanation of 
St. Hippolytus’ ruling which I have adopted in Sections 681-683 
is entitled to be considered much more probable than the one 
I have examined in this Section, or than any other at present 
known to me. If so, it certainly ought to encourage us to go one 
step further and to accept as probable the conclusion that St. 
Hippolytus himself saw and adhered to the logic which seems so 
clearly to underlie the two tenets or principles asserted in A.T. 
9:2 and 11:4-5. And, if he consciously held that position, he 
would have had a definite intention never to use one of the un
ordained confessor-presbyters as his delegate for the celebration 
of the Eucharist when he himself was unable to officiate, because 
they had not been “ordained to the priesthood” (A.T. 9:2) and 
because “Ordination is for the clergy on account o f their ( liturgi
cal; i.e. Eucharistic) ministry.” At least it seems clear that St.



Hippolytus connects Ordination especially with the Eucharistic 
ministry of all three Major Orders. And we have no sufficient 
reason to doubt that he saw, understood, and accepted the logi
cal consequences of his own premises.

D ivision V

685. We must now consider a bit more fully the objection 
which we are sure to meet that the theory here presented amounts 
to saying that these highly privileged confessors held only an 
honorary presbyter ate. Bishop Palmer maintained that an hon
orary presbyterate at this date was a fable and an anachronism; 
and Fr. Dix agreed with him on this point, though largely for 
reasons that I think we can be sure he would not any longer 
urge today.436 To say that an “honorary presbyterate” is “an in
stitution of which there is no trace in the early Church” does not 
seem to me at all decisive. For one thing, it is exclusively an 
argumentum e silentio; and the present writer hopes that by this 
time his distrust of such unsupported arguments from silence 
has been made sufficiently clear. For another, it seems to me to 
be a petitio principii to say that we have “no trace” of it in the 
early Church. The very question being debated by those who 
urge this solution to the problem we have been considering437 is 
whether we do not have such a trace, or more than a trace, right 
here. Since this is the only evidence we have of unordained 
presbyters, it would quite naturally be the only place in which 
we could hope to find a trace of honorary presbyters.

However, I do not agree that the reconstruction I have pro
posed would amount to saying that these confessor-presbyters 
were mere honorary presbyters. I hold that they were allowed 
and expected to do all the things that were regularly and nor
mally duties or functions of the daily presbyteral office. The 
point is rather that many presbyters, even among those who were 
ordained, would seldom if ever be delegated to celebrate the 
Eucharist, and that if the man who makes this—for such a date 
unparallelled—concession to the great confessors held Ordination 
to be essential and indispensable not for all the duties of the 
presbyterate but only for its specifically sacerdotal functions (as 
I have argued at length above in Sections 681-684), he could 
easily handle the problem he had created for himself by simply 
confining his delegation to celebrate the Eucharist to those pres
byters who had been “ordained to the priesthood” in the words 
of A. F. 9:2. We have no proof that anyone who differed from

430 Op. cit., page 203, column 1.
437 And that includes such very distinguished and top-flight scholars as the 
late Dr. H. L. Goudge and Dr. N. P. Williams!



him on his theology concerning this matter would ever have gone 
along with him in the concession he makes in this Canon 10. In 
other words, we might almost say that to the thought of those 
days the office of the presbyterate itself was more or less “honor
ary” as far as sacerdotal functions were concerned, and that only 
delegation added to Ordination made it really and fully sacer
dotal. No confessor could have complained at not being dele
gated to celebrate the Eucharist. For there would have been 
too many ordained presbyters, living and dead, of whom the same 
thing would have been true.
686. Perhaps I had better explain why I do not think that an 
objection raised by Dom Gregory Dix in that same article is to 
be accepted as decisive against the theory I have here developed. 
Of course Dom Gregory does not raise his objection against pre
cisely this particular theory, for it had not been proposed. But 
as the theory he was criticising had many points of similarity 
with the one I have propounded, it might seem at first sight that 
his objections would hold against it also.

Fr. Dix said that Bishop Palmer’s early critics had “fled for 
refuge . . .  to the idea that such confessor-presbyters, not being 
ordained, did not really celebrate; alleging the infrequency of 
presbyteral celebrations apart from the Bishop 'in the little Medi
terranean Churches.’ ” Fr. Dix then says that, with all due re
spect to these writers, “ little Mediterranean Churches’ have 
nothing to do with it. Hippolytus writes from Rome, where the 
practice of presbyteral celebrations at what later became ‘the 
titles’ is certainly older than his day. The difficulty of numbers 
and the extent of the city must have made it a necessity very 
early. But there is stronger evidence than this.” He then ad
duces the rubric which orders that the same prayer be used in 
ordaining a presbyter which had been ordered for the ordaining 
of a Bishop, except for the substitution of the word “presbyter” 
for “Bishop.” Since this prayer expressed the Eucharistic powers 
so strongly, those ordained with it must certainly have been in
tended to celebrate the Eucharist. The assimilation of the pres
byters to the Bishop is authentic for Rome around 200 a .d. For 
at that time the Bishop at Rome was still in name no more than 
the first of his own presbyters, as shown by the way St. Xrenaeus 
styles the Bishop of Rome repeatedly “presbyter” in a letter in 
which he would have had to be careful not to be undiplomatic.

I have given a summary of Fr. Dix’s argument here in case 
any of my readers might happen to look up this article, read 
this part of it, and wonder why I had not either accepted his 
position at this point, or else faced it honestly and tried to refute 
it. But in fact, it is hard to know just how far it ought still to be 
accepted as representing Dom Gregory’s present opinion. For



he has since made it clear that he no longer adheres to at least 
one important part of it, and that a part which is so intercon
nected with the rest of his argument here summarized that to 
subtract it from the whole greatly weakens what is left. Fr. Dix 
now accepts fully the conclusions of the late Professor C. H. 
Turner as to the meaning of the confusing rubric which is made 
a mainspring of the argument sketched above in the second 
paragraph of Section 686. Turner has solved that long puzzling 
problem by showing that this enigmatic rubric did not mean that 
the whole of the Ordination Prayer for a Bishop was to be used 
when a presbyter was being ordained, with only one word 
changed—the name of the Order being conferred. Rather it 
meant that the prefatory part of the Bishop’s Ordination Prayer, 
and it alone, was to be repeated with only that single change, 
when a presbyter was being ordained. But Dix now admits that 
the prayer provided in the A. T. immediately following this ru
bric is also an authentic part of the original text, and was to be 
added at the end of the prefatory part of the Bishop’s Ordination 
Prayer, and instead of the latter portion of the Bishop’s Prayer, in 
which the detailed functions of the Bishop are carefully and 
rather fully specified.

But once this conclusion is accepted, the diametrically oppo
site conclusion follows as to whether the celebration of the Eu
charist was expected to be part and parcel of the regular duties 
and functions of a presbyter. For the Ordination Prayer for a 
presbyter is so completely silent about all sacerdotal functions as 
to give rise—though not justification—to the objection we con
sidered in Section 678.

Furthermore, I have given in Chapter XVIII an explanation 
of the older and broader usage of the term presbyter which seems 
to be far superior to the one Dom Dix accepted in that article, 
and which takes all the force away from the final argument he 
there used. Chapters XXII-XXIV further undermine the view 
he then held of the position of the Bishop at Rome in relation to 
his fellow presbyters. Thus the latter part of Fr. Dix’s argument 
seems to me to break down completely. It remains only, then, 
to consider the earlier part.
687. I do not know whether or not Fr. Dix would hold that 
the remainder of his argument suffices to make untenable the 
idea of a quasi-honorary presbyterate, or even—what seems to 
me, as explained in Section 685, quite a different thing—the idea 
that, though these confessor-presbyters ought not to be looked 
upon as “honorary presbyters,” they would never have been 
delegated by St. Hippolytus to celebrate the Eucharist in his 
sect. In view of the statement of St. Justin Martyr, which seems 
to me to mean that all of the Roman Church met at one place for



a corporate Eucharist as late as his date, I am by no means sure 
that the practice of “presbyteral celebrations at what later be
came ‘the titles’ ” goes back as far as Dom Gregory seems to 
think. But I do think it likely that, in that one city in the West, 
and also in a few other cities of great size and importance like 
perhaps Alexandria and Antioch, the necessity of at least a few 
presbyteral celebrations in addition to the central Eucharist 
celebrated by the Bishop had become impelling by the time of 
the writing of the A. T.

But it seems to me that there are several reasons why the 
inference Fr. Dix draws from this fact is more than a little doubt
ful. We do not know how long this had been going on, or just 
how many additional Eucharists would be had in Rome. But 
it is very unlikely that they would be more than the number of 
available deacons, for I believe Dom Dix would agree that a 
Eucharist without a deacon would be something to be credited 
only on very clear evidence; and as far as I know there is none 
for this early date. That would mean no more than six additional 
Eucharists. But if this is right, it would not alter the main pic
ture I have drawn above even if we could say for sure that ( say) 
six additional Eucharists had been in customary use for a half 
century or less. It is not likely that the forty-six presbyters would 
take turns in celebrating the Eucharist at the “pre-titles.”438 It 
is far more likely that one celebrant and one deacon (assisted, 
perhaps, by one sub-deacon) would be assigned habitually to 
the same “pre-title” and that, by consequence, there would still 
remain about forty presbyters to whom the picture drawn above 
in Sections 675-676 would be accurately applicable. Nor is it 
certain that St. Hippolytus would look with approval on such a 
comparatively innovatory step. He certainly seems to give no 
hint of it in his Church Order. He would not be likely to allow 
his general conception of the presbyterate to be much altered by 
it, because he would know that it was something comparatively 
new, and that in few other local Churches was there even be
ginning to be anything resembling parish priests in the modern 
sense. His Ordination Prayer for a presbyter confirms this a pri
ori expectation. Even in Rome itself the great majority of the 
presbyters would never celebrate the Eucharist, unless after 
many years spent in attaining a ranking position; and some not 
even then.
688. But the chief reason why we should not consider Fr. Dix’s 
objection conclusive is that we have seen that it is far more prob
able that all of this comes from a date after the schism, when St. 
Hippolytus would be complete master of the situation in his 
newly founded sect, and when he would not be “troubled” by

138 By this convenient abbreviation I mean “what later became ‘the titles.’ ”



having enough members to need more than one central Euchar
ist. That would make it quite unnecessary for him to have any 
occasion to be tempted to delegate the Eucharist to one of these 
unordained confessor-presbyters IF  he held, as I am inclined to 
believe, that, although Ordination was not unconditionally neces
sary in order to hold the office of presbyter or deacon, it was un
conditionally necessary in order to function as a priest in the 
consecration and offering of the Eucharistic Oblation. Thus I 
think that it is very doubtful whether Dom Dix’s objection which 
we began to consider with Section 686 would be decisive even 
if we had to deal with a time while St. Hippolytus was still 
within the Great Church at Rome. And it is certainly not valid 
if, as seems likely, we have to do with a time after he had left 
the Great Church and set up his own sect.

Division VI

689. I have discussed above what seem to me the different 
possibilities in the case. I have expressed an historical prefer
ence for the theory, which I have only recently come to hold, that 
St. Hippolytus did definitely advert to the fact that such a prac
tice as the one he sanctioned in Canon 10 might result in unor
dained confessors celebrating the Eucharist, that he did not be
lieve this to be admissible, and that he intended to guard against 
it happening by (1) forbidding such confessors to hold the Epis
copate without Ordination, since in that office they would have 
to celebrate the Eucharist, and by intending (2) never to choose 
one of these unordained confessors as his delegate when for 
some reason he was unable to celebrate himself. If this is a 
correct reading of his mind, his position differed little in princi
ple from ours when we name a certain number of powers or 
functions of the office of a priest, while holding all the time that 
some of these can be performed, in an emergency, by a layman 
or deacon, since in most cases there is no question of validity, or 
since Baptism by a layman is valid, while other functions would 
be totally invalid if performed by anyone lacking sacerdotal 
powers.

But it is an alternative possibility that St. Hippolytus was 
just as strict a sacerdotalist as is supposed by the alternative first 
mentioned, yet that he did not advert to the possibility of such 
exceptional case arising, and that he would in all probability 
have ruled differently had he so adverted. On this second theory, 
he had a different reason from the one assigned on the first 
theory, for ruling that a confessor must be ordained by the lay
ing on of hands if elected to the Episcopate. On this second 
theory it is very unlikely that such confessors would ever have



been delegated to celebrate the Eucharist in the sect founded by 
St. Hippolytus, as long as he lived. But on either this theory or 
the preceding it might have happened, through theological igno
rance or misunderstanding of the intentions of the author of the 
A. T., when that document was translated or adapted for use in 
other communities. But clearly the theological or apologetical 
importance of such an irregularity, if it really ever happened, 
would be very slight.

A third possibility is the one already noted above in Section 
680. It was that he justified his ruling in this Canon by means 
of the principles involved in what I am in this book calling char
ismatic Ordination. On this third theory, it is possible that these 
confessor-presbyters might have been allowed to celebrate the 
Eucharist, though only rarely, and after many years in the pres- 
byterate, not only in other communities which translated or 
adapted the A. T. for their own use without revising this Canon, 
but also in St. Hippolytus’ own sect. But here again, for the rea
sons developed more fully in Chapter XVI, the theological or 
apologetical consequences of such a practice would be very 
slight.
690. Only on a fourth theory—that St. Hippolytus intended 
these confessors to celebrate the Eucharist when called upon by 
the Bishop to do so, and that moreover he did not have any idea 
of what we have called charismatic Ordination—would we have 
in these confessors any support for the theory that in the early 
Church laymen were allowed to celebrate the Eucharist. For 
the theological and apologetical consequences of such a conclu
sion, see Section 296 in the Epilogue to Part II. This fourth 
theory, though not quite demonstrably false, seems to the pres
ent writer to be far and away the least probable of the four 
theories mentioned in this present summary, speaking from the 
purely historical standpoint, because it is the theory least easy 
to reconcile with the high sacerdotalism which, as we saw in 
Chapters XXX and XXXI, can be shown to demonstration to 
have been not only implicitly but to a very great extent also ex
plicitly held by St. Hippolytus himself. We may recall at this 
point that he will not even allow a layman to celebrate the 
Agape, albeit in a case where he explicitly presupposes that no 
clergyman at all is present. But if by any chance this fourth the
ory is historically true, it will still not prove that a priest is not 
today truly needed to offer the Eucharist. The most it would 
prove would be that the necessity of this restriction was not yet 
perceived, because of the very primitive and undeveloped state 
of Eucharistic theology, and of the theology of the Sacrament of 
Holy Orders. It would prove, in other words, only that the later 
Catholic doctrine was not yet explicit in the deposition fidei. It



would not at all prove that it was not there even by implication. 
And only if it proved that last point would it be really fatal to 
the present Catholic doctrine. Even so, it would be fatal only to 
the present doctrine as to the necessary minister of the Euchar
ist, not at all to the doctrine of Apostolic Succession.

Division VII

691. I think that what we have in this Canon, while partly a 
matter of logic, is also the product of a more or less spontaneous 
and reckless veneration which sometimes almost threatened to 
pass over into the realm of blasphemy, if not of idolatry. The 
question that proposed itself to all, including even the authorities 
and leaders of the Church, however lax or however much in
clined to the rigorist position, was, “What is the most extreme 
honor we can allow to those whom our souls delight to honor 
almost idolatrously—our brethren who have suffered so griev
ously, and so gloriously, for their religion?” It was not so much 
the confessing, as the greatness of the penalty it incurred, which 
determined how highly they should be honored.

But, though all agreed that those who had suffered bitterly 
were entitled to the highest possible honor and respect, and that 
those who had suffered less bitterly were entitled to a lesser 
honor and respect, there was apparently no generally received 
tradition to determine the point as to just what honors could 
and which could not be heaped upon those that all agreed in 
honoring supremely. Neither was there at first any general agree
ment among those different theologians of the Church who, in 
different places, were facing the problem for the first time. Popu
lar lay opinion was aflame with zeal to honor them, and was 
not any too well instructed as to the theological principles that 
might forbid certain particular forms of bestowing such honor— 
the more so since those principles were at that date at a com
paratively undeveloped stage even in the minds of contemporary 
theologians.

Last, but by no means least, the confessors, who were not al
ways the best men in other respects, were human enough to enjoy 
the tremendous honors heaped upon them, and in some cases to 
covet even higher ones, once their appetite had been whetted 
and their own self-esteem perhaps inflated by the almost idola
trous veneration and adulation they received from the faithful, 
and especially from the lapsi. Very few people have enough 
character to become overnight a great popular hero, and still 
wear a hat of the same size. So in some cases they made for 
themselves very extreme claims, and in some other cases over- 
enthusiastic admirers made such claims for them. When con



fronted with such novel claims, the ecclesiastical authorities, 
themselves full of enthusiastic admiration and respect, hesitated 
as to what they should answer, and in some cases vacillated. 
Neither did every place give the same answer for a while.

The two most extreme claims made on their behalf, as far as 
we know, were that their confession gave them an ipso facto 
right to membership in the presbyterate, without the necessity 
of Ordination by the laying on of hands, and also an ipso facto 
right to forgive sins by reconciling the lapsi to the Church. It 
is not impossible that St. Hippolytus had heard made for them 
even more extensive claims than he himself was able conscien
tiously to concede. We know that he would not concede to them 
the right which his hated rival Callistus freely conceded to them 
of reconciling to the Church even adulterers and fornicators. It 
is quite possible that he is rejecting a claim that he had heard 
made when he refuses to allow them to have even the Episco
pate without Ordination, if duly elected to that office in some 
vacant See. And similar claims to those he concedes in the case 
of the greater confessors may have been put forward also in 
the case of the lesser confessors. At any rate, it seems clear 
that he anticipates that their popularity will enable some of them 
to be chosen to the Episcopate.

It is quite possible that St. Hippolytus felt himself hard 
pressed by all these claims, and the fact that in some places 
some of them were being conceded which he was unable to 
concede. In particular, he would have been very embarrassed 
to see the hated Callistus—the patron of laxity as St. Hippolytus 
viewed him—winning the favor and support of those to whose 
support he had, in the eyes of St. Hippolytus, no shadow of 
right, because he was claiming to forgive at least one of the 
“irremissible sins” whereas these great heroes had willingly 
risked their lives and their all rather than commit a different 
one of the three hitherto “irremissible” sins. He would have 
wanted to go to the utmost possible limit to outbid Callistus, 
and to try to hold or win the support of as many of them as 
possible.
692. This was a part of the background on which we ought 
to view this Canon. Another and very different, but in some 
ways equally important, part of that background concerns the 
very primitive and undeveloped stage of theological reflection 
which we must assume at such an early date. Centuries later, 
after much thought and study, the Church (at least in the West, 
and substantially I believe in the East also—at least the East 
would not reject the Western view) came to perceive more and 
more clearly that certain vital distinctions had to be made before 
sound conclusions could be reached concerning a theology of



the Sacrament of Holy Orders. There were ultimately seen to 
be two distinct graces: (1) one grace that was official, em
powering the minister, by the gift of charismatic equipment, to 
perform certain supernatural acts, involving in turn certain super
natural effects, which—just because they were supernatural- 
no mere natural (that is, unordained) man could perform. It 
was not merely a question of permission. There was also: 
(2) one grace that was purely personal, fitting the individual 
to be a good and worthy minister. The former of these two 
graces was called finally gratia gratis data. The latter was at 
the same stage called gratia gratum faciens. Also it was later 
seen that there is a vital and essential distinction between cov
enanted and uncovenanted graces. The former alone are secure, 
as having God’s guarantee. The latter are insecure, since they 
depend essentially upon God’s merciful goodness when con
fronted with a departure from the covenanted means of grace 
due to invincible ignorance. Finally, it was seen that the ques
tion of what I have elsewhere in this book ventured to call the 
problem of the “equivalence of charismata” was not nearly as 
simple as was at first more or less unreflectingly supposed.439

But at the early date at which Canon 10 of the A. T. origi
nated, all of these things so carefully distinguished in later and 
more fully developed theology were present only in an em
bryonic and more or less undifferentiated form. The early Church 
did most certainly hold that all spiritual powers, and supernatural 
powers in particular, depended essentially upon the possession 
of enabling spiritual gifts. These, to be sure, could come only 
from God; though whether they came directly or through “sac
ramental” m edia  was not looked upon as in any way vital. The 
Ordination Prayer for a Bishop in A. T. shows that God was 
besought to give to the Bishop the spiritual gifts or charismata 
necessary for the various supernatural functions he had to per
form, and not only those charismata needed for his personal 
worthiness. In other words, the early equivalent of the later 
gratia gratis data was an authentic part of primitive Christian 
belief. But all these things would not be at all carefully thought 
out or distinguished. Consequently, the inconsistencies between 
such embryonic theological principles and such practices as those 
involved in Canon 10 of the A. T. on certain readings of the 
evidence would not have been evident to all, or even to most, 
but only to the most thoughtful and theologically minded, even 
if one of those readings of the evidence is correct.
693. Such, then, as I reconstruct the history, was the welter of 
confusion out of which Canon 10 arose. It was a temporary 
answer to a novel and pressing problem given under a species

439 For a discussion of this point at some length, see Section 287.



of stress, if not of duress, by one of the contestants in a virtual 
war. It is, therefore, a very different matter, and of a very dif
ferent significance, even on the reading of the evidence least 
favorable to Catholic principles, than it would have been if we 
had here any question of a cool, calm, and universally approved 
application of undisputed traditional principles along lines al
ready long customary.

Moreover, if St. Hippolytus really intended these unordained 
confessor-presbyters to be eligible as delegates to celebrate the 
Eucharist, it was part and parcel of what was clearly a wide
spread abuse, which took different forms in different places, but 
which was fairly soon corrected or completely suppressed every
where. For example, we have serious abuses in the form of en
croachment on the power of the Bishops to remit and retain sins. 
It was universally recognized that to the Bishop alone, or to one 
to whom he might delegate it, belonged the power to forgive 
and retain sins. Moreover, certain cases440 were reserved to God 
alone; not because the Church could not absolve from these 
sins through the Bishop or his delegate, but because it was 
thought likely that laxity would be encouraged if these supremely 
grave sins were absolved in this life, and the sinner restored to 
Communion.

Yet for a short while c. 200 a .d . it was held by some that 
“Christ in the martyrs” could be appealed to to forgive even 
these sins. And some confessors actually claimed the right to 
do this without even the consent of the Bishops. This, in effect, 
put the martyrs ahead of even the Bishops, and makes it clear 
that we are dealing here with a grave abuse, arising out of the 
attitude toward the martyrs described in Section 691. The naive 
rationalization should be especially noted—that it was “Christ 
in the martyrs” who could do these things. This resembles the 
rationalization we have seen reason to suppose was used to 
justify Canon 10, when it was apparently assumed that the con
fessors had refused to apostatize in virtue of the presence of the 
Holy Spirit in them and strengthening them, and that His pres
ence was the full equivalent of the “Spirit that was possessed by 
the presbytery, in which the presbyters share.”441

A little later, when Callistus decided to remove adultery and 
fornication from among the reserved sins (with the effect, of 
course, of mitigating life-long excommunication as the penalty) 
he allowed to the martyrs the same absolving power he intended 
to use himself. Apparently this, too, soon came to be considered 
by the martyrs as one of their “rights.” Another obvious abuse!

410 The cases, that is, of murder, apostasy, and adultery (including fornica
tion ).
441 A . T .  9:4.



694. That these and other “prerogatives” were of recent origin, 
and unpremeditated permission, based on spontaneous venera
tion of the martyrs, and nothing more substantial, is indicated 
by the fact that it had apparently already been suppressed at 
Rome before the outbreak of the Decian persecution, and was 
unhesitatingly suppressed elsewhere as soon as it was seriously 
abused. This could hardly have been done so quickly and so 
universally if these excessive applications of the prerogativa 
martyrum had been a century-old practice, universally approved, 
and on principle. St. Cyprian, with his motto of nil innovetur, 
refused from the time the issue first arose in his Episcopate to 
recognize the “right” of the martyrs as anything more than an 
intercession442 with the Bishop by the martyr, on behalf of the 
lapsi, and as a testimonial as to the character and penitence 
of individuals. He would not have the Church readmit to Com
munion everyone who had a so-called libellus pacis from one 
of the confessors, but only (except in peril of death) those who 
had their case examined by the ecclesiastical authorities, coupled 
with penitence, exomologesis, and public reconciliation by the 
laying on of hands of the Bishop and presbyters. This shows 
how little a strong man really well versed in the principles of 
the Church, and determined to uphold them even against great 
pressure, could accept such concessions.

Yet this was not a matter of an extreme sacerflotalist inno
vating against an earlier and non-sacerdotal tradition. For, as 
said above the prerogativa martyrum had been even earlier and 
even more completely suppressed at Rome; and the same was 
done elsewhere at about the same time, or earlier. We have 
seen above (Section 668, in the long footnote) that Dr. Easton 
concedes that Canon 10 was no longer in force in the Great 
Church at Rome by the time of St. Cornelius.

All of these facts show the true nature of such extreme con
cessions as those we have been studying, how temporary they 
were, and how clearly they sprang from a desire to honor the 
martyrs supremely rather than from a logical application of 
any primitive and unsacerdotal principles which were giving 
way in the third century to an unprimitive and unauthentic 
sacerdotalism. It is only to show the complete falsity of such a 
claim that the subject has been worth so long a chapter. The 
facts about these confessor-presbyters do not, on any tenable 
reading of the facts, show that sacerdotalism was a new and 
essentially foreign excrescence on the primitive Christian religion.

442 And one not necessarily to be accepted!



EPILOGUE
CONCLUSIONS

695. We have come to the end of a very long study. It is 
time to sum up our findings. We have found that our Lord ac
cepted the existing Jewish Church as being what it claimed to 
be, and was generally accepted by Jews as being—the one and 
onlv true Church of God. Because it was God’s Church, and 
He was God’s Messiah, it was His Church. As its Master He 
held that He had the right to reform and reorganize it as He 
deemed wise; and He did so, in more ways than one. The way 
that chiefly concerns our study in this book was that He chose 
and trained the Twelve, taken from among His most devoted and 
promising disciples, to be the new stewards of His Church when 
the old stewards should have forfeited their stewardship by 
bringing about His rejection and crucifixion. He foretold to 
the Twelve the great office and privilege that was to be theirs; 
and later on, after the crucifixion, He actually transferred to 
them the same stewardship, including the tremendous “power of 
binding and loosing” which the old stewards had formerly held. 
Attacks have been made by many critics on the passages which 
attest this construction. But they are found, on a thorough 
cross-examination, to be unsound.
696. The Twelve, with the traitor Judas Iscariot replaced by 
St. Matthias, are found holding just such a stewardship in the 
early Church. They are held to have the right to appoint to 
themselves both helpers and successors, and to transmit to these 
the same supernatural powers and authority which they them
selves had received from Christ, either in whole or in part, ex
cept such as were by their very nature incapable of being trans
mitted. They acted on this conviction, along with the conviction 
that God could, of course, appoint anyone He wished to any 
office He wished at any time He wished, just as He had to begin 
with appointed them. So they recognized some like St. Paul, 
St. Matthias, and St.. James (if he was not one of the Twelve) as 
having been directly appointed by God without any human medi
ation. But they themselves appointed others to succeed or assist 
themselves, and as far as we know this was always done by sac
ramental Ordination through the laying on of hands of someone 
who was “ordained to ordain.” We find in the early Church 
strong evidence of the principle which produces a hierarchy; 
viz., that some of those they appointed received and so shared



the powers of the Apostles in part only, while others received 
the whole of the permanent and transmissible powers of the 
Apostles. We find, further, that Ordination was always “from 
above,” because the theocratic principle was generally accepted 
in the early Church.
697. The general acceptance of these principles would lead us 
to expect a priori that, whatever might have been the detailed 
facts in regard to the rise and spread of the form of the Christian 
Ministry that has prevailed in the Catholic Church from before 
the middle of the second century, those facts would have been 
consistent with the principles just summarized. And when we 
passed on from Part II, where they are established, to Part III 
where the origin of the traditional Ministry was studied in de
tail, we found this a priori expectation to be confirmed by the 
fact that, though the evidence is so scanty and difficult of inter
pretation that no one reconstruction can claim anything ap
proaching general acceptance, or certainty, yet the reconstruc
tion which seems to do the most justice to the evidence taken as 
a whole is one which is in perfect conformity with the five great 
principles established in Part II.

The reconstruction referred to is that at an early date (about 
44 a .d . )  one of the leading Apostles, St. James, “the Lord’s 
brother,” was placed in definite charge of the great Jerusalem 
Church, and that a ministry of two lower Orders was under him. 
The latter was copied everywhere by St. Paul and St. Barnabas 
as soon as they had had time to do a minimum amount of testing 
of their first converts in every local Church. At first, a fairly 
large number of itinerant Apostles and deutero-apostles gov
erned all of these local Churches through the two-fold local Min
istry of “bishops and deacons” which they had set up, while re
taining supervisory authority over them, and thus constituting a 
first and highest Order of an essentially three-fold Ministry. But 
about twenty years after St. James became the first “Bishop 
without the name” at Jerusalem, St. Linus was appointed by St. 
Paul or St. Peter or both to substantially the same position at 
Rome that St. James held before his death, and to which St. 
Symeon had by that time succeeded, at Jerusalem. A similar 
position was conferred by one of the Apostles a little later on 
St. Euodius, the predecessor of St. Ignatius, at Antioch. Finally, 
during the ninth and final decades of the first century, the great 
Apostle, St. John the Son of Zebedee, extended the same kind of 
organization to a considerable number of Churches in Asia 
Minor.

No doubt by that time a similar form of Church government 
had been extended to other local Churches in the vicinity of 
Jerusalem, Rome, and some of the great non-Pauline Churches.



Though these Churches did not all get their Bishops by direct 
“localization of the deutero-apostolate” they did all get them in 
one way or another that conformed to the principle of “Ordina
tion from above,” and never by what Lightfoot meant by “eleva
tion out of the presbyterate.” Gradually the Episcopate waxed 
as the itinerant deutero-apostolate waned, and before the middle 
of the second century only the stationary deutero-apostolate sur
vived, apart from a few possible straggling members of the itin
erant deutero-apostolate of whom no attestation has been pre
served.

As every main local Church came to have a stationary deu- 
tero-apostle as its supreme head, the term “bishop” ceased to be 
a fitting description of what had at first been the highest Order 
of the two-fold local Ministry, because it meant “overseer” and 
the members of the local college of “bishops” had ceased to be 
any longer really the “overseers.” The term passed over to the 
deutero-apostle who was now the permanent head and therefore 
the real overseer of the local Church. The change in terminol
ogy just described left the second Order of the three-fold Min
istry without any specific name. Consequently the name “pres
byter” which had at first been generic for at least the two higher 
Orders of the Ministry, and quite possibly for the lowest Order 
of deacons as well, came to be used specifically for those who 
had formerly been called “bishops.” But for a considerable 
period of time the older, generic usage of the term continued 
alongside of the new usage.
698. The power to ordain was never at any time in the hands 
of the colleges of bishops. But St. Paul allowed the college of 
bishops to join in the laying on of hands when he was ordaining 
a new member of their own college, as a means of showing their 
consent to the addition of that particular individual to their col
lege. This practice survived all down Church history in the 
West; but it soon died out in the East, possibly as a result of 
the practice of St. John, who may have been less democratic, in 
view of the more heretical and schismatic temper of the times 
in which (and perhaps at least in part on account o f which) he 
set up the Jerusalem-Rome-Antioch system of Church organiza
tion in Asia Minor. There are several cases in which there is 
some prima facie  evidence of “presbyterian ordination” in the 
early Church. But only in the instances of Alexandria down to 
c. 225-250 a .d . and in the case of I Tim 4:14 is there any residue 
left to the “presbyterian” case after cross-examination. And nei
ther one of these two cases is even as much as equi-probable. 
The clear and strong evidence of the main tradition forces us to 
conclude that in no case is “presbyterian” ordination even slightly 
probable.



Yet if the opposite conclusion could be made probable, or 
even securely established, it would not be inconsistent with the 
great principles established in Part II of this book. It would 
show only that for a time the power to ordain was given to 
mere presbyters, and that later on it was withheld from them. 
But on that very doubtful historical premise, they were “ordained 
to ordain” when they did so without challenge in the primitive 
Church. On the other hand, they were very definitely not “or
dained to ordain” when they presumed to do so in the sixteenth 
and later centuries as the starting point of most of the modern 
sectarian ministries. That difference would authorize the Cath
olic distinction between validity and invalidity if the historical 
facts really required us to “show cause” for treating the two 
(ex hypothesi) superficially similar cases differently.
699. Finally, there is no evidence that will stand up under 
cross-examination that laymen were ever allowed to celebrate 
the Eucharist, even in an emergency. The only attestation of 
such an idea is too late to be accepted as historical. Either Ter- 
tullian has been misunderstood, or else he has misrepresented 
the premises which he shared with his Catholic opponents.

As to the allegation that unordained prophets were fully ap
proved celebrants of the Eucharist in the early Church, this is 
attested only in the Diclache, and doubts cluster around the the
ory at many points. It is quite likely that these “prophets” were 
ordained, either as prophets (which is less likely, though the As
cension of Isaiah  may attest such a practice) or else (what is far 
more likely) as deutero-apostles. Moreover, it is doubtful that 
the Didaclie represents Catholic evidence, and still more doubt
ful that it represents normative Catholic practice. It is further 
doubtful how far it is good evidence for the Apostolic age, due 
to uncertainty as to its date and provenance. Last of all, it is 
disputed by scholars of great note whether the authorization 
there given refers to the Eucharist or to the Agape, though the 
present writer does not share in this particular doubt.

Similar doubts center around the question whether the un
ordained confessor-presbyters attested in The Apostolic Tradition 
by St. Ilippolytus were intended by him to be eligible as dele
gates of the Bishop to celebrate the Eucharist. But even if they 
were, it is still more doubtful whether this concession was ever 
made within the Catholic Church.

However, even if it could be securely established that all 
three of these inconsistencies with developed Catholic theology 
were allowed in the early Church, it would still not justify the 
inference that Catholic sacerdotalism is a non-authentic element 
in Christianity. Rather these three alleged inconsistencies, if 
really historical, would be perfectly compatible with the theory



that they were allowed only because the implications of what 
was latent in the clepositum fidei were not yet sufficiently per
ceived. And other evidence exists which is quite sufficient to 
make it probable that sacerdotal principles were explicit in 
Christianity from a very early time, and all but certain that they 
were at least implied in what was demonstrably authentic and 
original.

The absence of the terms usually employed in a full-blown 
sacerdotalism, and especially the term “priest,” is adequately ac
counted for by the difficulty that Judaism had priests, and called 
them such, and that Christianity at first hesitated to call even 
Christ Himself a “priest.” It took a long time to break down 
this barrier. But the other terms, such as “sacrifice” and “altar” 
and “offer” and “oblations” are there long before the term “priest” 
finally passes over from Christ Himself to those who offer in His 
Name and by His authority the great Christian Sacrifice which 
He Himself offered once for all upon the Cross of Calvary, after 
having commanded them to “offer (the Eucharist) for (His) 
memorial.” And it was so clearly implied in what He had said 
and done, and what the Holy Spirit had led the writers of the 
New Testament to see in what He had said and done, that the 
ultimate realization that the Ministers of the Eucharistic Sacri
fice were priests in the full sense of the term, subject of course to 
the High Priesthood of Christ Himself, was not only valid but 
inevitable.
700. It seems accurate to say, then, that as far as Catholic 
apologetics is concerned, in the matter of the Catholic doctrine 
of the Ministry, and in particular of the doctrines of Episcopacy 
and Apostolic Succession, our historical house is in satisfactory 
order. Of course we cannot produce all that a certain type of 
opponents have at one time demanded of us. But we have con
sidered that demand itself in Chapter III of this book, and have 
concluded quite decisively that it is entirely illicit. We have 
there delimited what we really need to ask from ancient history, 
in order that Catholic apologetics on these points may stand up
right. We have now, as a result of a very long and careful 
study, come to the point where we are able to say confidently 
that history not only provides us with our minimum require
ments, but considerably more. At some points we would be fully 
justified in saying a great deal more. And at no point does history 
come even near to proving anything that we could not admit 
without serious apologetical harm if we had to, nor of disproving 
anything that needs to be true in order for the Catholic doctrine 
to stand. If these conclusions are justified by our arguments 
above, it is a matter of prime import. The present writer is con
vinced that the justification we have produced is decisive.



Appended Notes





DR. EASTON AND THE “CRITICAL ATTACK”

This summary is based by the author chiefly on the case 
presented orally by Dr. Burton Scott Easton in his lecture courses 
at the General Theological Seminary, but I have supplemented 
it where possible by added objections drawn from any other 
scholars who seem to me to be entitled to be taken seriously, 
and in some cases even where the objection does not seem to 
me to be so entitled, provided it has been persistently and 
widely urged in the past, or can claim the support of some 
great name, or is for some other reason worthy of grave notice. 
Hence the case as presented here is composite, and the reader 
is warned against attributing any particular element of it to any 
particular scholar, unless well enough acquainted with the lit
erature on the subject to know from such reading the source 
of the objection.

Some may be inclined to ask why so much attention should 
be paid to a position which has never been reduced to writing 
as a whole and hence may not be expected to leave a permanent 
impression on the literature on the subject. My answer is of 
course manifold. First of all, I have so much reverence for 
Dr. Easton’s weight as a scholar that I consider all of his opin
ions and conclusions entitled to at least grave consideration. 
Nor would it be honest to pass over what seems to me to be 
the strongest case ever constructed, on the whole, against the 
Catholic position, for no better reason than that it has not 
been presented as a whole in written form. Besides, large parts 
of it have been so presented. Moreover, it has exerted a very 
wide and great influence on tire minds of more than a genera
tion of clergy of the Episcopal Church, and of some abroad. 
Lastly, it has been put to most mischievous use by those who 
long before they ever heard of it were bitter opponents of the 
Catholic doctrine on this subject, as also on many others. For 
all these major reasons, then, and for other lesser reasons which 
I shall not pause to set down, I have believed it not only per
missible but obligatory to use his beautifully articulated case 
to the fullest in this summary.

I hope it goes without saying that no criticism is implied or 
intended of Dr. Easton or of any other opposing scholar for 
reaching conclusions which seem to me quite unfavorable to 
much that is authentic and infinitely precious in the Catholic 
Faith, nor for trying to propagate them to the best of his ability. 
No scholar worthy of the honorable name could have done other
wise than to “follow the argument where it seems to him to 
lead.” If they are wrong, it is the right and duty of opposing 
scholars to show this. The present book is an attempt to do so. 
Nothing but good can ultimately come to the Catholic Faith, 
if it is really Divine Truth, from so thorough a sifting.



ON INVINCIBLE IGNORANCE

Several times we have already had occasion above to nse 
the term “invincible ignorance.” It is of the utmost importance 
to gain an accurate idea of what is meant by “invincible ignor
ance.” By it we mean excusable ignorance, ignorance which is 
not one’s own fault, ignorance which could not reasonably have 
been avoided. It is important to stress here that to ascribe invin
cible ignorance to a man is not in any way to insult him. In fact, 
it is not even in any manner or degree to disparage him; except, 
indeed, in whatever sense one must be held to disparage everyone 
with whom one is unable to agree. For “invincible ignorance” 
does not necessarily imply a lack of knowledge, but only (for 
whatever reason) a blameless failure to reach the truth, however 
great one’s knowledge. It may, and often does, arise from total 
ignorance of the subject. But it may also spring from indiffer
ence, from bias, from inadequately grounded presupposition, 
according to some philosophies from the “type of mind” one 
possesses, or from any other of the infinite variety of reasons 
which lead even the greatest of experts to err occasionally de
spite the possession of monumental knowledge in their respec
tive fields. In fact, to ascribe to an opponent “invincible 
ignorance” is usually the highest compliment one can possibly 
pay him, next to agreeing with him. It is really what is always 
meant (whether or not he so expresses himself) whenever one 
scholar disagrees with another, without calling in question either 
his ability or his sincerity. If, e.g., one differs with Harnack on 
the Lukan authorship of Acts, one has no alternative but to 
believe Harnack mistaken. And in that case the most favorable 
view that can be passed on his mistake is that it is due to “in
vincible ignorance.” That means simply that we hold him to be 
quite sincere and to have neglected nothing that ought reason
ably to have been done to arrive at the truth. Yet we must 
hold, ex hypothesi, that he failed to attain it.

If we hold that he has been deficient in sincerity, or in ser
iousness, or in any other reasonably remediable way, then we 
call his ignorance—his error, his mistake—no longer “invincible” 
but “vincible.” That is a more serious charge. For “vincible” 
ignorance means ignorance for which one is, at least in some 
way and in some measure, responsible. Here one not only dis
agrees, but holds the opponent in some manner responsible for 
what he must ex hypothesi hold to be an error. Obviously such 
a judgment is much more unfavorable than the one involved in 
ascribing to an opponent invincible ignorance. Obviously, also, 
if one is really mistaken, and if his mistake is really due to



vincible ignorance, he is at least in some measure responsible 
for any wrong committed because of such a mistake. Hence 
vincible ignorance of an obligation does not excuse from its 
fulfillment, at least not fully. There is involved in such a case 
at least what theologians call responsibility “in cause” ( in 
causa). That is, one is directly responsible for the cause of the 
objective wrong done, and hence is indirectly responsible for 
the objective wrong itself. Thus there is involved, at least in a 
measure, sin as well as wrong.



ON THE APOSTLES OF THE CHURCHES

The evidence for the existence of those in primitive times 
called “apostles” in the sense of, “apostles (i. e. messengers, au
thoritatively sent) of the (local) Churches” is not great, but 
sufficient. A clear case is Epaphroditus, mentioned in Philip- 
pians 2:25. Another clear case is to be seen in II  Cor. 8:23, 
where we read, “Whether any inquire about . . . our brethren, 
they are the apostles (messengers) of the Churches.” We have 
seen in Sec. 326 that “these preeminent Apostles” mentioned 
sarcastically several times by St. Paul in II Cor. 10-13 may be 
another example. In St. Paul’s opinion they probably were, 
though they may well have claimed to be more. Finally, in the 
light of these passages, we are probably justified in seeing “apos
tles of the Churches” in those emissaries who went up to Jeru
salem with St. Paul at the end of the “third missionary journey” 
to take the great offering, and perhaps on several other occasions 
of less importance, despite the fact that the word “apostles” does 
not happen to be used on those other occasions. That such 
“apostles of the Churches” were a fairly common phenomenon in 
“the Jewish background” of primitive Christianity is shown by 
Dom Gregory Dix in the recent work, The Apostolic Ministry, 
following Dr. Gavin’s well-known contributions on the subject 
in his The Jewish Antecedents o f the Christian Sacraments and 
in a slightly later article in The Anglican Theological Review. 
Christian borrowing is very probable, so the evidence from the 
Jewish background materially strengthens the rather slight 
Christian evidence, as given above.



ON THE MUTABILITY OF APOSTOLIC 
ARRANGEMENTS

A. If the number of orders or the precise distribution of 
powers among the different orders be of “positive”* divine in
stitution then the answer would be that the points settled by 
God whether or not Incarnate, could not be altered except by 
God Himself. For the power of binding and loosing does not 
include the power to reverse or modify decisions made by God 
Himself, but only the power to settle (with m ediate divine au
thority) such points as had not been settled already immediately 
by God. But no case at all can be made out for the contention 
that Christ instituted the lower orders of the Ministry, or even 
gave directions as to how many orders there should be, let alone 
as to just what part of the Apostolic powers each inferior order 
should and should not have. Because He did not, and also 
because we have to argue at this point with Protestants rather 
than with Roman Catholics, it is not necessary to discuss the 
question whether God could make such a change through some 
earthly “Vicar of Christ” such as the Bishop of Rome now claims 
to be. For no such claim is made for any earthly “vicar” by 
Catholics of any non-Roman variety or by Protestants. Besides, 
the historical premise which alone could make the question 
more than academic is, as said just a few lines above, completely 
unattested and improbable historically.

The correct answer to our first question would seem, then, 
to be this:

Just because Jesus Himself did not settle any of these points, 
it would follow that His Apostles had the power to determine 
them in the first place, and later to alter any or all of them if 
this seemed to them for any reason desirable. And what the 
Apostles had the power to do, their successors would also have 
the power to do, especially if no objection were raised by any 
part of the Church or by any part of the successors of the Apos
tles. It would be possible to dispute this logic if we had to 
do with a case in which it could be proved that the determina
tions of the original Apostles had been made in obedience to 
the detailed inspiration of the Holy Spirit. But, while such a 
proposition cannot be disproved, neither can it be proved, not 
even with probability. Thus it is at least impossible to affirm 
with any assurance that the details of the arrangements made 
by the original Apostles would be intrinsically or essentially
* In the sense of the word “positive” explained in Chapter II.



immutable. The probability seems to point strongly in the 
other direction.
B. Have any such changes been actually made? Let us 
prescind, for the moment, from the question as to whether any 
such changes, if made, were legitimate or ultra vires, for the 
sake of any who may still dissent from the conclusion reached 
in the preceding paragraph. Let us then rephrase our question 
to read, “Have any such changes been professedly made or 
attempted?”

Now, paradoxical though it may seem at first, it is even 
harder for a believer in the presbyterian hypothesis to deny 
that such changes have been made, or at least attempted, than 
for a Catholic. The Catholic could escape by challenging the 
historical premise that there has been any change in the min
ister of Confirmation or in any of the other plausible cases; 
though I must express the strong conviction that at least in the 
case of Confirmation the change is a historical fact. But the 
believer in the presbyterian hypothesis is required, by the very 
terms of his hypothesis, to admit—to insist—that presbyters once 
had the power to ordain. But it will do the presbyterian theo
rist no good to prove (even if he could prove) that presbyters 
once had the power to ordain unless he couples this contention 
with the further contention that their original endowment was 
immutable, inalienable; and that consequently the later with
holding of these same powers from them was ultra vires. On 
no other premises can the validity of ordinations by mere pres
byters of the sixteenth and seventeenth century possibly be 
defended.

But if all of this is correct, it presents the presbyterian theo
rist with a grave dilemma. He absolutely must maintain that 
a change has taken place, or at least been attempted. He is 
equally obligated to hold that this change was ultra vires. But, 
as will be shown in Part III of this book, the proposition that 
presbyters primitively had the power to confirm and ordain is 
one that labors under very great difficulties historically. These 
difficulties, already great, would be enormously aggravated if 
the second necessary premise of the presbyterian hypothesis 
were accepted as a fact. For there can be little doubt that if 
the powers of the presbyterate had been inalienable there would 
have been some, at least, in the early Church who would have 
known this, or at least would have believed it.

Now it is hard enough to imagine the presbyters in the primi
tive Church willingly surrendering such great prerogatives, even 
if they knew  them to be alienable. But it is infinitely harder 
still to believe that they would surrender them, without even 
enough of a controversy to leave a single trace in Church his
tory, if they thought (or if even some of them thought) that 
their powers were rightly inalienable. If jealousy for the pre
rogatives of their own office would not move even a few pres
byters, human as they were, to fight against such infringement 
of their rights, certainly presbyters so virtuous would be sure,



just because they were virtuous and conscientious, to resist such 
usurpation for reasons of conscience if they thought that their 
rights were really inalienable. Nor is it much easier to imagine 
that no Bishop **  could be found who would be conscientious 
enough to leave intact powers he believed to be divinely, or 
at least apostolically, bestowed, and to be inalienable. But if 
no Bishops or presbyters could be found who were conscien
tious enough to respect these supposedly immutable apostolic 
arrangements, would not some deacon like the later Athanasius, 
or some layman be found to take up the cudgels for God’s cause?

Thus it seems clear that the presbyterian theorist can assert 
the second premise which is absolutely indispensable to his 
case only at the cost of tremendously increasing the historical 
difficulties (already quite serious) in the way of accepting his 
first indispensable premise. Not a very happy controversial 
position in which to find oneself! The present writer believes 
the opposite conclusion to be historically far more probable. 
The early Church apparently must have believed, with virtual 
unanimity, that the powers of the presbyterate were change- /  
able, if there has been such a change on either point—Confirma
tion or Ordination. And on Confirmation the change seems 
historically probable. We saw above, in Section A of this Ap
pended Note, that considerations of pure reason would lead us 
to the same expectation, a priori.
C. We pass next to the further questions raised above at the 
end of Section 117, which depend on the conclusions reached 
so far. If, as we have now seen reason to conclude, the powers 
of the presbyterate were mutable, and have in the past ac
tually been changed, can similar changes still be made to-day? 
And, if so, by what authority? I see no sufficient reason to re
fuse to answer the first question in the affirmative, though it 
must be admitted that the matter is debatable. But if my first 
answer is accepted, it is of great importance to answer the 
second question also. The answer would seem to be that only 
the whole Catholic Church could make such a change, at least 
with security. It would be arguable, though seriously doubtful, 
that any major portion of the Catholic Church could make such 
a change. But it would certainly be rash in the extreme for 
one small portion of the Catholic Church to presume to attempt 
to make it. The result would be of gravely doubtful legitimacy. 
Nor would any such gravely doubtful step be tolerable in any 
matter so vitally important as Apostolic Succession and valid 
Orders must be, if the Catholic doctrine be true. Nor is it 
permissible to beg the very question we are trying to settle 
in this book by assuming the Catholic doctrine to be mistaken. 
Neither the Episcopal Church nor even the whole Anglican 
Communion could with any safety or any rightfulness presume 
to attempt to make so debatable a change.
0 * With the possible but doubtful exception of the Bishops of Alexandria 
for a little more than a century after the alleged change took place else
where.



DR. EASTON ON “CONFIRMATION” AND ST. PAUL

In this Appended Note I must consider Dr. Easton’s view 
about St. Paul’s relation to what was later called “Confirmation.” 
Dr. Easton thinks that St. Paul neither knew nor used “Confirma
tion,” nor was he himself ever “confirmed.” The rest of his re
construction, based on this premise, I must pass over entirely in 
this book, as it does not materially concern our purposes. I hope 
to give it the grave and detailed consideration it deserves in 
another place after this book is finished. His main “proofs” for 
the opinion stated in the second sentence of this paragraph are 
the silence of St. Paul himself, coupled with the evidence of 
Romans 6. The baptismal symbolism of this passage seems to 
Dr. Easton to exclude the idea that Baptism had any other essen
tial parts except immersion and emersion.

I freely concede that if we had to go by the undisputed Paul
ine evidence alone, it would be most reasonable to conclude that 
he “knew nothing” of “Confirmation.” But in my opinion the 
arguments from within his admittedly genuine Epistles are not 
sufficiently clear to be decisive, and I think that their inconclu
sive evidence may not legitimately be used to overthrow the in
ferences we found so strongly grounded above in the three pas
sages in which “Confirmation” is certainly mentioned. There 
are strong reasons why the paucity of references should not be 
deemed significant, as is shown in Chapter XII, Div. VI, Sec
tions 182-185, where the argument from partial silence in these 
matters is studied. But there are additional reasons why Dr. 
Easton’s conclusion seems to me unsound.

1. The passage in Acts 19:1-6 which attests St. Paul “con
firming” ought by all sound canons of historical criticism to be 
deemed of higher historical value than the passage in Acts 8. 
It seems illogical, then, to trust the latter and reject the former, 
unless the evidence of St. Paul’s own Epistles were really quite 
decisive against the historicity of Acts 19:1-6; and I cannot agree 
that it is.

2. But perhaps Dr. Easton would reply that he does not 
trust either passage as being really historical, but only as “read 
back” by St. Luke and thus reflecting the faith and practice of 
the Churches St. Luke had known since St. Paul’s death. I 
would ask, in reply, is it at all likely that St. Luke could not ac
curately remember so definite a fact—if it had been a fact—as 
that St. Paul, during all the years he had known him and had 
been with him, had not at all “confirmed?” That would probably 
mean that St. Luke himself had either never been “confirmed,” 
or else only much later and by someone else! Surely he could



not have forgotten this! Moreover, we shall later see strong rea
sons for thinking that St. Luke could never have told the Simon 
Magus story in the way he does if men below the rank of Apos
tle had been able to give the Holy Spirit in baptizing. (See 
Sections 228-231.)

3. If Dr. Easton were to go still further, and deny the Lukan 
authorship of Acts as a basis for the argument just given, we 
would be forced to record our inability to accept this conclu
sion, and could name scholars of the highest eminence on our 
side—in addition to giving very strong arguments for our opin
ion, if space allowed.

4. Almost the same objection which Dr. Easton draws from 
the alleged silence of the genuine Pauline Epistles can be drawn 
from the similar “silence” of the seven Catholic Epistles, plus 
“Ephesians” which Dr. Easton does not admit to be genuine, 
plus probably the Pastoral Epistles, unless (which I think im
probable) Dr. Chase, Dr. Lowther-Clarke, and a few others are 
right in taking II  Tim. 1:6 as referring to “Confirmation.” The 
silence of large sections of Acts could be used to increase the 
difficulty, and (though with much less weight) the four Gospels 
and the Apocalypse. To this can be added, as far as I know, all 
of the Apostolic Fathers, Justin Martyr, II  Clement, and in fact 
the whole second century (except for the mention of unction 
with chrism in Theophilus of Antioch) until we come to Iren- 
aeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, and Hippolytus, where 
the silence ends. But even in the first two of these the evidence 
is very slight, considering their comparative voluminousness.

From this I would conclude that either the silence of this 
much larger body of literature proves that they too “knew noth
ing” of “Confirmation” or at least valued it very little, or else 
that the silence of St. Paul can be, and therefore should be, ex
plained in the same way as their silence. I have given in Chap
ter XII, Div. VI what seem to me to be decisive reasons for re
jecting the broader form of the argument from silence. In that 
connection also has been given the alternative explanation of 
this silence which I believe to be true. We must admit that the 
passages collected from St. Paul and interpreted as allusions to 
a Rite of initiation which contained both immersion (as the 
normal practice) and also the laying on of hands, and quite 
possibly anointing with chrism as well are not quite as favorable 
to this interpretation as those collected from non-Pauline sources 
(unless the Pastorals are genuine). But there does not seem to 
be any great gulf between the two groups of passages. These 
passages can be seen conveniently in Bishop Chase’s Confirma
tion in the Apostolic Age. What are called by some scholars 
“baptismal aorists” in regard to the reception of the Spirit in St. 
Paul, and likewise references to Christians having been “sealed” 
and (less securely) references to anointing, usually taken figura
tively, may all well be—and at least the first two classes should 
I think be—taken as allusions to an Initiation Rite including 
“Confirmation,” just as Dr. Easton would consent to take them



in non-Pauline sources, instead of as references to Baptism in 
isolation, as Dr. Easton does in St. Paul. The fact that clearer 
passages exist outside St. Paul than in his undisputed Epistles 
is no really decisive reason to the contrary.

5. The present writer is quite convinced of the Pauline au
thorship of “Ephesians” and thinks the same to be still quite 
possible, though improbable, even for the Pastorals. I f  these 
are Pauline, especially the Pastorals, the argument given just 
above under 4 is made quite overwhelming, even without tak
ing II Tim. 1:6 as a reference to “Confirmation,” which is also 
quite possible, but in my opinion very improbable.

6. How could the author of Hebrews have failed to know St. 
Paul and his practice, if he is a prominent member of the Roman 
Church, as seems probable? He seems to be of deutero-apostolic 
rank, as shown elsewhere in this book (Sec. 340). It is less prob
able that one who was converted after St. Paul’s death could have 
attained such rank so quickly. Besides, he seems to have heard 
the eye-witnesses (2 :3) and that probably includes the two 
great Roman Apostles. But if he knew St. Paul, and knew his 
practice to be as Dr. Easton supposes, how can he possibly have 
put “Confirmation” on the same level with Baptism, to say noth
ing of the four other fundamentals listed by him? On the 
whole, then, Dr. Easton’s theory seems devoid of any solid foun
dation.
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ON THE DATE OF THE PASTORAL EPISTLES

It had been my intention to deal with this subject rather 
fully in this Appended Note. For reasons which I shall not 
pause to detail, this now seems impracticable. Yet it has, or at 
least seems to some to have, such an important bearing on several 
issues with which we have had to deal in the main text of this 
book that it is impossible to pass it over entirely. I shall, there
fore, try to deal with it at such length as seems necessary for our 
purposes in this book, but without any attempt to make any con
tribution to the solution of the problem as an issue in ordinary 
New Testament Introduction.

The date depends to a certain extent, of course, on the ques
tion of authorship. In the view of the present writer that ques
tion is still debatable. In other words, I cannot agree that the 
discussion by Dr. P. N. Harrison in his very important and most 
justly esteemed work, The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles, has 
conclusively disproved the possibility of Pauline authorship of 
the Epistles substantially in their integrity. But his book has 
certainly greatly strengthened the case against Pauline author
ship; and it was already a question whether the case for such 
authorship was as strong as the case against it before Harrison’s 
work appeared. Most scholars, except those who may fairly be 
called conservatives, were already strongly inclined to reject the 
Pauline authorship; though, of course, with varying degrees of 
confidence and decisiveness. With this general estimate the 
present writer is inclined to agree. My main reasons for some 
hesitation where many no longer hesitate at all are these:

1. I began years ago a study of Harrison’s main argument 
which I was unable to complete. I hope to return to it some day. 
The result of that study, as far as it went, was to raise serious 
doubts in my mind as to whether Harrison’s main argument 
would stand up, in anything like its pristine strength, under the 
particular kind of cross-examination to which I was subjecting 
it.

2. I agree very strongly with Dr. Harrision that the person
alia in the Pastorals cannot be allowed to be fictitious. If not, 
there remain two alternatives. One is the alternative embraced 
by Dr. Harrison—that they are genuinely Pauline, and consti
tute genuine fragments incorporated in Epistles which as a 
whole are not genuine. The other is, of course, the theory that 
the Epistles as a whole are genuine.

3. I am inclined to think that the theoiy of genuine frag
ments incorporated in spurious Epistles is untenable. I say this 
not as any sort of rigid a priori judgment as to what is antece-



clently credible. I mean, rather, that in details the theory has not 
(I think) been subjected by Dr. Harrison to as exacting a scrut
iny as he has subjected the two remaining alternatives. I sus
pect that, had he so subjected it, he might have found it open to 
difficulties at least as serious as the two alternatives he rejects.

4. I assume that we shall never be able to settle with any
thing approaching decisive certainty the question as to whether 
the so-called Imprisonment Epistles are really from a Roman, 
the Caesaraean, or an unattested but not at all improbable Ephe
sian imprisonment. If they are from Caesaraea, that will some
what alleviate the main difficulty which Harrison uses against 
the Pauline authorship. And if they were written during such a 
hypothetical Ephesian imprisonment, that will greatly diminish 
the same crucial difficulty.

5. I cannot see that it is necessary to “establish as a certain 
point of history” the opinion held by many, including the pres
ent writer, that St. Paul was in all probability released from his 
imprisonment in Rome recorded in Acts. If that release is even a 
fairly open question, then we may legitimately use it (hypotheti
cally, of course) as a means of reconciling the geographical and 
historical data of the Pastorals with the hypothesis of genuine
ness, IF  (what I do not maintain, but which I am still inclined 
to think possible) the theory of genuineness should in the long 
run balance up as giving the largest “remainder” when we sub
tract the sum-total of difficulties from the sum-total of positive 
arguments in its favor, and then compare that remainder with 
the remainders (similarly computed) from the “fragments the
ory” and from the older theory of the complete pseudonymity of 
the whole of these Epistles.

I state this summary of my own mind on the subject only to 
make clear where I stand, and not because I have any willing
ness to let anything important in this book rest on the theory of 
Pauline authorship. On the contrary, as any careful reader will 
have observed, I have throughout argued on the premise of pseu
donymity, which is far and away the most generally received 
theory, and with which I myself am inclined to agree, though 
not as confidently as most of those with whom I share it. By 
the theory of pseudonymity, I mean of the Epistles as a whole. 
As already said above, I cannot believe that the personalia can 
be spurious.

Now if these Epistles are genuinely Pauline, they must al
most certainly come from a date after the hypothetical release of 
St. Paul from the imprisonment at Rome described at the end of 
Acts. That would mean somewhere in the very late 50’s or the 
early or middle 60’s, depending on which system of chronology 
is being followed. If I were convinced of their genuineness, I 
would date them somewhere within two years either way of 63 
a .d . Very few supporters of the Pauline authorship believe that 
they can be fitted into the period of his life covered by Acts.

Far more important for our practical purposes is the question 
of how to date them on the assumption that only certain frag
ments embedded within them are genuinely Pauline. On this



theory, it is generally admitted that they cannot have been com
posed while St. Paul was still alive. And this conclusion is 
strongly confirmed by the evidence produced by Harrison to the 
effect that all ten of the genuine* Paulines were known to, and 
used by, the pseudonymous author.

On the question of the latest possible date, it seems probable 
that St. Ignatius knew and used these Epistles, and only a little 
less probable (in the opinion of the present writer) that St. 
Clement of Rome- did the same. It is widefy admitted, even by 
the more radical critics, that St. Polycarp used them. St. Poly
carp is usually dated around 117 a .d . But Dr. Harrison has pro
posed, and supported with arguments worthy of serious consid
eration, a theory that the existing Epistle of St. Polycarp to the 
Philippians is not a unity, but (like our II  Corinthians, in the 
opinion of many critics) two separate Epistles accidentally (or 
intentionally) combined into one. He dates the later of these 
two Epistles around 135 a .d . In the opinion of the present 
writer the case against unity, though interesting, and by no 
means to be despised, is far from conclusive; and the case for 
a date as late as 135 a .d . is definitely weaker still. But it does 
at least open the possibility that the evidence of St. Polycarp 
does not conclusively prove as early a date for the Pastorals 
as we used to think. However, when we combine his almost 
certain use of these Epistles with the probable but less certain 
use of them by St. Ignatius, we see that a date later than 115 
a .d . is highly improbable.

This conclusion is confirmed by the fact that these Epistles 
appeared in their integrity, and as from the hand of St. Paul, in 
both the Old Syriac and the Old Latin Versions of the New Tes
tament; and while we cannot say with precision how early these 
Versions were made, they are both admittedly very early. The 
Old Syriac may be a bit late to be very relevant for our purposes, 
though we are by no means certain of this. But there is con
siderable possibility that the Old Latin may have been made at 
a date early enough to help shove the Pastorals back to a date 
even earlier than the quotations in St. Ignatius and St. Polycarp. 
We must remember that they would not have been translated as 
a part of what seems to have been already a New Testament un
less they had been in existence long enough and widely enough 
to have at least started on the road to canonicity.

Finally, these Epistles were “rejected” by Basilides and Mar- 
cion. This would never have been noted as a subject of contro
versy with the Great Church at Rome unless these Epistles had 
already acquired acceptance there as being “canonical” in what
ever stage of canonicity was possible at that very early date. As 
far as I know, no one of such an early date as Tertullian (the 
source of this information) speaks of these heretics as having 
“rejected” our II Peter.
* He accepts “Ephesians'’ as genuinely Pauline; rightly in the opinion of 
the present writer, but with a large measure of dissent from the majority 
of the critics, except the conservatives.



On the other side, there are several arguments which have 
been urged as favoring, if not strictly requiring, a date later than 
the lifetime of St. Paul. The three chief points alleged are the 
state of Church organization attested in these Epistles, the na
ture and stage of development of the heresies attacked, and the 
vocabulary. The latter owes its prominence chiefly to Dr. Har
rison. The present writer can say very definitely that none of 
these are among the arguments which make him incline to doubt 
the Pauline authorship of these Epistles as a whole. And if they 
are not strong enough to prove even a date later than the life of 
St. Paul, still less are they strong enough to require a date after 
the turn of the first century. In fact, for reasons which have been 
developed at length in Part III of this book, the present writer 
would insist that the first of these three points, the state of 
Church organization, not only does not require a date as late as 
115-120 a .d . where many try to place these Epistles but that it 
even admits of such a date only with great difficulty. I must de
velop this point a bit.

In these Epistles, if we read them as their surface meaning 
would suggest, we find a state of development later than that at
tested by Philippians and the supporting evidence which we have 
mustered in Chapter XVII to show that Acts 14:23 is right in at
tributing the institution of “presbyters” in every city to St. Paul 
and St. Barnabas, but not necessarily much later. In particular, 
we do not find the monarchical Episcopate in existence, even in 
rudimentary form, unless we insist on reading this institution 
into “Timothy” and “Titus.” The word “bishop” still seems to 
have the primitive meaning which we find in Philippians, I Clem 
ent, the Didache, Acts 20, less clearly in I Peter, and also in 
Hermas, if we take for him the Clementine date. It is bracketed 
with deacons, while the word “presbyters” is not, which also 
seems to favor a pre-Ignatian date for the latter term. And St. 
Timothy and St. Titus ought, it seems to me, to be read (quite 
apart from any question of Pauline authorship) as what in this 
book I have called deutero-apostles, but not yet localized.

Now we have already seen, when we studied the external 
evidence, that there is good reason to believe that St. Ignatius 
knew and used these Epistles not later than c. 115 a .d. (and some 
would date his own Epistles around 110 a .d . ) .  But here we have 
grounds for insisting on a date not only earlier than his Epistles 
but earlier than the rise of the form of Church organization which 
they attest. Our studies above in Part III have led us to the 
conclusion that this form of organization goes back as least well 
into the last decade of the first century in Asia Minor, and quite 
possibly into the ninth decade also; and to the conclusion that it 
is probably still earlier at Antioch, and certainly earlier, by many 
years, in Rome (the seventh decade) and in Jerusalem (the fifth 
decade). The only logical conclusion to draw is that these Epis
tles which show no trace of the monarchical Episcopate at all, 
must date from a period earlier than the last decade of the first 
century, unless we divorce them altogether from Asia Minor. 
And the latter seems arbitrary in the extreme.



But the worst is not yet said. For we have strongly confirmed 
in Chapter XX the already very strong tradition which repre
sents St. John the Apostle as having settled in Ephesus during 
the last years of his life, and as constituting at that place more 
or less what would later have been called an Archbishop, or even 
a Patriarch. The terms, of course, are anachronistic as applied 
to St. John. But the idea they express seems to describe his posi
tion much better than the term “monarchical Bishop” would. 
Dr. Streeter fully recognizes this, though he falls asleep in the 
process of his reasonings and confuses the identity of the St. 
John in question. He accepts the indefensible martyrdom theory, 
after having admitted that the evidence forces him to identify 
the “beloved disciple” with the Son of Zebedee.

With all due respect to Dr. Streeter’s great name, that is a 
paralogism of the most flagrant sort. It was followers of the 
Delff hypothesis who first took seriously the “evidence” for the 
martyrdom theory; and they denied the identity of the “beloved 
disciple” with the Son of Zebedee. Thus they were in a position 
to say that the appendix to the Fourth Gospel (Chapter 21) at
tests only the “beloved disciple” as living down to a date after 
the main body of the Gospel was written, and that it by no means 
attests the same for the Apostle, the Son of Zebedee. Even so, 
the evidence in favor of the long Ephesian residence of St. John 
the Apostle is about a thousand times stronger than the “evi
dence” for the alleged martyrdom. But when one sees with all 
the clarity of the noon-day sun, and openly admits, that the evi
dence for the identity of the “beloved disciple” with the Son of 
Zebedee is overwhelmingly decisive, he is simply no longer at 
liberty even to consider the “evidence” for the martyrdom. For 
it is hardly open to doubt that Chapter 21 was written either to 
allay consternation that had been occasioned by the recent death 
of the “beloved disciple” or else by the “beloved disciple” him
self to forestall such consternation, as he now felt sure that he 
would die before the Parousia, and that this would arouse grave 
alarm because it would be thought to falsify a definite prophecy 
or promise of our Lord, and he wanted to prove that no such 
promise had really been made by Him.*
* I am, of course, well aware that many scholars of great and richly de
served fame have persuaded themselves that there is either doubt, or more 
than doubt, about the historicity of the tradition concerning the Ephesian 
residence of the great Apostle, St. John. I think I can understand how this 
amazing situation has come to pass. It is not possible, of course, in a book 
that has run to a length of almost seven hundred pages already, to attempt 
to argue this point fully. And I do not want to summarize the case briefly, 
because it seems to me to lose too much of its real cogency in the process 
of being summarized. All I can do at this point, then, is to say that I am 
convinced of the following points.;

1. The traditional theory as to the authorship of the Fourth Gospel is 
indubitably correct.

2. What little case there is against the traditional theory rests on in
ternal evidence from the Gospel itself. The alleged evidence for an early 
martyrdom of St. John is not worthy of serious consideration.

3. It would be quite possible that St. John lived at Ephesus during 
the closing days of his life, and did what the tradition attributes to him,



Now once we grant that St. John had settled at Ephesus be
fore c. 90 a .d . we see how little room there is for some pseudo- 
Paul to have produced the Pastorals for the Asia Minor area, 
and to get away with it, after the date at which St. John arrived. 
Nor can they come from a date after his death. For by that time 
the monarchical Episcopate was established at least at Ephesus 
and Smyrna and no doubt in many other communities in Asia 
Minor. We must, then, if we read the Pastorals at their face 
value, date them not later than c. 90 a .d . And, as there seem 
good reasons to date them in the order II  Timothy-Titus-1 Timo
thy, once the Pauline authorship is given up, we shall have to 
date II Timothy and Titus at least a little earlier than 90 a .d .

Dr. Easton argues for a slightly later date on the ground 
that II  Tim. 3:11 shows use of Acts, and that Acts in turn shows 
use of the Antiquities of Josephus, of a date at least as late as 
90 a .d . This seems to me doubtful in all of its premises. Most 
doubtful of all is whether this passage shows a use of Acts. Dr. 
Harrison thinks this verse and the preceding to be one of the 
genuine fragments, and has the same criteria to support his 
conclusion that he has to support the theory of pseudonymity of 
the Epistles as a whole. If the fragments theory is tenable at 
all, it seems to me we must accept his estimate of this passage 
as the more probable. But even if one is not convinced of the 
correctness of this procedure, it is still obviously possible that 
this pseudo-Paul had heard of the same incidents by oral tra
dition. So there is no reason here to conclude confidently that 
we have in II Tim. 3:11 a use of Acts.

Still more to the point, from the practical angle of our use 
of the Pastorals in this book, is the fact that those who try to 
defend a still later date for the Pastorals (say, around 115 or

even if it were really true that there are valid reasons to reject the Johan- 
nine authorship of the Fourth Gospel.

4. Once this point is clearly grasped, it will be evident that there is 
still less excuse for doubting the tradition as to the Ephesian residence and 
activity of the Apostle than for doubting the Johannine authorship of the 
Fourth Gospel.

5. W e have seen very strong reasons in Part III of this book for trust
ing the portion of the tradition which attributes the institution of a con
siderable number of the earliest Bishops in Asia Minor to the Apostle, St. 
John.

I hope at some time in the not too distant future to write a full-sized 
book showing how completely overwhelming is the case for these five con
clusions. All I can do here is to say, with full knowledge of the present 
very unfavorable state of expert opinion on this issue, that I cannot think 
of an historical premise on which I would be more completely willing, and 
more enthusiastically eager, to let my whole case for the Catholic doctrine 
of the ministry rest than on the premise that the Ephesian residence of the 
Apostle St. John, and his activity in instituting Bishops in surrounding 
cities, is substantially historical. If this be thought equivalent to “a decla
ration of war on Higher Criticism,” make the most of itl Of course the 
present writer believes in the Higher Criticism as unreservedly as anybody 
possibly can. To declare a very confident opinion that one of the current 

critical” fashions is mistaken, and will ultimately have to be given up, is 
in no way an attack upon the principles of criticism itself. It is the very 
fact that I believe unyieldingly in those principles that makes it impossible 
to accept the presently dominant fashion in Johannine criticism.



120 a .d . )  can do so only in one of two ways. Either they have 
to try to push the Ignatian polity down to a date still later than 
the date they assign to the Pastorals, or else they have to inter
pret the Pastorals in a way that finds in “Timothy” and “Titus” 
disguised monarchical Bishops.

Now as to the former alternative, it seems illegitimate on 
all counts. If there is any doubt at all about the Ignatian polity 
having been prevalent in Asia Minor for a considerable period 
before the date of the actual Ignatian Epistles, at least that 
doubt is far less than the doubt that the Pastorals come from 
so late a date. It is, then, the reverse of sound historical method 
to make the less doubtful give way to the more doubtful. We 
must always do exactly the opposite. Thus the polity texts in 
the Pastorals favor a date before 90 a .d . if we read them at their 
face value.

The only other criterion that one might attempt to use to 
force upon them a date as late as 115-120 a .d .—the criterion of 
the heresies attacked—will not stand up under such a strain. We 
do not know enough about these heresies, and the exact steps 
and stages by which they arose and developed, to use them to 
change a dating of a document which other criteria would lead 
us to date differently. Rather we must first try to date our doc
uments as best we can, and then use them to help us to write 
the history of the different heresies, in so far as the latter can be 
done at all with the very limited material available. We must 
remember how at one time not too long ago it used to be argued 
that the heresies attested in Colossians arose only after the death 
of St. Paul, and that therefore that Epistle must come from a 
date later than would be possible if he really wrote it. Ulti
mately, of course, common sense (which is just another way 
of saying sound critical principles) prevailed, and we now see 
that Colossians shows that the same heresy does go back into 
the lifetime of St. Paul. Only if we had clearer and stronger 
reasons for denying that the heresy in question could reach 
as far back as the lifetime of St. Paul than we have for attributing 
Colossians to St. Paul would it be sound historical method to 
argue as did the radical critics of a generation ago. And of course 
we have—and had—nothing of the sort.

As to the alternative way, which finds in “Timothy” and “Ti
tus” disguised monarchical Bishops, several things need to be 
said. First of all, it seems to the present writer to be entirely un
sound in principle, for reasons which will be given in the follow
ing paragraphs. But—even more to the point—if we agree to ac
cept it as legitimate, the Pastorals simply cease to be evidence of 
the polity of the period to which we assign them. We have to 
read into them what we have decided, on other evidence, was the 
polity of their date. We cannot discover from them what the 
polity was at the time their author wrote.

For instance, Dr. Easton sees in “Timothy” and “Titus” full- 
fledged monarchical Bishops. But he certainly did not get that 
out of the texts as they stand. Of course some of the predicates 
of monarchical Bishops were the same as some of the predicates



of Apostolic delegates; and, to that extent, it is not impossible to 
interpret these Epistles as Dr. Easton does. Once again, Dr. 
Easton has come to the conclusion that, at this date, colleges of 
presbyters had the power to ordain, and that this power did not 
belong to monarchical Bishops alone. Consequently, when he 
comes to a passage* which seems prima facie  to assume that the 
responsibility for Ordination belongs to “Timothy” alone, he has 
to suppose that the reference is to the reconciliation of penitents, 
even though the use of the laying on of hands in the latter case 
is unattested, as far as I know, for over a hundred years after the 
very latest date to which it is possible to assign the Pastorals, 
while the laying on of hands in Ordination is ( as we have seen in 
Chapter X II ) well attested not only before the Pastorals in Acts 
6, and after them in the A.T. of St. Hippolytus, but at least twice 
in the Pastorals themselves.

We have given our reasons at length, in Part IV of this book, 
for dissenting from Dr. Easton’s belief in primitive presbyterian 
Ordinations. All that is necessary here is to emphasize that he 
gets this reading of the Pastorals not from the texts themselves 
as a whole, but from 1 Tim. 4 :14 plus his reading of the rest of 
the evidence. In other words, he has read his results into the 
ambiguous passages in the Pastorals. These passages are not, 
therefore, evidence for his conclusions. They show at most that 
the Pastorals admit of being read that way by a scholar of al
most incredible eminence and brilliance. So if we date them as 
late as 115 a .d . ,  and thus force ourselves to find disguised mo
narchical Bishops in “Timothy” and “Titus,” we very greatly re
duce their evidential value for our present purposes. They cer
tainly cannot be used to prove that the pre-Ignatian polity was 
still in force in Asia Minor at that date. Yet that is what their 
evidence, taken at its face value, attests for whatever place and 
date they really represent.

Moreover, there are, as indicated above, several reasons 
which seem to me to tell strongly against such a system of in
terpretation as that which the late date compels us to use on the 
Pastorals. Did the author really hope and desire to have his 
masterpieces accepted as coming from St. Paul? Certainly the 
answer must be in the affirmative. He cannot have expected to 
gain for them additional weight by simply masking them as let
ters of St. Paul, if he was willing for everybody to know that it 
was not really St. Paul who was speaking in them, but only 
Monsieur X saying what he thought St. Paul would say if he 
were still alive and present.

But if he wanted these Epistles to be accepted as really com
ing from St. Paul, and if monarchical Bishops in Asia Minor and 
Crete were later than the death of St. Paul, then he simply can
not —unless he was not on speaking terms with Aristotle—have 
expected his readers to see in “Timothy” and “Titus” anything 
else but the historical Timothy and Titus. If the latter had not 
been there as Apostolic delegates, he could not have so repre-

1 Tim. 5 :22 .



sented at all, for it would have made impossible of success his 
desire to secure acceptance for these letters as genuinely Paul
ine. And if they had been in Ephesus and Crete respectively, and 
if the author was successful in securing acceptance of his letters 
as Pauline, it would be inevitable that these two rather famous 
men should have been taken by the readers of these Epistles as 
the Apostolic delegates which they really were, and not as mo
narchical Bishops, which they really were not. No one c. 115 
a .d . could have been hopefully expected to find monarchical 
Bishops in letters which they believed to be genuinely Pauline, 
unless the monarchical Episcopate is considerably older in Asia 
Minor and Crete than we have decided in this book is probable 
—and Dr. Easton would differ from this book on that point by 
not carrying the Episcopate back as far as we do, not by carry
ing it back still further.

But if the author cannot have expected his readers to see mo
narchical Bishops in the men to whom he represents his letters 
as being addressed, then what is meant by saying that they are 
in reality monarchical Bishops? If all that is meant is that the 
author hoped that the monarchical Bishops of his day would see 
in the advice and injunctions he addresses to “Timothy” and 
“Titus” much that was equally appropriate to them in their some
what similar positions, then why does he represent St. Paul as 
assuming that both of them would soon be leaving their charges 
in the hands of newly appointed presbyters in order to join him 
in Borne? Surely that was the last thing he would want any of 
the monarchical Bishops to do! And why do we still get the 
pre-Ignatian terminology? In no other document of 115 or later 
do we get the term “bishop” used as it is in the Pastorals. I can 
see that the author might not dare to use that term in its Igna- 
tian sense, for it would be a clear water-mark of a post-Pauline 
date, and would disclose that his Epistles were forgeries. But 
why could he not use the term “presbyter” instead? The only 
answer I can see that might possibly suffice would be that he 
was well informed as to what the actual state of Church organi
zation had been in the lifetime of St. Paul, and was careful to be 
faithful to it in all his representations, in order to give verisimili
tude to his writings. But on that theory, which I believe to be 
essentially sound, we would have to conclude once again that 
his Epistles throw no direct and trustworthy light on the polity 
of the Church at the date at which he wrote unless we date them 
from a time before c. 90 a .d . when the polity was still the same 
that it had been in the closing years of St. Paul’s life. They 
would, on that hypothesis and dated at c. 115 a .d ., be evidence 
only of what the author thought the organization of the Church 
had been during the latest years of St. Paul’s life.

All of this seems to the present writer to give a very strong 
case against a date for these Epistles later than at most c. 90 a .d ., 
since such a late date almost forces us to see in “Timothy” and 
“Titus” disguised monarchical Bishops, and such a system of in
terpretation seems highly improbable, and to have nothing more



to justify it than the fact that it is not impossible, coupled with 
the very weak arguments producible for so late a date.

We must, then, date the Pastorals somewhere between 70 and 
90 a .d . At such a date we may legitimately use them as evidence 
both of what the contemporary polity was in the communities 
known to the author, and also as to what he thought had been 
the polity of the Church in the closing years of the life of St. 
Paul. At such a date, he is most unlikely to have been mistaken 
in his opinions on the latter point. His probable age would make 
it very likely that his own memory would take him back at least 
as far as 60-65 a .d . and in all probability even farther. And if, 
by any chance, it did not, he could have had easy access to many 
who could supply his deficiency out of their own memories and 
knowledge. The fact that he was successful in getting his Epis
tles accepted as really written by St. Paul, with no dissent in 
orthodox circles, goes very far to prove the correctness of his 
representation as to the closing years of St. Paul. For if he had 
misrepresented any material point, there would have been many 
still alive, with accurate knowledge as to the true facts, who 
would have been able to see that he had done so, and to draw 
the only possible conclusion, that the Epistles were not in reality 
genuine Epistles of St. Paul. Thus we were fully justified above 
in several places in using these Epistles as evidence for the exist
ence of the two-fold local ministry of bishops and deacons not 
only in the decade from 80 to 90 a .d . but also for 60 to 65 a .d .



DR. P. N. HARRISON ON “GENUINE FRAGMENTS” IN THE
PASTORALS

It is true that Dr. P. N. Harrison does not include II Tim. 
1:6 in his enumeration of genuine fragments. But it is hard to 
see why he does not. He prints words not used in the ten(?) 
other Pauline Epistles in red, and underlines Pauline phrases. 
Now he accepts the first 2 verses of II  Tim. 1 as a genuine 
fragment, and also the last 3 verses of the chapter. In between 
there is an unusually small number of red words, and an un
usually large number of underlined words and phrases, and 
four verses in the middle (8-11) with only two red words and 
almost everything underlined.* Moreover, the red words 
are, with three exceptions (four counting one repetition) of 
which one is in his second “genuine fragment,” easy to explain 
because he is saying things which have no close parallel in the 
ten genuine Epistles. There seems to be nothing un-Pauline 
in the substance of this whole chapter, and many very personal 
elements which point toward authenticity, and could have little 
use in a forgery. And Dr. Harrison himself speaks almost 
apologetically of not including verse 5 as a genuine fragment. 
On the whole, if the fragments theory is correct at all, it seems 
very probable to me that at least the whole first chapter of 
II Timothy is such a fragment, and also a part of the second 
chapter immediately following it. In fact, I must confess very 
frankly that this present reinvestigation makes me more doubt-
9 To prevent the reader from being misled, it is perhaps desirable to men
tion explicitly that while Dr. Harrison would presumably agree that the 
absence of red words is an argument in support of the genuine Pauline 
authorship of any fragment, he does not take this view of the Pauline 
phrases which he underlines. He considers these as a sign that the pseudo- 
Paul lias studied, the (ten, he says) genuine epistles very thoroughly, and 
lias borrowed these phrases from them to help him succeed in his scheme 
to secure acceptance for Iris epistles as truly Pauline. But, while they can 
be explained that way, if on other grounds we have first securely estab
lished the non-Pauline authorship of not only the epistles as a whole, but 
also of the fragment in question, it is clear that tire hypothesis of Pauline 
authorship is at least as likely an explanation of the presence of many 
Pauline phrases unless and until that explanation has been put out of court 
by other arguments. Indeed, I cannot but consider that this explanation 
is far more likely, prima facie, and so is entitled to our preference. Unless, 
then, the theory of genuine Pauline fragments be completely abandoned, 
a passage containing very few red words, and very many underlined phrases, 
has a strong claim to acceptance as one of these genuine fragments unless 
there are strong reasons within the passage itself to negative the hypoth
esis of Pauline authorship. In this passage, there seems to me to be nothing 
adverse to such authorship, and considerable favorable to it, besides the 
absence of red words, and the presence of many underlined phrases.



ful than I have been in seventeen years whether it is sound to 
reject the authenticity of II  Tim othy.** But perhaps the diffi
culty of separating II  Timothy from Titus and I Timothy is 
enough to justify the acceptance of the usual critical conclusion 
with reasonable confidence, except that II Timothy 1:6 is far 
more probably from the hand of St. Paul than are the Epistles 
as a whole.
**  It may be well to point out that even Dr. Harrison includes in one of 
his “genuine fragments” the passage of which some important use is made 
elsewhere in this book in which St. Timothy is exhorted to “do the work 
of an Evangelist.”



ST. IGNATIUS ON APOSTOLIC SUCCESSION THROUGH
PRESBYTERS

The objection is sometimes heard that St. Ignatius held the 
presbyters, not the Bishops, to be the successors of the Apostles. 
This contention rests on several207 passages in which the presby
ters are compared to or figuratively equated with the Apostles. 
I shall quote these passages, so that the reader can see for him
self how preposterous is this contention.

“Be zealous to do all things in harmony with God, with the 
Bishop presiding in the place of God, and the presbyters in the 
place of the Council of the Apostles, and the deacons, who are 
most dear to me, entrusted with the service (diakonian) of Jesus 
Christ.” (Mag. 6:1)

“When you are in subjection to the Bishop as to Jesus Christ, 
it is clear to me that you are living not after men, but after Jesus 
Christ . . . Therefore it is necessary, as is your practice, that you 
should do nothing without the Bishop, but be also in subjection 
to the presbytery, as to the Apostles of Jesus Christ . . . Likewise, 
let all respect the deacons as Jesus Christ, even as also the Bishop 
is a type ( tupon ) of the Father, and the presbyters as the coun
cil of God, and the college of Apostles. Without these the name 
of Church is not given.” ( Tral. 2:1-3:1)

“. . . Making the Gospel my refuge as the flesh of Jesus, and 
the Apostles as the presbytery of the Church. And the prophets 
also do we love . . . ” (Phil. 5:1-2)

“See that you all follow the Bishop as Jesus Christ follows the 
Father, and the presbytery as the Apostles. And reverence the 
deacons as the command of God.” (Smyr. 8:1)

To these I add as relevant, though not usually quoted in this 
connection:

“(The deacon Zotion) is subject to the Bishop as to the grace 
of God, and to the presbytery as to the law of Jesus Christ . . .” 
(Mag. 2:1)

Behold the passages supposed to prove that St. Ignatius be
lieved the presbyters rather than the Bishops to be the succes
sors of the Apostles!!! Or, as some would prefer to say, that he 
believed in Apostolic Succession (if at all) through the presby
ters rather than through the Bishops!!!

Certainly these passages cannot legitimately be taken as 
proving, or even in the slightest degree faintly indicating, any
thing of the sort! It cannot be said that the presbyters are 
equated with the Apostles in these passages without saying that 
the Bishop is equated with God, or with Jesus Christ, or with the
207 Mag. 6 :1 ; Tral. 2 :1 -3 :1 ; Phil. 5 :1 ; Smyr. 8 :1 .



Father, or with the grace of God and without equating the dea
cons with Jesus Christ, or with the command of God; and without 
equating the presbytery with the law of Jesus Christ, and the 
Gospel with the flesh of Jesus Christ. If they be held to prove 
that the presbyters are the successors of the Apostles rather than 
the Bishops, that can only be reconciled with the rest of the evi
dence—and even with the rest of these very passages themselves 
—by holding that the Bishops are of a higher rank than the 
Apostles; for clearly they are higher than the presbyters. In 
fact, if one insists on trying to press these highly rhetorical com
parisons, as the objection we are considering requires, one will 
be forced to arrive at the conclusion that even the deacons are 
of higher rank than the presbyters. For in the second of these 
passages quoted above we find the deacons “equated” with 
Jesus Christ, while the presbyters are equated only with the 
council of God and with the college of Apostles. The same in
ference would follow, though less clearly, from the fourth pas
sage, where the deacons are “equated” with the command of 
God. Yet this conclusion is obviously absurd. I cannot re
frain from coming to the same conclusion regarding the objec
tion we are considering.

Surely, the reason why the college of Apostles is used in all 
these comparisons and is compared to the presbyters is one only, 
and very simple. That is, that there was only one Bishop in 
every local Church, but a plurality—a college—of presbyters. 
Flence St. Ignatius has to use some one when he compares the 
Bishop and some group that was plural, and was a corporate 
group, when he compares the presbyters. A thorough study of 
other such rhetorical language spread throughout the Ignatian 
Epistles would confirm this conclusion even more decisively, if 
we had the space to make it. The results of any effort to apply 
a similar rigid method of interpretation to his almost infinitely 
variegated collection of similes, metaphors, etc. would produce 
results even more grotesque than those we have seen above. I 
cannot understand how any really serious scholar who had 
studied the Epistles at all carefully could ever have advanced 
this objection. Yet it has been done by really great names, 
which is sufficient excuse for spending so much space on so ob
vious a point. Of course if opponents of the Catholic doctrine of 
Apostolic Succession want to insist that the Bishops of the Cath
olic hierarchy are the successors of God or of Christ rather than 
of the Apostles, I shall not object as a theologian. But as a his
torian and interpreter of St. Ignatius I must reject the conclusion 
in its entirety. It is totally devoid of serious justification.



TERTULLIAN’S ALLEGED BREACH IN THE ROMAN 
EPISCOPAL TRADITION

The only serious objection to this last assertion arises from 
Tertullian, who is generally supposed to imply that St. Clement 
was the first Bishop of Rome, rather than St. Linus (first) and 
St. Cletus (second). But I think we shall see below in the next 
paragraph that it is really very doubtful whether Tertullian 
thought this. At any rate, if he did, he may be under the in
fluence of the Clementine Romance, or rather of an earlier and 
oral form of the same legend if the pseudo-Clementine litera
ture be dated later than Tertullian as most scholars do today. 
Surely his testimony cannot stand for an instant against that of 
St. Irenaeus, Africanus, and St. Hippolytus combined, either as 
to the historical facts, or as to what was the Roman tradition. 
Nor is it in the remotest degree likely that Hegesippus can have 
given a list that put St. Clement first. And unless he did, Ter- 
tullian’s aberration (if it was such) can have no bearing on our 
present point—that Hegesippus’ list, even if it is not the one pre
served in St. Epiphanius, must nevertheless have agreed with 
the three other earliest lists mentioned above.

My own opinion is that the statement in Tertullian is to be 
explained as follows: Tertullian is laying down the general rule, 
which was that the succession in most or nearly all of the Apos
tolic sees connected with the “founding” Apostle or apostolic 
man only in the first link, the first Bishop. It is for this reason 
that he has phrased himself as he has. But when he comes to 
give his prize examples, he naturally chooses the Roman Church 
as one. Here, however, he runs into the complication that all 
three of the first Bishops at Rome were ordained by one of the 
Apostles. This I assume to be the Roman tradition, as Tertul
lian says it was; and, moreover, to have been strictly historical. 
I do not mean that they were all three appointed by an Apostle 
to the Episcopate. That, I suggest, was true of St. Linus only.

On such a premise, then, it is possible to save the credit of 
Tertullian in either of two ways. He may mean no more than 
that St. Clement was ordained a member of the second  order by 
St. Peter, and only later became the Bishop (though not so 
called  while alive). As he is appealing to the Bishops in that 
passage primarily as authentic fountainheads of Christian tradi
tion, rather than as the source of “valid orders,” it would make 
no diffierence to his argument whether St. Peter had ordained St. 
Clement a bishop or a Bishop. On the other hand, it would 
definitely strengthen his argument to make the direct connec



tion with an Apostle at Rome as recent as possible; hence he pre
fers St. Clement to St. Linus or St. Cletus.

An alternative explanation, and the one I am inclined to pre
fer, is the theory that when St. Peter and St. Paul arrived in Rome 
they found some very good material, and from among it added to 
their staff of lieutenants others like St. Timothy, St. Titus, etc., 
among these new additions being Saints Linus, Cletus, and 
Clement. These were all deutero-apostles, in the sense ex
plained above in the chapter on the extension of the apostolate 
into the second and third Christian generations. Later* when 
one or both of the Apostles saw that, due to their imminent death 
or departure, Rome would be left shepherdless except for the 
two lower orders of the Ministry (bishops and deacons), one of 
these deutero-apostles, St. Linus, was placed by St. Peter or St. 
Paul or both of them in the same position in the Roman Church 
in which St. James had been placed, under very similar circum
stances, at an earlier date, in the Jerusalem Church. St. Cletus 
and St. Clement (I  would suggest) continued to do the same 
sort of deutero-apostolic missionary work that we find traces of 
St. Timothy doing after the deaths of St. Peter and St. Paul. 
After the death of St. Linus, who had been a Bishop in all but 
name, St. Cletus (possibly being too old to travel widely any 
longer) was elected by the Roman Church to succeed St. Linus. 
No further ordination of St. Cletus would be necessary. Then, 
after his death, the same process was repeated with St. Clement. 
In this way, the statement of Tertullian would be even more 
fully justified than on the alternative explanation given just pre
viously. And in view of his knowledge of St. Irenaeus’ writings 
and of contemporary Christianity in general we ought not put 
on his remark an interpretation that makes him err if it reason
ably admits of an interpretation which can be acquitted of er
ror. Moreover, even if Tertullian did mistakenly believe that 
St. Clement had been the first Bishop of Rome, that still leaves 
open the possibility—I would go further and say the strong prob
ability—that in that case he has misunderstood the Roman tradi
tion, and that what it really said about St. Clement was one of 
the two alternatives developed in this present paragraph or in 
the one preceding. I am very strongly inclined, however, to 
think that the misunderstanding has been on the side of the 
modern interpreters of Tertullian, rather than of Tertullian con
cerning the Roman tradition. But in either case, we cannot use 
Tertullian to prove with anything even remotely approaching 
security that there were two divergent traditions at Rome as to 
the names and order of its earliest Bishops.
5 It is convenient to anticipate here a result not yet justified by our ar
gument.



TWO OBJECTIONS TO A PRIMITIVE THREEFOLD 
MINISTRY

It is necessary to consider briefly two objections against the 
first point of our summary just concluded.

One of these would be that it is unsound to equate a three
fold ministry of two local orders and one itinerant order with a 
threefold ministry in which all three orders were local. The an
swer to this is supplied by the things said in the third Section 
of the present chapter. To save space, I shall not repeat them 
here. But from those things it will be seen that the difference 
between the two stages would not be the great gulf that exists 
nowadays between a Presbyterian and an Episcopal Church, 
but the narrow strait separating a region served by a missionary 
Bishop from a region served by a diocesan Bishop; or even a di
ocesan Church outside the See City and the Church of the See 
City. In all these cases, the local Church would consider the 
distant Bishop to belong to them quite as much as to the city in 
which he was for the time being living. And the same would 
have been the viewpoint of the early Church. The Apostle who 
had visited and founded a local Church would be viewed as its 
Apostle in a more direct and immediate sense than the Apostles 
who had never had any connection with the same Church. That 
is probably why St. Paul did not like to build on another man’s 
foundation.

The second objection would be, “Why speak of a threefold 
ministry including the Apostles? If you are speaking of the local 
ministry, it was twofold, not threefold. If you add one order of 
the general ministry to this twofold ministry in order to make 
three why not add the two other orders of the general ministry, 
and speak of a fivefold ministry at the time of I Corinthians in
stead of a threefold ministry? Are you not finding what you 
want to find and overlooking what makes difficulties for your 
theory?”

The threefold general ministry seems to the present writer 
to be too dubiously attested to be made the basis of a serious ar
gument. We cannot even be sure what orders to include to make 
up the number three. I suppose the most plausible triad would 
be Apostles, prophets, and teachers. Prima facie  we might 
claim to find this triad attested in I Cor. 12:28. in “Eph.” 4:11, 
and in the Didache. Some additional attestation might be 
sought in Romans 12:6-7, Hermas, and other passages where 
prophets or teachers are mentioned either together or separately. 
But when this evidence is analyzed it breaks down almost, if not 
quite, completely. Let us examine it briefly. In doing so I



must, to avoid repetition, refer the reader to Chapter XVIII on 
The Extension of the Apostolate, where the evidence concerning 
prophets and teachers is discussed.

In Chapter XVIII we saw that the term “teachers” may mean 
several different things. In some passages it may be an early 
and more or less non-technieal title for those already called 
presbyters in Palestine and later called bishops in the Pauline 
Churches. In others they may be deutero-Apostles; or they may 
be “pure charismatics.” There is no sufficient evidence to think 
that they were habitually itinerants, unless one can draw such 
evidence from the Didache. But that document, at the date now 
deemed probable for it since Muilenburg’s study, can hardly be 
anything else—at least in its most apparently primitive but really 
archaistic features—but an attempt to reproduce the Apostolic 
age from the author’s own knowledge of tradition plus his read
ing of such New Testament documents as he knew. If we reject 
this view, I can see only one other that will fit into the date and 
situation as the rest of our evidence leads us to conceive it. 
That is, to take the Apostles referred to as deutero-Apostles, 
and the prophets and teachers mentioned as subheads under 
this main heading. The Didache, on its face, favors—in fact 
requires—that at least some of these prophets be deutero-Apos
tles. But if so, then the same could easily be true of the teachers, 
even though the text does not definitely identify them with 
Apostles. On this theory prophets would be deutero-Apostles 
who possessed the prophetic gifts, while teachers would be 
deutero-Apostles who did not possess this gift. That is the 
only way I can fit itinerant “teachers,” superior in rank to pres
byter-bishops, into the early Christian picture as late as 120 a .d . 
or even later. Hennas* seems to show that already bishops were 
superior to teachers at Rome, and probably—at least in his opin
ion—in the Church as a whole. And if the early Clementine 
date is correct for Hennas, these bishops must be presbyter- 
bishops. The only way remaining is to make the D idache so 
exclusively representative of an extremely backward Church as 
to reduce to the vanishing point its evidential value for normal 
conditions at a post-Igriatian date.

A somewhat better case can be made out for itinerant proph
ets. But what is very dubious in their case is that they formed 
in any fair sense of the word an order of the ministry. Rather 
they were probably to be found in all ranks of the ministry, 
and also outside the ministry, but would not themselves con
stitute any rank of it. It is highly improbable that all prophets 
or possessors of the generic prophetic gift were “equally great” 
prophets. Most of the greatest prophets would probably be so 
highly esteemed as to be made deutero-Apostles. Those less 
great might well, in most or many cases, be deemed good ma
terial for the presbyterate in one of its lower ranks. Some, like 
Hennas, would not be taken into the official ministry at all. 
But his case is more likely around 95 a .d . than during the third

Vis. III.v.1-3.



q u a r te r  o f  th e  c e n tu r y ; a n d  still m o re  lik ely  a t  th e  p o s s ib le  d a te  
fo r  h is b o o k  o f  145 a .d .

It does not seem at all probable, then, that either prophets 
or teachers were ever an itinerant ORDER in their own right 
and taken universally. Such of them as became deutero-Apos
tles would of course be such; and such as became presbyters 
(i.e., bishops or deacons) would be members of an order, though 
not itinerant. But this would be due to something further gained 
them by the gift they possessed; not to the gift itself as such.

For a much more detailed criticism of the theory of a three
fold general ministry of Apostles, prophets, and teachers who 
were “charismatics,” as distinguished from the twofold local 
ministry of bishops and deacons, I refer the reader to the first 
main part of the important essay by J. Armitage Robinson in 
Dr. Swete’s fine collection entitled The Early History of the 
Church and the Ministry. While there are details of his treat
ment with which I cannot agree, it seems to me that this splen
did and careful essay is quite decisive in what it undertakes 
to prove in his first section entitled The Theory of Charismatic 
Ministries. For reasons given in this book at, I hope, sufficient 
length I cannot agree with the section of his essay in which he 
expresses agreement with Lightfoot’s theory of the origin of the 
Episcopate. But of course this dissent does not extend, apart 
from details, to the other parts of Lightfoot’s theory, which he 
excellently summarizes and approves. Certainly the evidence 
of I Corinthians is very difficult to reconcile with the idea of an 
order of itinerant prophets possessed of an authority little short 
of Apostolic. There are two points which seem to me to raise 
special difficulty for this theory.

One of these is the way St. Paul says, “For ye can all prophecy 
one by one etc.” (I Cor. 14:31). No doubt this is one of many 
cases in which “all” very definitely does not mean all. But never
theless, can anyone imagine St. Paul saying, “You can all be 
Apostles” or even “teachers.” Does it not suggest very strongly 
that we have to do here with a very highly esteemed function, 
rather than with members of a very exalted order. At least the 
prophetic function was very highly esteemed by St. Paul. But 
I Cor. 12-14 seems to me to show clearly that he had to contend 
seriously against the tendency to esteem the gift of tongues and 
possibly other gifts more highly than the gift of prophecy. This 
fact is very unfavorable to the idea of an order of prophets almost 
apostolic in rank. Secondly, I cannot but think that I Cor. 13 
proves that St. Paul esteems the gifts of faith, hope, and espe
cially love even more highly than that of prophecy. All this 
agrees very poorly with the theory I have been criticising. But 
anyway, as said above, I think Dr. Armitage Robinson’s essay 
is quite decisive for anyone who desires more proof than I have 
space to produce here.



UK. GINZBERG ON MISHNAH SANHEDRIN IV. 4.

In the main text of this book, toward the end of Chapter 
XXIX, I have made important use of the views of the famous 
Jewish scholar, Dr. Louis Ginzberg, and have promised at that 
point to include for my readers, in an Appended Note, a transla
tion of a full page of his well known and esteemed Commentary 
on the Jerusalem Talmud. The passage is to be found on page 
178, Volume III. I am indebted to Dr. Gershon Winer for having 
made the following translation of the passage, at the request of 
Dr. Ginzberg. I have taken the liberty, however, of altering an 
occasional spelling, or of inserting an interpretative gloss (in 
parenthesis) in order to make something clear to any of the less 
initiated among my hoped-for readers which might otherwise be 
perplexing. I am most thankful to Dr. Winer for this transla
tion, and to Dr. Ginzberg for his generous permission to use this 
passage. It is, of course, to be read in connection with the dis
cussion in the main text referred to above.

The text being commented on is as follows:

THEY APPOINTED RABBI ELIEZER BEN AZARIA (TO 
THE PRESIDENCY) OF THE YESHIVA.

The comment is as follows:
It is written in the Jerusalem Talmud, I, 3, “There, in Baby

lonia, they called appointment ‘ordination.’ ” It is a general rule 
that in all Palestinian sources the terms used are: he appointed, 
(the or an) appointed one, he was appointed, he had been ap
pointed. Corresponding terms in the Babylonian Talmud are: he 
ordained, ordination, was ordained. It is unnecessary to supply 
many examples; it suffices to refer to the passage on ordination in 
the Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 13b and 14a. There the 
term used is: sarnach (ordain) in the various forms of this root, 
and this occurs 29 times. In the parallel discussion in the Jeru
salem Talmud, sarnach does not occur once. Instead minnah 
(appointed) occurs 11 times. This is also the case in the Jeru
salem Talmud, Bikkurim  III, 3, where—in a different connection 
—the word minnah appears 19 times in Hebrew and Aramaic, 
and sarnach is completely absent.

The commentators have explained the Mishnah of Sanhedrin 
4:4b “if they needed to appoint (another judge) they appointed 
him from the first row (sarnach is used twice)” as meaning: or
dination by rabbis. They did not, however, realize that both the 
Tannaim and the Ammoraim in Palestine never use the word 
sarnach to mean appoint, or in the meaning of admitting one to 
the Yeshiva. (The meaning of this last phrase is found on page



190.) It is therefore clear that in Sanhedrin 4:4 the meaning of 
sarnach is “fill the breach,” meaning that when they had to bring 
the quota of Chachomim up to its requisite 23 (in the Sanhe
drin) the recruits would be drawn from the first row. Sarnach 
is used with the same meaning in the Mishnah Shbiit (II, 8b), 
“They may not be blocked in with earth, but made only into a 
rough stone bank.” This means: that the breach for water is to 
be blocked with stones; no earth nor clay should be placed be
tween the stones. It is, however, permissible to place the stones 
on top of each other without earth or clay intervening.

In Aramaic sumcha means thickness; hence sarnach means to 
fill out. The essential meaning of this root in Aramaic is: a body 
which has no space between its component parts.

The passage in the Jerusalem Talmud quoted in the begin
ning of the paragraph (I think this must mean here “this section 
of the Commentary”) proves that the explanation of the Mishnah 
which we have given is correct. Granted that at the time of the 
Ammoraim sarnach (ordain) became obsolete in Palestine, and 
instead they used minnah and for this reason that they had to 
explain the term used in Baraita “sichmut of the elders” (com
pare Tosephta at the beginning of our treatise which, by the 
way, is proved to be of Babylonian origin)—yet if this were the 
case the Palestinian Ammoraim would have referred to the 
Mishnah in Sanhedrin for that meaning of sarnach. Hence it 
is evident that sarnach in the meaning of ordain was not known 
to the Palestinian Ammoraim either from Tannaitic or from Am- 
moraic sources. But they did know that it was a term used in 
Babylonia. . . .



DR. GINZBERG ON THE LAYING ON OF HANDS 
IN JEWISH ORDINATION

In the main text of this book, toward the end of Chapter 
XXIX, important use has been made of a conclusion of the fam
ous Jewish scholar, Dr. Louis Ginzberg, concerning the question 
as to whether the well-known passage, Tractate Sanhedrin 4:4, 
refers to Ordination by the laying on of hands. It is only fair, 
therefore, that my readers should be informed of a different 
conclusion of Dr. Ginzberg, which the author has not followed 
in this book, and which would call for at least some measure 
of reconsideration of its conclusions if it were to be accepted. 
I refer to the issue as to whether in the Judaism contemporary 
with the New Testament, and especially with its earlier stages 
(say from 25 a .d . to the fall of Jerusalem in 70 a .d . ) ordination 
was by the laying on of hands.

At several points in this book, and in a way that has a rather 
important bearing on the conclusions I have reached, I have 
used the commonly held opinion that Jewish ordination was 
by the laying on of hands before 70 a .d . I have done this because 
that conclusion is far more widely held among Jewish experts 
than the opinion which is held by Dr. Ginzberg, and which I am 
to outline and discuss in this Appended Note. Not being an ex
pert in that field myself, I have felt it right to follow the com
monly received opinion in my main line of approach, and not 
to follow instead the opinion of one scholar, however great, and 
however much my dealings with him have inclined me to have 
great confidence in his scholarship. To have followed the latter 
course would have amounted to setting myself up as a judge 
among the Jewish experts in a matter in which I am hardly 
competent to serve as such a judge.

The general run of experts in this field, both Jewish and 
Christian, hold the opinion that the laying on of hands was used 
in Jewish ordination, both before the rise of Christianity, and 
for a century or more afterwards—most would say considerably 
more. But they think that it was later disused, more or less in 
reaction against the very important use of the same ceremony 
by Christianity. It is agreed, of course, that “there was no ordi
nation outside Palestine” and that consequently there would be 
no first hand experience of ordination elsewhere, either by the 
laying on of hands or by any other means. Later it is agreed 
that ordination was by “naming.” It is this generally received 
opinion that has been followed in the main text of this book, 
especially in Chapter XII.

From this opinion Dr. Louis Ginzberg vigorously dissents. 
He thinks that the laying on of hands may have been used in



Jewish ordinations in a period well before the rise of Christi
anity, though there is no way of being sure either way. But 
he is convinced that at least long before Christianity arose it 
had fallen into disuse, if indeed it had ever been employed, and 
that it had not been revived at any time after the beginning 
of the Christian era. If this reading of the history is correct, 
it is incorrect to say that Judaism disused the laying on of hands 
in ordination in reaction from its similar use in Christianity.

Dr. Ginzberg sees three main reasons for thinking thus. First 
of all, there is a passage in which some Babylonian and Pales
tinian rabbis are discussing the subject, and one of the Babylonian 
rabbis asks whether the laying on of hands is actually used in 
ordination in Palestine, and receives a negative answer. Dr. 
Ginzberg admits that this passage, coming as it does from a later 
date, when all agree that the laying on of hands was no longer 
in use (if it ever had been), would not be decisive if it stood 
alone. But it does not stand alone.

His second reason is that, as he explains in the passage from 
his Commentary on the Palestinian Talmud which he has very 
kindly allowed me to quote in extenso in the preceding Appended 
Note, the early Mishnaic sources, and other Tannaitic sources, 
if they are Palestinian, always (except in the disputed case of 
Sanhedrin 4 :4) use the word minnui rather than samakh when 
referring to ordination or appointment to office. And, in Dr. 
Ginzberg’s opinion, as shown in Appended Note XI, the single 
apparent exception noted just above is no real exception.

His third reason is that when those early writers in Judaism 
who comment on the Old Testament come to the passages con
cerning Joshua and Moses and the laying on of hands they do 
not comment on these passages as if they were the precedent 
and type of an everyday and thoroughly familiar practice still 
in existence among the Jews, but rather as if they knew nothing 
of any such practice, and had to “go fishing” so to speak in 
search of a key to those passages. Occasionally they even pro
pose explanations that may be called figurative, and which 
amount to explaining them away. This they would certainly 
never have done if the same passages had been the “charter 
passages” so to speak for anything as important as ordination 
was among them. The only reasonable inference is that Jewish 
ordination was done in the first Christian century the same way 
it was done in the fourth century; that is, not by the laying on 
of hands.

For a New Testament specialist who is not equally a specialist 
in studies that concern the Mishna and the Talmud to attempt 
to sit in judgment on Jewish scholars who are thorough spe
cialists in all these fields would be presumptuous. It would be 
possible only after going thoroughly into many purely critical 
issues that concern the early Jewish sources, such as the date of 
certain men, and still more of the documents in which their 
sayings have come down to us; into questions concerning how 
reliable particular reports should be assumed to be; into the 
still broader question as to how reliable the Mishna as a whole



is when employed for the period before the fall of Jerusalem; 
and into other questions too numerous and too complicated to 
try to mention them even in summary. It would be presumptuous 
for me even to question Dr. Ginzberg’s conclusions on such a 
point, were it not for the fact that the great majority of other 
Jewish experts, who are of course specialists in the same fields 
as he, are not convinced by these arguments. The present writer 
is impressed (1) by the prima facie  strength of Dr. Ginzberg’s 
arguments, but also (2) by the fact that many who are quite 
able to estimate their force, and far better equipped to do so 
than the present writer, are not convinced.

In my own field I cannot but think it more likely that Chris
tianity borrowed the practice of Ordination by the laying on of 
hands from contemporary Judaism than that it was derived di
rectly from the Old Testament texts, which would seem to be 
the most likely alternative explanation of the origin of the 
Christian practice. Certainly this would be an illegitimate posi
tion to take if all the Jewish experts, or even a good majority 
of them, held the same opinion as Dr. Ginzberg. But the present 
state of opinion among Jewish experts as to the question that 
lies almost exclusively in their own field at the very least leaves 
open the possibility, which is by no means an improbability, that 
we had ordination by the laying on of hands in pre-Christian Ju
daism as a possible source of the Christian practice. This, as said 
above, seems a more likely origin for the Christian practice than 
the alternative hypothesis of direct borrowing from the Old 
Testament texts. That it is more probable seems to be made 
clear by two points in particular.

1. It is represented as going back to the very first decade 
of the life of the Christian community. And we have no evidence 
of any alternative form of appointment to office in Christianity, 
or of Ordination by any other means except the laying on of 
hands. This is more easily explicable if Christianity was simply 
following a perfectly natural and obvious Jewish antecedent 
than if someone had to go to the Old Testament to find an ante
cedent, and then persuade all others to adopt it.

2. The persistent connection between the presbyters in 
Christianity, and those in the Pentateuch, as found in the early 
Ordination Prayers of Christianity, seem to me to demand more 
than simple typology. I get the impression that the early Chris
tians thought that they were dealing with a quantum  that reached 
all the way back to those first presbyters. And we know that 
the same idea was found among the Jews also. Is it likely, then, 
that if the Jews had been in the habit of employing one kind 
of ordination the early Christians would have substituted for it 
another and different kind for exactly the same officials?

Moreover, there seems to be fairly good evidence that the 
rabbis over in Babylon thought, rightly or wrongly, that at one 
time ordination in Palestine had been effected by the laying 
on of hands. Of course they could easily be wrong. But is not 
their error more likely to have had some element of truth in 
it than to have been a pure figment of their imaginations? If so,



the theory that the laying on of hands was at one time used in 
Palestine and was later abandoned as part of the reaction against 
Christianity would explain their mistaken assumption that it was 
still being used there even after this had ceased to be the case.

As his time allows, the present writer hopes to study this 
problem at whatever length is necessary to try to get to the 
bottom of it. If any clear results emerge either way, I shall of 
course publish them. In the meantime, it seems desirable to 
ask what would be the results for the study conducted in this 
book if Dr. Ginzberg is right, and the majority wrong.

There are two results to be carefully distinguished. One of 
these concerns the question as to whether Ordination in Chris
tianity by the laying on of hands was strictly primitive and uni
versal, as is concluded in Chapter XII of this book. The other is 
as to the question of the minister of Ordination, which is studied 
at some length in Part IV, with the bearing of contemporary 
Jewish practice coming in especially in Chapter XXIX. Let us 
consider first the former question.

It is important, in this connection, to remember that Dr. 
Ginzberg does not deny that ordination was practiced among 
the Jews in the period from 25 a .d . to 70 a .d . He questions only 
whether it was effected by the laying on of hands. Thus the 
general antecedent probability of Christianity having taken over 
Ordination from its Jewish background (in whatever form the 
Jews did practice it) is hardly affected at all by the opinion he 
holds about the form in which the Jews of this period did prac
tice it. If the Jews had presbyters, and ordained them in some 
given way, and if the Christians also had presbyters, and these 
had been modeled more or less closely on the Jewish institution, 
(and what we have premised so far does not seem to be either 
disputable or disputed) then it is a priori far more likely that 
the Christians would have followed Jewish practice in ordaining 
them than that it should have broken with Jewish precedent 
completely, and from the beginning, by not ordaining their pres
byters at all, in any form whatsoever. Thus the inference we 
have made in Chapter XII as to-the strict primitiveness and uni
versality of Ordination, in some form , in early Christianity, seems 
to stand as firmly as ever.

But what are the antecedent probabilities as to the form in 
which such Ordination would be practiced? I have already 
expressed the opinion above that it is far more probable that 
Christianity would have copied the Jewish practice than that 
it would have substituted for it a different practice of its own 
origination. That, as I said above, is one of my reasons for 
following those Jewish experts who differ from Dr. Ginzberg in 
supposing that the Jewish practice was the same as what we 
find attested clearly and strongly in primitive Christianity. But 
we are now asking what would be the results on the assumption 
that Dr. Ginzberg is right. On that assumption, is it more prob
able that Christianity should have first of all, for a very brief 
period, so short as to have escaped attestation, followed the



hypothetical contemporary Jewish practice, and then a little 
later (either all at once, or else gradually) have substituted for 
its own primitive practice the one that has since been universal, 
namely the laying on of hands; or is it more likely that if the 
laying on of hands was borrowed direct from the Old Testament 
instead of from contemporary Jewish practice, that this bor
rowing should have taken place at the very beginning, so that 
Christianity never had to change its own practice by substituting 
a new practice for an old practice? I cannot think that there 
is much doubt that the latter alternative is far more probable. 
And in its favor is also the fact that there is no evidence of any 
alternative form of Ordination ever having been practiced in 
Christianity until we come to the Minor Orders, which is too late 
to have any likely bearing on our present problem.

Thus I think we must conclude that, while the acceptance 
of Dr. Ginzberg’s opinion on this point would make the case 
presented in Chapter XII somewhat less irresistible than it is 
on the historical premise used in that chapter (which is the 
opinion of the large majority of the Jewish experts), yet the 
acceptance of his opinion would not weaken seriously the case 
there presented. Still less would it call for any reversal of our 
conclusions there presented. Only we would come out with a 
less high degree of probability for our conclusions there reached.

The bearing of his opinion on the other question—the ques
tion of the minister of Ordination—seems clearly to work out in 
the opposite direction. We have seen in Chapter XXIX that the 
case against primitive presbyterian Ordination in Christianity is 
stronger than the case for such hypothetical practice, even if we 
start from the historical assumption that in pre-Christian Judaism 
ordination was always performed by colleges of presbyters, act
ing as colleges, and ordaining through the laying on of hands. 
But on that historical premise, it is obviously far more plausible 
to insist that “the laying on of the hands of the presbytery” in 
I Tim. 4:14 must be interpreted in the light of the assumed Jew
ish background and not in the light of the very different inter
pretation put on the same Christian Ordination practice by St. 
Hippolytus in A. T. 9:8. We saw in that same chapter that the 
reasons for interpreting I Tim. 4:14 as real Ordination by all of 
the participating presbyters, rather than as mere “sealing” by 
the presbyters joining with St. Paul in the act, would be greatly 
weakened if the' contemporary Jewish ordination practice was 
not for colleges of presbyters, acting as colleges, to ordain, but 
rather for individual scholars to ordain their own promising pu
pils single-handed.

If, now, as Dr. Ginzberg’s opinion would require us to do, we 
have to add that ordination in Judaism was not by the laying on 
of hands at all, but rather by some other method, we lose all 
ground whatsoever for seeing in “the laying on of hands of the 
presbytery” in I Tim. 4:14 real Ordination in full by all of the 
participating presbyters. Of course such an interpretation would 
still not be impossible. But we would, ex hypothesi, lose our only



reason worthy of the name for preferring that interpretation to 
the one which A. T. 9:8 would suggest. We would then have the 
latter passage to support the interpretation that “the laying on of 
hands of the presbytery” meant the same thing in the early but 
ambiguous I Tim. 4:14 that it meant in the later but unambigu
ous A. T. 9:8. We would have no reason whatsover for suppos
ing that it meant anything different in the Pastorals from what it 
meant later. Thus the case against the historicity of alleged 
primitive presbyterian Ordinations in the Christianity of the first 
century would be greatly strengthened by the acceptance of Dr. 
Ginzberg‘s opinion.

It is worthwhile to add, in closing, that Jewish scholars who 
do not agree with Dr. Ginzberg’s idea that ordination in first cen
tury Judaism was not by the laying on of hands do not necessar- 
ly disagree with his opinion that in Sanhedrin 4:4 we have not 
ordination, but the filling of a vacancy with a man already pre
viously ordained. The only such scholar that I have been able 
to consult does agree with him on the latter point.



Appended Note XIII

ON AN A PRIORI EXPECTATION OF PRIMITIVE 
DIVERSITY

I intend in this Appended Note to consider an important as
pect of the hypothesis of primitive diversity in the organization 
of the early Church. This hypothesis has gained an increasing 
number of weighty adherents recently, of whom perhaps the 
most noteworthy was the late Canon Streeter, in his book, The 
Primitive Church. His contention, which is echoed in whole or 
in part by many scholars, has been made on numerous occasions 
one of the historical premises for that attack on the Catholic doc
trine of Apostolic Succession which it is the purpose of this book 
to answer. Hence we shall here take a brief look at one of his 
main arguments. I hold his arguments to be at all points greatly 
exaggerated, and at several crucial points quite unfounded. Our 
study in Part III of this book of the detailed evidence as to the 
form taken by the ministry in the several local Churches has al
ready supplied our main answer, and has shown our reasons for 
holding that he has consistently and egregiously exaggerated the 
amount of diversity actually to be found. In this Appended 
Note I cannot take the space to repeat the arguments that were 
there given. But I shall assume in this Appended Note the re
sults there attained on different points in the evidence, and take 
the liberty of referring the reader to Part III for the arguments, 
which are sometimes rather lengthy.

In this Appended Note I wish to cross-examine the argument 
whereby Dr. Streeter claims to establish an a priori expectation 
of diversity. If such an expectation could really be established, 
it would have required us to give the benefit of every doubt to 
interpretations favoring diversity when we studied in Part III 
the detailed evidence for every particular Church. This I freely 
admit we have not done. My contention is that no such a priori 
expectation is justified, since it begs the very question at issue in 
this case.

Dr. Streeter adduces six illustrations of his thesis of primi
tive diversity, and thinks that they justify us in expecting to find 
a similar diversity in the matter of organization. The six he ad
duces are: (1 ) the date of Easter; (2 ) the “startling divergence” 
of the Synoptic Gospels, especially “Matthew” and Luke, and 
particularly in regard to the Birth and Infancy narratives, and 
the narratives of the Resurrection appearances, but above all in 
the genealogies and the stories of the end of Judas; (3) the theo
logical schools of Alexandria and Antioch; (4 ) the different forms 
of text of the New Testament; (5) the variant Liturgies in dif
ferent leading Churches; and (6) the Canon of the New Testa
ment.



If Dr. Streeter had been one-half as diligent in trying to think 
up answers to his own objections as he was in digging up objec
tions to Catholic tradition, he would have found it difficult to 
fail to see the flaw in this argument. His selection of illustra
tions is so discreet as to contain the answer to the very argument 
which they were intended to support. Every one of the six 
points he mentions is of such a character that we can be abso
lutely sure that the point was not of either Dominical or Apos
tolical institution or arrangement. Without one or the other of 
these, diversity would be natural, if not unavoidable. Dr. 
Streeter’s argument would, therefore, justify the a priori expec
tation of diversity in matters of organization if we already knew  
from other arguments that the organization of the Church was 
not of either Dominical or Apostolical institution. But this 
could be known in only two ways. Either the nature of the case 
would have to be such that it could not possibly be so, as is the 
case with several of the six points Dr. Streeter takes for his il
lustrations; or else the evidence would have to show, after a care
ful and objective study, that in fact it was not of Apostolical in
stitution even though there was no reason in the nature of the 
case why it might not have been.

Now we have no more right to deny a priori that the evidence, 
when studied, might justify this conclusion, than Dr. Streeter 
has to require it to do so a priori. Whether it does or not has 
been studied at considerable length in Part III. But to decide 
a priori that diversity is to be expected is to “beg the question” as 
logicians say—to take for granted as settled already the very ques
tion we are trying to settle. That question is whether or not the 
Apostolate is of Dominical institution, and the Two-fold or Three
fold Ministry of Apostolical institution. If it was, we would ex
pect a priori exactly the opposite from what Dr. Streeter would 
have us expect. For there is no good reason why the Apostles 
should organize other local Churches differently from the way 
they organized the mother Church in Jerusalem, unless (as we 
have no reason to think) they found the Jerusalem organization 
to have worked badly.

Since Dr. Streeter’s argument thus quite clearly assumes as 
proved the very thing he has to prove, we must pronounce it in
valid, and ask him to get along without the unfair advantage he 
has derived from his a priori anticipation.
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616. ( A n d  s ee  also Bishops as
w ell as Deacons as sep a ra te  h ea d 
in g s ) .

Bishops, 4, 14, 30, 112, 115, 118f, 123, 
139, 221f, 334f, 357, App. Note 
VIII.



Ambiguous uses of the term, 
322-31.

Collegiate— , 114, 118-23, 155f,
161, Ch. X V II (all), 246, 267f, 
270f, 277, 284f, 302, 313, 323-31, 
333-40, 345, 348, 355, 358, 419-28, 
430, 451, 456.
Early alternative names, Ch. 

(Probably or possibly) 
XV II, Div. Ill, 272. 
Non-technical words for— , 

A p p r o v e d  men (very  
doubtfully), 246, 256f,
338, 350, 422-28.

Archons, 235.
Eminent men (very doubt

fully), 246, 256f, 338, 350, 
422-28.

Governments, 235, 327, 341. 
Holders of the first seats, 

256, 258, 320f, 330, 335, 
339ff.

Leaders, 235, 256, 258, 320f, 
330, 335, 340f.

Overseers, 325-28.
Pastors and teachers, 224, 

236, 250f, 325, 327.
Rulers, 235, 256, 258, 327f, 

332, 335, 339ff.
Shepherds, 322.
Teachers, 235, 253, 327f, 340, 

615. ( And see the main
heading Teachers.)

Those who
Are over you in the 

Lord, 236.
Exhort, 235.
Minister, 235.
Preside and admonish, 

236, 327.
Preside over the Church, 

320f, 339.
Your honorable men, 518. 

History of the title, “Bishop”, 
264, 272ff, 324f, 327f, 334f, 342, 
364-68, 583, 607. ( And see the 
main entry Nomenclature.) 

Liturgical powers of the— , 452. 
Origin of the—, 114, Ch. X V II 

(all), 266.
Date of— , The, Ch. X V II 

(all).
Manner of— , The, Ch. X V II 

(all), 266.
M onarchical—, 12, 162, 165, Chs. 

X X -X X V , 293, 310, 337, 339, 
341.
Dates, 271, 288, 293f, 296, 323f, 

330f, 337, 348.
Names, 271, 294f, 313, 323ff, 347, 

357, 583.
Origin of—, 4, 13, 139ff, 188f, 

Chs. X X -X X V , 277, 281f, 294, 
310, 337, Ch. X X IV , 603, 605ff.

Manner of—, 139, 294f, Ch. 
X X IV , 354, 517, 582f. 
Elevation out of the pres- 

byterate, 289, 294f, 324, 
358-61, Ch. X X V  (all), 
430-40, 462, 515, 583. 
Lightfoot’s theory, 107, 

212f, 218, 260, 262f, 270, 
272, 276f, 283-89, 295, 
324, 355, 357-61, Ch. 
X X V  (all), 430-40, 447, 
451, 462f, 515, 583, 616. 
In its Catholic form, 

448.
I n  i t s  presbyterian  

form, 448.
Localization of a higher 

Order, 289, 357-61, 364f, 
430, 462, 519, 582.
Gore’s theory, 217, 270, 

286, 289, 312, 354f, 359- 
64, 366, 381f, 430, 462, 
582f.

Places
Alexandria, 214, 371-80. 
Antioch, 199, Ch. X X , Div. II 

and Div. VI, 294, 333, 337, 
341, 344, 348, 351, 357, 582f, 
602.

Asia Minor, 139, 141, 199, Ch. 
X X , Div. n , 283-87, 290, 
294f, 333, 337, 344, 348f, 351, 
357, 602.

Corinth, 293, 304, 312, 338, 
346, 355f, 450, 461.

Ephesus, 333, 603.
Jerusalem, 199, 221, Ch. X X , 

Div. I, 281, 284, 288, 290, 
333, 337, 344-48, 351, 357, 
362, 364f, 582f, 602. 

Philippi, 312, 354f, 450, 461. 
Rome, 141, 199, 284, Chs.

X X I-X X III , 333, 337f, 344, 
347f, 351, 357, 582f, 602, 
App. Note IX.

Relation of the monarchical 
Episcopate to the “collegi
ate,” 324, 365.

Universality of the monarchi
cal Episcopate, 310f, 349, 352f, 
355, 358.

Burden of proof, The proper inci
dence of the, 6ff, 22f, Ch. Ill, Div. 
II, 31, 192, 227, 229, 508.

Catholic claims, The, 24.
Catholic position explained, The, 

Sections 10-17.
Terms defined,

Extra ecclesiam nulla salus, 11, 
14ff.

Invisible society, An, 13f.



“Positive” divine institution, 
11, 14, 20.

Validity (and related words 
and ideas) 12, 14f, 20.
—Eucharists, 12f, 17, 560. 
— Orders, 4, 10, 12, 14f, 17f, 

27ff, 107, 584, 595.
— Sacraments, 4, 14f, 21, 560, 

584.
Visible society, A, 11, 13f, 21. 

V i t a l  importance for t r u e  
Churchly status of,
Date of origin, 13.

Real origin, 13.
Mere geographical exten

sion, 13.
Freedom from schism, 12. 
Original identity and continu

ity, 12.
Orthodoxy, 12.

Chapman, Dom John, (O. S. B., 
Roman Catholic) in re his book 
John the Presbyter, 261.

Christ in relation to 
Apostles, The, Ch. IV-VIII. 
Laying on of hands, The, 

Ordination, In, 127.
Other purposes, 127f, 154. 

Theocratic principle, The, 209f. 
Christian Unity, xiff, 7.
Church Union Gazette, The, 535, 

539, 541f, 550, 558.
Cirlot, Felix  L., in re his books 

(The extrem e back of this book, 
and also)
Anglican View of Catholic Teach

ing Authority, The, 24.
Apostolic Succession and Angli

canism, 3, 5, 428, 481.
Christ and Divorce, 428.
Early Eucharist, The, 400n, 452, 

470, 491, 499, 502, 506, 519, 543f, 
547.

Confessors, 393.
Confessor-presbyters, 147, 203f, Ch. 

X X IV  (all), 584.
Clear abuses by the confessors, 

555f, 576-80.
Background of such abuses, 

576ff.
Doctrinal significance of 

these abuses, 578f.
Did they celebrate the Euchar

ist? 215, 218, 488, 562-70. 
Foreseen by St. Hippolytus, 

564-70.
Unforeseen by the same, 563. 

W ere they ever unordained? 
549-58.
Inside the Catholic Church, 

549-58.

Outside the Catholic Church 
In the Canons of Hippolytus, 

557f.
In the sect of Hippolytus, 

549-57.
In the Testamentum Domini, 

557f.
Confirmation of the argument 

based on the use of the Episcopal 
Lists to date events in the his
tory of the Church, 301. 

Confirmation, The Sacrament of, 
Ch. XII, Div. Ill, 135, 137, Ch. 
X II, Div. VI, Ch. XIII, Div. IV, 
172, 444n, 502, 531, App. Note V. 
Minister of—, The, Ch. XIV , Div.

II, 177-82, Ch. X X V III, Div.
III, 444, 455, 594.
Presbyters and Confirmation,

441.
Congregational polity, A, 6, 168, 

293.
Corresponding secretaries in the 

early Church, 310, 328f, 338, 346. 
Deacons, 12, 42, 114, 118-23, 222, 

Ch. X V II (all), 237, 252, 268, 271, 
277, 313, 320, 322, 325, 328, 330, 
333-36, 338, 395, 456, 463, 489, 
551ff, 583, App. Note VIII ( pass
im ) ( And see also the main head
ing Bishops and Deacons.)
Could not celebrate the Euchar

ist, 491, 501, 503f, Ch. X X X I ,  
Div. V, 519f, 522ff.

Had a subordinate Eucharistic 
ministry, 485-92, 500, 519, 566. 

W ere not called priests, 489f, 510, 
519f, 523, 527.
Bearing of this fact

On the “priesthood of the 
laity,” 489, 510-13, 523ff, 
527.

On Sacerdotalism, 485-90, 
510-13.

W ere probably or possibly called 
“helps” very early, 235.

Deposit of Faith, The, 9, 24, 497, 
503, 575f, 585.

Deutero-Apostles, 30, 115, 141f, 194, 
Ch. XV III (all), 312, 323, 333f, 
337, 340, 343ff, 350, 353, 356ff, 420- 
29, 44If, 444f, 450, 518, 548, 501, 
584, 602, 612f. ( And see also the 
main heading Deutero-Aposto- 
late, The,).

Deutero-Apostolate, The, 
Decadence of the—, The, 249, 

353, 462, 583.
Different ways of referring to 

the— , ( See Extension of the,



under the main heading, Apos- 
tolate, The,).

Identifiable deutero - apostles, 
(possible or probable)
Ananias, 242.
Andronicus, 238, 243.
Apollos, 273.
Barnabas, 238f, 241f, 252, 289, 

291, 419f, 458, 463.
Clement of Rome, 244f, 256, 

302, 328ff, Ch. X X III, 347, 
352, 356, 362f, 427, 612f. 

Cletus, 244, 257f, 297, 302, 343, 
347, 362f, 427, 612f. 

Diotrephes, 287, 290, 366. 
Euodius, 246, 284, 582.
Hebrews, The author of, 257f, 

282 598
Ignatius, 246, 271, 284-87, 292ff, 

Ch. X X I, Div. Ill, 316-31, 332, 
337, 348f, 352, 360, 421, 455, 
461f, 582, App. Note VIII.

John the Presbyter (if not the 
same person as the Apostle), 
275, 356, 365.

Junias, 239, 243.
Linus, 244, 258, 284, 302, 343, 

347, 362f, 427, 582, 612f.
Mark, 459.
Papias, 260f, 335.
Philip the Evangelist, 252. 
Polycarp, 246, 279ff, 298, 308, 

317 3d?f 3^4
Silva’nus, 239, 243, 252, 459. 
Symeon, 245, 271, 274, 281, 335f, 

340, 582.
Timothy, 239, 243, 252, 257, 273, 

451, 455, 459, 602, 606, 613. 
Titus, 244, 252, 273, 451, 455, 

602, 606, 613.
Didache, The date of the, 541-45, 

615.
Dix, Dom Gregory, (O. S. B., An

glican) in re his book. (And see 
also the main entry, Church 
Union Gazette, The,)
Shape of the Liturgy, The, 546.

Distinction between facts and his
torical evidence of those facts, 
The, 23f.

Divine assistance, 24, 36.
Divine Commission, A, 24, 36, 51.
Doubtful points cannot be held es

sential, The argument that, 7f, 
22ff, 29, Ch. Ill, Div. Ill, 31.

Easton, Dr. Burton S., in re his 
edition of
Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus, 

The, 556, 567 and note.
Ecclesiastical conceptions in the 

First Gospel, Ch. V (all), 71, 75.

Episcopacy, i, xiii, 6f, 9, 22, 26, 29ff, 
99, Chs. X X -X X V .

Episcopal lists, 296ff.
Episcopal polity, The, 6, 460. 
Essential and non-essential, The 

distinction between, 7. 
Evangelists (not the w riters of the 

Gospels), 234, 250-53, 350, 388.
As deutero-apostles, 234, 252f. 

Philip, 234, 252.
Timothy, 252f.

In Acts, 252.
In “Ephesians,” 250-53.
In the Pastorals, 250-53. 

Explanations of the parables, The, 
71f, 75.

Fermentum, The, 305ff.
Fourth Gospel, The, 83, 227, 603f, 

with footnote.

Gavin, Dr. Frank S. B., in re his 
book
Jewish Antecedents of the Chris

tian Sacraments, The, 149.
Gore, Bishop Charles, in re his 

books
Body of Christ, The, vii, ix, 483. 
Church and the Ministry, The, vii,

ix, 274, 387, 397, 409, 415, 483, 
539, 541.

Holy Spirit and the Church, The,
x.

Orders and Unity, x. 
Reconstruction of Belief, The, 

(Volume III), x.
Grace (or Blessings, Salvation, 

etc ), Ch. II, Div. II.
Covenanted, 14-19, 578. 
Uncovenanted, 14-20, 197, 206, 

216, 484, 503, 578.
Hamilton, Dr. Harold, in re his 

book
People of God, The, x. 

H ierarchical Principle, The, lOOf, 
Ch. IX , Div. Ill, 104, Ch. X I  (all), 
359, 581f.
Evidence of—

Documentary, Ch. X I, Div. I. 
In practice, Ch. X I, Div. II. 

Statement of— , A, 103, 122. 
Historic Episcopate, The so-called, 

200.

Honorary presbyters, The idea of, 
564, 570-74.

Hort, Dr. F. J . A., in re his book 
Christian Ecclesia, The, 39.



Ignorance,
Invincible, 15ff, 20f, 101, 197, 206, 

216, 503, 578, App. Note II. 
Vincible, 15f, 590f.

Immutability of M i n i s t e r i a l  
Powers, The question of the, 4, 
104, App. Note IV.

Impeccability, 14.
Infallibility, 14, 32, 37.
Inspiration of the Bible, The, 32, 37.

James, the Bishop of Jerusalem, 
St., 271, 273f, 288ff, 294, 333, 335f, 
340, 344, 346f, 350, 362, 364-67, 582, 
613.

Jewish Background, The, ( See the 
main heading, Jewish prece
dents).

Jewish Precedents,
Apostolate, The, 32f, 592. 
Celebrant at Haburali meals, The 

usual, 452, 501, 503.
Church of the O. T., The, 32f, 39, 

46, 66, 73f, 77, Ch. VIII, Div. I, 
95, 108, 191, 581.

Hierarchical Principle, The, 117. 
Laying on of hands, The, 125, 

Ch. X II, Div. I, 135f, Ch. X III, 
Div. II, 451f, Ch. X X IX , Div. V, 
App. Note XII.
In ordination, 125ff, 135, 150-54 

169, Ch. X X IX , Div. V, App. 
Note XII.
Not practiced outside Pales

tine, 127, 136, 151, 453f, 475, 
620.

In other uses, 125, 135, 150, 174. 
Minister of Ordination, 4f, Ch. 

XIV, Div. I, 451ff, 462, 464, Ch. 
X X IX , Div. V, App. Note X I, 
624.

Presbyterate, The, 4f, 108, 135, 
166, 169, 222, 451f, 462, 549. 

Priesthood, The, 108, 113, 117, 
452.

Sacramental character of Ordi
nation, The, 28, Ch. X III, Div.
II.

Tactual Succession, A, 126, 151, 
198, 472.

Theocratic Principle, The, 108. 
Torah, A, 63.

Jews, The, 19.

Kingdom of God, 14, 33f, 46, 54f, 
60, 72ff, 77, 86.

Kingdom of Heaven, ( See King
dom of God).

Kirk, Bishop Kenneth E., in re his 
book
Apostolic Ministry, The, xf, 537, 

546, 562.

Lambeth Conferences, The, xif, 10. 
Of 1920, 10.
Of 1948, xif.

Laymen,
Could they “confirm”? 181f. 
Could they offer the Eucharist, 

215, 218, 487-96, 501, 503f, Ch. 
X X X I , Div. V, 520, Ch. X X X II  
(all), 538, 563f, 575, 584.

Could they officiate at the 
Agape, 491, 524, 529ff, 575. 
Eulogia, The, 491, 524.
First Cup, The, 529ff.

Could they ordain, 181f.
Could they prophecy or teach, 

255.
Sense in which they are and are 

not priests, 527, 532.
Liberian Catalogue, The, 296. 
Lightfoot, Bishop J. B., in re his 

Dissertation on the Christian Min
istry, A, v, 274, Ch. X X V  (all). 

Lowther-Clarke, Dr. W. K., in re 
his book
Episcopacy, Ancient and Modern, 

x, 537.
Loyalty, 16.

Objective, 16.
Subjective, 16.

Mackenzie, Bishop Kenneth D., 
in re his book 
Case for Episcopacy, The, x. 

Minor Orders, 138, 624.
Moberly, Dr. R. C., in re his book 

Ministerial Priesthood, ixf, 483, 
528f.

Mohammedans, 19.
Muilenburg, Dr. J., in re his book 

Literary Relations of the Didache 
to Barnabas and Hermas, The, 
541.

Mystical Body of Christ, The, 14.

Natural Law, The, 14.
Necessity, The plea of, 28.
New Covenant, The, 14, 16, 18-22,

68.
Nomenclature, 329-31, 341, 361,

364-68, 463n, 583.

Opposing C a s e ,  The, Preface  
(passim), Ch. I, Div. I, 9, 22, 32, 
44, 54f, (and Ch. VI passim), 71f, 
76, 78ff, 82f, 85, 225f, 229, 231, 316, 
318, 334ff, 339, Ch. X X IX , Div. 
II, 522f, 535, 549, 571, 610, 614. 
Alleged late origin of the “bish

ops and deacons,” 225f, 229. 
All shall have prizes, 6, 10. 
Apostles, The,

Divine institution of—, The, 
4f.

Relation of—to the Twelve, 
The, 5f, 88.



Non-historical objections,
Cannot be actually true, 4, 7f. 
It is sacerdotal, 3, 7.
Makes unspiritual men medi

ate spiritual gifts, 3, 7. 
Narrow, bigoted, uncharitable, 

etc., 4, 8, 9f, 11, 16.
Opposed to liberty, 4, 7. 
Unchurches Protestant bodies, 

4, 7, 10, 12.
Non-sacerdotal celebrations of 

the Eucharist, 5, 508, 522f, Chs. 
X X X II-X X X IV  (all) 561.
Confessors, 5, 508, Ch. X X IV

(all).
Laymen, 5, 508, 522f, Ch.

X X X II (all)
Prophets, 5, 452, 508, Ch.

X X X III  (all).
Origin of the Episcopate, ( See 

Lightfoot’s theory, under E le
vation out of the presbyterate, 
under Origin of— , under Mo
narchical—, under the main 
heading Bishops.

P arity  of ministers, 29, 120, 259. 
Presbyterian ordinations, 4f, Ch.

X X IX , Div. II.
Pure charismatics, 7.
Religious experience, 3f, 7f, Ch. 

II, Div. II.
Ordination, The Sacrament of, 502, 

581, 622.
—from above, 102, 110, 115f, 212ff, 

375, 438, 448, 581, 583f. 
Definition, 102.

—from below, 102, 116, 213f, 375, 
438, 448.
Definition, 102.

Minister of—, 28, Ch. X X IV  (all), 
199, 350, P art IV (all). 
Exclusive, 12, 42, lOOf, Ch. IX, 

Div. V, 123f, 166, 168, 175, Ch. 
X IV  (all), 181f, 189, 246, 359, 
370-80, Ch. X X V I, Ch. 
X X V III, Ch. X X IX .  

Nominated candidates for the 
ministry of Ordination, 
Apostles, 42, 139, 177, Ch. 

X X V III, Div. I and II, 444, 
447ff, 453, 455, 457f, 462f. 
Deutero-apostles, 177ff, Ch. 

X X V III, Div. I and II, 
444, 447ff, 455, 457, 459, 
462f.

Bishops, (monarchical), 12, 
107, 166, 178f, 385-96, Ch. 
X X V III, Div. II, 447ff, 455, 
457, 459, 462f.

Deacons or laymen, 28, 115, 
181f.

Presbyters, 4f, 28f, 105, 107, 
115f, 176-80, 195f, 214f, 217f, 
350, 370-81, 387f, 392, 421-

440, Ch. X X IX  (all), 583, 
594, 606, 623.
In Alexandria, 4, 178ff,

370-81, 398, 430-40, 447f, 
451, 455, 460ff, 583.

In Ancyra X III, 4, 180, 380, 
398, 403-18, 447.

In the Canons of Hippoly- 
tus, 4, 180, 398, Ch.
X X V n , Div. I, 403n, 408, 
438, 447.

In the Pastoral Epistles, 4, 
115f, 179, 381, 398, 419-22, 
454-68, 583.

Other places in primitive 
times, 4, 176ff, 376, 381, 
408, 422-28, Ch. X X V III  
(all), Ch. X X I X  (all). 

Other places in later times, 
27, 179, 381, 397, 408. 

Presbyters joined in laying 
hands on a presbyter-elect, 
178, 181, 376, 381, 385f, 389f, 
393ff, 420, 433, 451, 455f, 458f, 
463, 465-77, 583.

Principle involved in the re 
stricted Ministry of Ordina
tion, 105f, 113, Ch. XIV , Div.
IV.

Sacramental character of— , The, 
lOOf, Ch. IX , Div. IV, 123f, 133, 
136, 138, Ch. X III (all), 169, 
185, 241, 359.
Evidence for— ,

A priori, 153f, 157. 
Documentary, 154-58, 163-67. 
Indirect, Ch. XIII, Div. IV. 

Gratia gratis data, 105, 561, 578. 
Gratia gratum faciens, 105, 578. 

Succession of Ordinations, A, 
( See the main heading Tactual 
Succession, A,)
Other meanings of the “suc

cession language,”
Ruling succession, The, 189, 

Ch. XV , Div. IV.
Teaching Succession, The, 

189, Ch. XV , Div. IV. 
Terminology, 132f, 138f, 148f. 
Used in appointing to office, lOOff, 

Ch. IX , Div. IV, Ch. X , Div. II, 
118, 123, Ch. X II (all), 241, 350, 
391-96, 419, 421, 492, 581, 622f. 
Universality of this use, 118, 

124f, 135, 138-42, Ch. XII, 
Div. VI, 169, 492, 537, 581, 
622f.
Exceptions, Real or alleged, 

116, 124f, 191, 203, 349f. 
Confessors, 147, 203f.
Minor Orders, 138.
Twelve, plus Sts. Paul, 

Jam es, a n d  Matthias, 
The, 192ff, 203.



P eter’s position, St., 34f. 
Presbyterate, The, 4, 266, 277, 284, 

289, 302, 463 ( And see the main 
heading Presbyters, The,) 

Presbyterian polity, A, 6, 270, 293, 
432, 444, 460.

Presbyterian “school” of Fathers, 
Schoolmen, etc., '27, 369ff, 387ff, 
401, 441, 4861

Presbyters, 42, 112, 114, 119-23, 125, 
Ch. X V II (all), 252f, 271, 292, 318, 
320, 330, 332-36, 339, 345, 394, 419, 
421-28, 449-53, 463, App. Note 
VIII. ( And see also the main head
ing, Presbyterate, The,). 
Hypothetical paralogism in the 

Protestant case concerning— , 
A, 4591

Inalienability of their asserted  
powers, The alleged, 465. 

Meanings of the term — ,
Early— , 119, Ch. X I X  (all), 

320, 326f, 330, 333, 335f, 361, 
367f, 420, 463, 509, 583.
Did it include,

Deacons, 265, 269, 320. 
Teachers, 291, 325.

It did include,
Apostles, 260, 269, 320, 335, 

420, 455.
Bishops,

“Collegiate,” 265, 269,
320, 330.

Monarchical, 262f, 269, 
318, 320, 335, 361, 390f, 
420, 509.

Deutero-Apostles, 269, 320, 
335, 420.

L ater— , 281, 325-29, 335, 339f, 
430, 583, 607.
Origin of the later meaning 

of the term,
Date, 3251 
Manner, 325f, 622.
Place, 3251

Overlapping period for these 
two usages, 320, 323-26, 583. 

Possible history of the term  
before the generic use came 
in, 326ff.

Other names for—, 291, 325 (And  
see under Nomenclature and 
also under other titles given just 
above for alternative names 
there given. )

—and Confirmation, 441.
—and the Eucharist, 4411 
— and Penance, 4411 
—and early Ordination “Form s,” 

443, 561, 622.
—and the alleged temporal gap 

between the Apostolate and 
the Episcopate, 450, 4611

Prophets, The, 205, 248ff, 254fT, 291, 
356f, 488, 496ff, 518, Ch. X X X III  
(all).
W ere any of them  

Apostles, 254, 291, 356f, 536, 
538, 6151 

Bishops
“Collegiate,” 254, 291, 536, 

616.
Monarchical, 254, 536. 

Deacons, 254, 291, 536, 616. 
Deutero - Apostles, 254, 291, 

356f, 536, 538, 6151 
Presbyters, 254, 291, 536, 616. 

Were they a distinct Order, 6151 
In other sources, 254, 615.
In the Didache, 2481 254, 536f, 

615.
W ere they ordained, 537f, 548. 

Pure Charismatics, The, 123f, Ch. 
XV , Div. Ill, Ch. X V I (all), 241, 
255, 537, 581, 615.
Charismatic Ordination, 575. 
Equivalence of charismata, The 

problem of the, 205-8, 578. 
Ordained Ministry was also 

deemed charismatic, The, 2011 
Principle involved in the—, The, 

206, 241, 563f, 581.
Its apologetical and theologi

cal bearing, 2061 
Those listed as— ,

Certain or very likely,
The Twelve, except Judas, 

129, 192-96, 241, 569, 581. 
Sts. Paul, Matthias, and (?) 

Jam es, 124, 192-96, 241, 569, 
581.

Possible or probable,
Confessor - presbyters, 124, 

195, 199, 207ff, Ch. X X X IV  
(all).

Prophets, 124, 207ff, Ch.
X X X III  (all).

Unattested, 1961 
Monarchical Bishops, 1971

Quakers, 19.

Richardson, Dr. Cyril C., in re his 
book
Sacrament of Reunion, The, 22. 
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X X X III  (all), Ch. X X X IV  
(all).
Apostles and Deutero-Apos- 

tles, 452, 500f, 506, 516f, 520, 
559.

Bishops,
“Collegiate,” 441f, 452, 488f, 

500f, 506f, 510, 514ff, Ch. 
X X X I, Div. VII, 520. 

Monarchical, 452, 488f, 500f, 
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Confessors, 215, 218, 488, 534, 
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Laymen, 215, 218, 487-96, 501, 
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Concelebration, 488, Ch. 

X X X I , Div. VI.
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13.

Schismatic, 15f.
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( And see under the main heading 
Deacons, The,)
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cludes also Arguments from ), Ch. 
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Form al, 16.
Material, 16.
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55, Ch. VI (all), 73, 79, 81f, Ch.
VIII, Div. I, 88, 91, 99f, 108f, 135, 
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New Stewards, 5f, 32-36, 40, 73f, 

79, 81f, 84, 88, 91, 99, 581.
Old Stewards, 5, 32-36, 40, 46, 73f, 

79, 81f, 84, 91, 99, 238, 581. 
Streeter, Dr. B. H., in re his book 

Primitive Church, The, v, 292, 
App. Note XIII.

Supernatural authority, 24, 36. 
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Didache, The, 253f.
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Galatians, 253.
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Romans, 253.

As possibly ordained,
Bishops, 615f.
Deutero-Apostles, 615f.
Some third thing, 615.
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Bishops, 253ff, 616f. 
Deutero-Apostles, 253ff, 616f. 
Some third thing, 253ff, 616.
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alleged ecclesiastical, Ch. V 
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In practice, Ch. X , Div. II. 

Statement of—, A, lOOf.
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THE EARLY EUCHARIST
by the same author

The Table of Contents is as follows:
Preface; Chapter I. The Jewish Background; II. The Agape; III. The 

Early Liturgy; IV. The Early Doctrine of the Eucharist as a Sacrament;
V. The Eucharistic Sacrifice in the First Two Centuries; VI. St. John, He
brews, and St. Paul; VII. The Origins of the Eucharist.

In addition, there are nine Appendices, as follows:
Appendix I. A Suggested Strengthening of the Theory Set Forth in the 

Text; II. A Reconstruction of the Roman Epiclesis; III. The Evidence on 
the Epiclesis (with a Supplement on The Gnostic Evidence, to which 
there is an Addendum  entitled The Text of the Gnostic Prayers); IV. On 
the Sacrificial Meaning of Poieite; V. On the Possession of Flesh and Blood 
by the Glorified Christ; VI. On Cup-Bread Eucharists; VII. On Wineless 
Kiddushes, Eucharists, E tc.; VIII. On Some Supposedly Relevant Passages; 
and IX. On the Text of Luke.

There is also a considerable Bibliography, and three Indices: Of Modern 
Authors; Of Ancient Authors and Sources; and Of Subjects.

COMMENTS ON THIS BOOK BY TH E EXPERTS

N. B. (In the following excerpts, the use of four or more per
iods indicates a complete break in the sense. On the other hand, 
the use of only two periods indicates that some words are omitted 
but that the sense of the words on both sides of the periods are 
to be read as one continuous thought.)

Unless it is otherwise stated, the quotations are from private 
letters.

DR. EASTON (In reviews in The Living Church and The Churchman, 
and in a pre-publication notice): In his extremely careful and detailed 
study of Eucharistic origins, Dr. Cirlot has advanced certain very perplexing 
problems measurably toward solution . . . .  He has reinvestigated the Jew
ish backgrounds and . . has given us . . the first coherent and compre
hensive account of the earliest liturgical development . . . .  He has collect
ed and analyzed material on the Jewish background which is nowhere else 
available . . . .  He is certainly the first specialist who has established a firm 
connection between the early liturgical development and the Jewish back
grounds . . . .  (Concerning the primitive conception of Consecration) 
Dr. Cirlot’s analysis covers every possible detail . . . .  Once this (my main 
reconstruction of the early history of the liturgy) is realized, the liturgical 
evidence is an orderly whole . . . .  He has made certain further contri
butions of his own that are highly significant . . . .  (H is) examination of 
the Christian sources is unique in the emphasis rightly laid on the (bearings 
of the Docetic controversy) . . . .  His analyses take into consideration 
every conceivable theory, and give due notice to every important work on 
the subject; his discussions are mines of information . . . .  the amount of 
material he has brought together is almost incredible . . . .  He proves 
that “Do this etc.” was unambiguously interpreted as “Offer this etc.” in 
(the earliest centuries) . . . .  Into brief compass he has packed an in
credible amount of information . . . .  W e may unhesitatingly agree with 
another reviewer in the May issue of Theology: “At last we have in Eng
lish a book worthy to stand beside the great French and German treatises 
on the same theme . . . .  His book is indispensable to every specialist in 
the field.



The late DEAN LADD (In a review in The Witness before it came 
under its present management, and in a personal letter): I want just to 
write you a word to say how much I have enjoyed reading your book, and 
how fine it is in my opinion. After reading your pages, I picked up Frere’s 
Anaphora, and was much struck by the inferiority of his work to yours. 
You have certainly made a great contribution, and I want to congratulate 
you, and congratulate the Church on your work . . . .  Dr. Cirlot gives 
a new interpretation both of the Didache and of . . The Apostolic Tradition, 
and thus constructs a really intelligible account of the Agape, and one that 
will certainly have to be taken into account by future investigators. This 
is an example of the sort of work in which the book abounds . . . .  The 
author tackles a thousand (Eucharistic) problems, more or less, and does 
it with a rare combination of originality and good judgment, historical 
imagination and sound learning . . . .  It is, in short, a fine piece of work, 
and deserves to rank with the best liturgical work being done by continental 
scholars . . . .  We may well be proud that such a book should have come 
from a priest of our Church. It marks a long step forward.

E. I. WATKINS (Roman Catholic, English, in The Tablet) : This is . . 
a work of wide and accurate learning, judgment in assessing evidence, 
and acute logical reasoning. It is, therefore, extremely illuminating; in
deed, we would say indispensable to students . . . .  (I t)  argues, to us 
convincingly, that the Last Supper was neither a Passover nor a Kid- 
dush . . . .  (Its) argument as to what St. Paul did at Corinth seems a 
powerful one . . . .  There is an ingenious and attractive explanation of 
the anomalous order of the Chalice and Bread consecrations in the Did- 
ache . . . .  Dr. Cirlot also offers us a view of the history of the Episclesis 
in the Roman Canon. It is well argued . . . .  Certainly Dr. Cirlot pro
duces very strong evidence indeed in support of his thesis ( about the nature 
of the primitive Consecration Prayer) and its adoption seems to us to 
render the entire course of liturgical development, from the Last Supper 
to the present day, substantially clear . . . .Dr. Cirlot proves up to the 
hilt (his view of primitive Eucharistic doctrine) . . . .  His argument has 
the advantage of proceeding on purely historical and critical lines. No 
authority is allowed to Church or Bible, as such. And the Catholic conclu
sion is reached, nevertheless . . . .  To any intelligent Protestant who re
jects the Eucharistic teaching of the Church, no better book than this could 
be given.

DR. A. J. MACDONALD (Protestant, in The Record, of London): 
Dr. Cirlot . . greatly daring, has attempted to win his spurs on a well-worn 
field, and it may be said without question, he has won them. There is a 
maturity, both in his treatment and power of thought, and students who are 
interested in the origins of Eucharistic doctrine should not fail to read this 
book . . . .  He has written an able book.

W. M. (Apparently Protestant, in The Dunfermline Press): Altogether, 
Dr. Cirlot has produced an excellent book, which . . . .  will assuredly find 
its place as a standard work on the interesting problems with which it 
deals.

DR. F . C. GRANT (In a private letter): Your book is being accorded 
a warm reception, and I hope that scholars and students everywhere may 
become familiar with it . . . .  I like your discussion of the longer text of 
Luke . . . .  I am especially grateful to you for your study of die Jewish 
background . . . . You have certainly carried on the tradition established 
by Dr. Frank Gavin and others . . . .  allow me to add a word of commen
dation to the many expresions of approval of your book. It is an extra
ordinarily able survey of the available data, and a masterly presentation 
of die Anglo-Catholic interpretation of those data.

DR. M. B. STEWART (In a private letter): (Your book) is a work 
of major importance on its subject . . . .  (The early evidence) is treated 
to a most stringent scrutiny, every shred of it being examined for all possi
ble meanings, and previous scrutinies . . being weighed and assessed, with



rigorous critical judgment . . . .  Then, at well placed intervals, come 
summary descriptions of the scene resulting from the laborious 
analysis . . . .  There are passages of high splendor here . . . .  Anyone 
who means to be scholarly on this subject positively needs to know the 
facts and arguments which Dr. Cirlot has here presented.

DR. C. C. EDMUNDS (In a private letter): You have made a decided 
contribution to our knowledge of the origins and history of the Euch
arist . . . .  I think you have proved your point . . that we must look to 
the usage of the Haburah meal for the setting of the Institution . . . .
I like also your defense of the longer text of St. Luke . . . .Your work will 
be treated with respect and study by scholars, and I hope you will add to 
it in the future.

DR. BAYARD H. JONES (In a private letter and in The Ang. Theol. 
Review ): All the known evidence is impartially given. Apparently every 
conceivable alternative hypothesis is minutely canvassed . . . .  It affords 
full scope for any student desirous of making up his own mind with all the 
facts and arguments fairly before him . . . .  The unfamiliar thought-forms 
and liturgical idioms of the Jewish cultus meals are lucidly expounded . . . .  
The development therefrom of the primordial Jewish-Christian type of 
Lord’s Supper is demonstrated . . . .The point is established that the Cath
olic meaning of the rite was fully implicit in this (primordial form). Then 
the difficult transition to the “Catholic” type of Consecration Prayer is 
explained as the making explicit in words of those implicit meanings. There 
seems little doubt that Cirlot has correctly described the motives and man
ner in which the change (to the later type of Consecration Prayer) was 
made . . . .  he deals with extraordinary finesse with the most difficult 
period in the development of the liturgy, between 30 and 150 A. D. . . . 
It is an important contribution . . . .

H. L. FRANKLIN (In Theology): Dr. Cirlot has met a very great need, 
and . . in his book he has packed an unbelievable amount of detailed ma
terial . . . .  The well arranged Index, quite apart from the book itself, 
will prove of infinite value to any student of this problem . . . .  despite 
the mass of evidence produced, the admirable summaries at the end of 
each chapter mean that the reader is able to grasp the decisive conclusion 
which the author has reached . . . .  at last we have in English a book 
worthy to stand beside the great French and German treatises on the same 
theme.

DR. CYRIL RICHARDSON (In Christendom): The book has im
portance . . . .  No one can deny the cogency with which he presses his 
main point . . . .  Dr. Cirlot has made a contribution of real value to the 
literature of Eucharistic origins.

TH E CHURCH TIMES ( London): The expectation that the book will 
be a scholarly piece of work . . is not disappointed . . . .  It is . . as 
thorough an investigation of the origins of the Eucharist as is at present 
available in English . . . .  in the present case it (Dr. Cirlot’s unusual but 
undoubtedly legitimate method) yields results which no student of the 
subject can afford to ignore . . . .  Dr. Cirlot supports (all his conclusions) 
with a wealth of careful argumentation.

DR. MASSEY H. SHEPHERD, JR. (In The Journal of Biblical Litera
tu re): No apology need be made for the late notice of this book in this 
Journal. It will stand the wear of time. The monograph is one of the most 
careful studies of Eucharistic origins to appear to date . . . .  W e cannot 
trace here (D r. Cirlot’s) lengthy discussion of the development of the 
liturgy and of Eucharistic doctrine. But we should wish to commend it to 
the careful study of those who would water down the sacramental and 
sacrificial beliefs of the Church from the beginning . . . .  Because of our 
skimpy evidence (he)  is forced to some imaginary and conjectural de
scriptions . . . .  But one always finds him, in so doing, reasonable and 
persuasive.



W ILLIAM  D. M AXW ELL (In The Church Quarterly Review ): This 
book at once takes its place as essential to any student of Eucharistic 
origins . . . .  (This book) can stand on its own feet . . . .  (Certain sty
listic defects) are vexing, for there can be no doubt of the book’s 
value . . . .  None of these criticisms must be allowed . . to detract from 
the rich suggestiveness of this study, which repeatedly opens up new 
fields for consideration . . . .  The appendices . . are important. App. I 
deals with the writer’s brilliant reconstruction of the Didache and its im
plications . . . .  he is to be congratulated upon so fresh a study. No 
liturgical scholar can afford to neglect this book in the future.

W. T E L F E R  (In The Journal of Theological Studies) :  This is a strik
ing study . . . . most of his readers will appreciate him chiefly for the 
freshness and suggestiveness with which he approaches old problems. For 
these virtues, the book deserves a very wide public. It is to be hoped that 
the author will, in due course, publish his afterthoughts on a great subject 
that he has pondered deeply and effectively.

I have been able to import recently a new shipment of this book. But 
because of the higher price charged, me by my publisher, it is necessary 
to increase the price to my customers. The price henceforth will be  $4.00 
per copy. Discounts will be allowed for orders accompanied by cash in any 
form, and larger discounts for such orders for more than two of my books, 
or for more than two copies of a single book, up to 40% for cash orders for 
6 or more copies, or for orders as large as $20, of whatever items composed. 
My books should be ordered from my brother, Mr. R. Arnold Cirlot, at 
3006 W heeling Street, in El Paso, Texas.



CHRIST AND DIVORCE
by the same author

The Table of Contents is as follows:
Preface; Prologue; and thirteen chapters, thus:
I. The Correct Text; II. The Actual Words Spoken by Christ; III. The 

Historicity of the Crucial Logion; IV. What Did Jesus Mean? V. The Theory 
of a Single Exception; VI-VIII. The Present Popular View; IX. Dr. Grant 
on Our Lord’s Teaching; X. Dr. Jones on Our Lord’s Teaching; XI. Dr. 
Stowe on Divorce; XII. What Saith Reason? XIII. What Shall We Do About 
It? Epilogue.

In addition, there are these five Appendices:
(A ) Bishop Gore on Our Lord’s Teaching as Legislation; (B )  The 

Bearing of Our Lord’s Eschatological Views; (C ) The Interpretation of 
Our Present (1 9 4 4 ) Canon; ( D ) Is Our Marriage Canon Constitutional? 
( E )  Bishop Davis, The “Denver Principle,” and Hasty W ar Marriages.

In addition, there are three Indices: Of Scriptural Passages; Of Names; 
and Of Subjects.

DR. B. S. EASTON: . . . .  a passionately sincere study by a very 
thorough and competent scholar.

PROF. SHERMAN E. JOHNSON (In The Journal of Biblical Litera
ture): Dr. Cirlot certainly establishes his main point: the exception clause 
cannot be genuine, and Jesus taught the permanency of marriage . . . .  
It becomes increasingly clear . . that Jesus expected His teaching to be 
put into practice . . . .  Undoubtedly He expected His followers to obey
His decision and not to divorce their wives . . . .  One cannot imagine a
more able and penetrating defense of the strict view than that which Dr. 
Cirlot has given. To all students of Christian ethics, his book will be ex
tremely enlightening.

DR. W ILLIAM  H. DUNPHY: . . . .  a masterly presentation . . . .  a 
brilliant analysis . . . .  a work of the highest value . . . .  Dr. Cirlot 
demolishes the various more or less plausible attempts by recent scholars to 
get rid of (our Lord’s words as recorded in the crucial passage, Lk.
1 6 :18) . . . .h e  makes it abundantly clear that our Lord taught the
absolute indissolubility of marriage, that the whole Church so understood 
Him for three centuries or more, and that the endeavor to minimize or 
explain away His teaching as an “ideal” will not stand up . . .  . The 
scrupulous fairness of the writer is equalled only by his amazing knowledge, 
and ability to handle his facts. For all who want to know what our Lord 
really taught on this subject, this work is of surpassing importance.

FR. NORMAN PITTENGER: . . . .  your book, in its entirety, should 
be read by anyone who hopes to think intelligently on the subject of 
marriage and divorce; it is thoughtful, provocative, and soundly scholarly.

DR. JOSEPH E. FLET C H ER  (In The Ang. Theol. Review .): It has 
limned the issues as no other treatment does . . . .  It is the fullest criticism 
yet to appear . . of the case for a more liberal divorce canon . . . .  a dem
onstration of disciplined courtesy within a framework of intense convic
tion . . . .  there is no other “orthodox” treatment of the problem, with 
reference to recent controversy and scholarship, of comparable detail and 
scope . . . .  AN ANSWER AS CA REFU L AS TH E BOOK IT SELF IS 
CALLED  FOR.



PROF. O. J. F . SEITZ (In Christendom ): . . . .  (This book) should
be taken seriously................ (it) may have a wide influence . . . .  CANNOT
BE IGNORED . . . .  IT W IL L  HAVE TO BE READ AND ANSWERED  
CA REFU LLY BY LIBERA L SCHOLARS . . . .  WHAT IS N EED ED  IS 
ANOTHER BOOK ON THIS SUBJECT BY A ( “LIBERAL” ) SCHOLAR 
ADEQUATEY EQUIPPED FOR TH E TASK.

AUTHOR’S NOTE: So far Dr. Seitz has had “no takers.” Can it be 
that the reason is the same for which all three of our American Anglican 
“Liberal” periodicals have firmly refused to review the book, or to answer 
inquiries as to why they had not reviewed it? In view of the comments 
quoted here, both above and below, from leading “Liberal” scholars and 
Bishops, it can hardly be due to an opinion in those quarters that the book 
is unworthy of serious consideration.

DR. W. K. LO W TH ER-CLARKE: . . . .  a most thorough and com
petent piece of work . . . .

DR. CYRIL RICHARDON: . . . .  fine . . . .  cogent and well-reason
ed arguments . . . .  important . . . .  able . . . .  I have read it with no 
less profit than pleasure.

DR. M. B. STEW ART: fine . . . .  a grand, thorough study . . . .the 
various theories are all there . . . .  the background of . . ethics and dog
matics is drawn upon with sureness and . . rightly without exception . . . .  
I am very thankful for it . . .  . W e all need it with us whenever we con
sider divorce.

TPIE CHURCH TIM ES: Churchmen should read and ponder this 
excellent book . . . .  the author handles the problems of textual criticism 
with lucidity and skill . . . .  The whole (of Chapters V I-IX) is on a high 
level, and should . . provide Churchmen with weapons for defending the 
Catholic position against Liberalism . . . .  (it is) a bracing statement of 
the case for the traditional interpretation of Christ’s teaching on divorce.

DR. ROBERT MORTIMER (In Theology) : . . . .  a vigorous and un
compromising defense of the doctrine that marriage is indissoluble . . . .  
The first part of the book establishes that this is the . . teaching of our 
Lord . . . .  The second convicts of disloyalty to Him all who try to evade 
or water down this teaching . . . .  Dr. Cirlot argues trenchantly . . . .  
an overwhelmingly strong case . . . .  ingenious and interesting . . . .  
The central chapters contain a detailed demolition of various forms of the 
objection that our Lord’s words are not to be taken literally . . these chapters 
are of considerable value. There is a useful chapter against those who argue 
(from the laxity of the Orthodox) . . . .  the most valuable chapter of all 
is that in which Dr. Cirlot shows that to surrender the principle of in
dissolubility . .is gravely detrimental to the welfare of society and griev
ously unkind to both children and parents in existing marriages . . . .  It 
is hoped that all who favor some relaxation of our marriage discipline will 
read this book . . . .  It is competent and convincing.

BISHOP DAVIS: My first reaction to your book is one of admiration and 
respect. You have done a very thorough and scholarly piece of work. The 
book should be read by all who want to base their opinion upon a knowl
edge of the varying viewpoints of scholars, and to find the truth.

BISHOP PARSONS: I have read your book with interest and admira
tion for your scholarship and close reasoning. You have certainly contributed 
to the discussion of this difficult problem in the publication of this book. 
It has been the obvious, outstanding contribution to one side, of the 
argument.

BISHOP MANNING: (Your book is) very important and valu
able . . . .  (it is) scholarly and most important . . . .  It should be read 
by all who wish to study the question conscientiously, and with open 
mind . . . .



BISHOP THOMAS: . . . .  extremely valuable . . . .  the most careful 
and fruitful consideration . . since the last General Convention . . . .  the 
last word so far on indissolubility . . . .Y ou  have rendered a great service 
to the Church.

BISHOP BRINKER: (Your book is) most helpful . . . .  I value very 
highly your scholarly approach to the whole subject . . . .  I am deeply 
grateful for your splendid contribution.

THE BISHOP OF LONDON: (Your book is) much the most thorough 
and scholarly consideration of the subject I have seen . . . .  I feel sure 
it will do much good.

DR. LOUIS HASELMAYER: (This book is) excellent. It is one of the 
finest pieces of work from an Anglican scholar in years. It is the most 
important discussion of our Lord’s teaching . .on the subject of marriage 
and divorce which has been written . . . .  With complete mastery of all 
the Biblical criticism, a comprehensive knowledge of patristic lore, and a 
most acute insight into the Canon Law of Marriage . . Dr. Cirlot . . 
completely demolishes the position taken by all “Liberal” scholars . . . .  
He shows beyond all doubt that our Lord’s teaching was unequivocally the 
indissolubility of marriage, and that the so-called exception clause . . was no 
part of that teaching. He further demonstrates most clearly . . that Jesus 
expected men to follow His teaching as a standard, not merely as an 
ideal . . . .  I am grateful for all he writes . . . .  This book should be read 
and digested by every Catholic priest. For it is imperative that every 
Catholic should know the information contained in this book.

FR. W HITTEM ORE, SUPERIOR O. H. C.: Your book is magnifi
cent . . . .  it fills admirably tire main purpose for which it was 
written . . . .  It should make a tremendous impact . . . .Y o u  have 
established beyond any honest question that our Lord taught that Christian 
Marriage is indissoluble, that the one apparent exception is based on a 
corruption of the text; that the fact of the corruption is acknowledged even 
by ( “Liberals” ); and that for accepting (His teaching) at its full face 
value there are unassailable grounds . . . .  W e consider it exceptionally 
sound, brilliant, useful, and cogent.

FR. SPENCER, O. H. C.: (This book is) most convincing . . . .  It is 
to be hoped that all who advocate a “liberal” divorce canon will have the 
honesty to face Dr. Cirlot’s arguments and try to answer t hem. . . .  Every 
Catholic should consider it his duty to study this book . . . .  The case is 
presented exhaustively and convincingly.

FR. BALDWIN, O. H. C.: . . . . a fine piece of work . . . .  a mag
nificent piece of Christian scholarship . . . .  It is a joy to see the enemy 
beaten with what he claimed as his own weapons. It is a delight to see 
the specious arguments of the “Liberals” pursued relentlessly down every 
side alley into which they dodge, dragged back to the sunlight, and ex
posed. It is a lesson to see the scrupulous care with which every pro and 
con is weighed, the passion for fairness, the glad recognition of the fellow- 
scholar . . . .  But greatest of all is to see the ancient Faith of the Church 
emerge, not only unshaken, but incalculably stronger than before. It is not 
only true, it can be proved . . . .  I recommend this book to every thinking 
Christian.

AUTHOR’S NOTE: The Order of Holy Cross does not wish its ap
proval of this book to be understood to extend to my views as to our Lord’s 
limited self-consciousness.

DOM GREGORY D IX: I wish I could get your book into the hands of 
all the English Bishops before they take the vitally important action on the 
question of divorce which they are to take in the near future. It is the 
best thing on the subject I know.
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COMMENTS ON TH E BOOK

DR. CYRIL C. RICHARDSON: Dr. Cirlot has presented a closely 
reasoned and detailed argument, which cannot fail to chaw the attention 
of (dissenting) Anglicans and Romanists alike. His main thesis, that the 
Anglican Communion has always officially held and taught the Catholic 
doctrine of Apostolic Succession, is forcefully and cogently argued, and 
those who question this position will not find it easy to detect flaws in his 
reasoning.”

DR. CHARLES W. LOW RY: Dr. Cirlot . . is an able and persistent 
logician. I have known at least one theological professor, a liberal Epis
copalian and an able historian, to be utterly overwhelmed by his reasoning



with respect to the theses of this volume, and their bearing on Reunion. I 
do not believe, however, that such debate would be profitable. Much more 
vital and fundamental is the question of the validity and fruitfulness of 
formal deductive logic as applied to the doctrinal position of the An
glican Church . . . .  This is not to say that there is not much that is true 
and valuable in Dr. Cirlot’s essay. He could not make out the prima facie 
case that he does were not the data pointing to (the conclusions I reach) 
much stronger and more impressive than Liberal Evangelicals generally 
recognize.

BISHOP EDWARD L. PARSONS: A book like Cirlot’s on the Anglican 
position is probably irrefutable if the Church of England is a legal body 
etc.

AUTHOR’S NOTE: It seems to me from these two attempts to avoid 
my conclusions that Professor Richardson’s forecast, quoted in the last 
sentence of his comments used just above, stands fully justified. The avenue 
of escape chosen is in both cases most unusual, and neither objector has 
even the other on his side. Their desperate efforts to avoid the obvious 
conclusions only go to confirm strongly Dr. Richardson’s judgment. The 
rest of the opinions, to be quoted below from writers sympathetic with my 
main contentions, all seem to make for the book the same claim as Dr. 
Richardson.

TH E HOLY CROSS MAGAZINE: This book is a carefully reasoned, 
admirably indexed, concise and scholarly work . . . .  A thoughtful layman 
has dubbed it “the most meticulously honest book I have ever read.” . . . .  
One of the most valuable contributions of the book is the discussion and 
establishment of the correct canons for determining the official position of 
the Anglican Church, and of interpreting her official formularies . . . .  
Even by most conservative estimate, the abundance of accurately condensed 
material, the atmosphere of complete and charitable fairness, and above all 
the importance of the subjects treated, make (this book) worthy of careful 
and critical study. An indication of its true merits is manifest in the words 
written by a Holy Cross Father to Fr. Cirlot, “My own considered judg
ment is that you have done a service to many more than will read this book 
as a whole or be able to follow its argument. Its painstaking fairness will 
influence many others as well. May it be studied by all who are able.”

J. P. HICKINBOTHAM, of Wycliffe Hall, Oxford, in TheologiJ: . . . .  
Adopting most of the Roman presuppositions about the doctrine of the 
Ministry, he meets the attackers on their own ground . . . .  Within these 
limits, an effective, even conclusive, reply is provided to each of the three 
lines of attack.

BISHOP MANNING: . . . .  a scholarly, thorough, and up-to-date dis
cussion of this subject. It should be read by every clergyman of the Church, 
whatever his own views may be, and also by those of the laity who wish 
to be well-informed as to the full implications of this matter, which is so 
vitally related to the present-day movements for Reunion.

BISHOP BARRY, OF ALBANY: . . . .  your excellent book . . . .  I 
have read it with a great deal of interest, and it has cleared up a great 
many points of confusion in my mind . . . .  I shall recommend it to the 
clergy, for I do think that every one of us ought to read it with care. It is 
a scholarly piece of work . . . .

BISHOP PARDUE, OF PITTSBURG: . . . .  Certainly you are serving 
the Church with incalculable value by your scholarship and untiring zeal 
for the perfection and extension of the Faith.

PROF. PAUL KRAMER, OF SEABURY-W ESTERN: I have enjoyed 
reading your book, and have profited greatly. You are to be warmly con
gratulated on a really outstanding work of scholarship. Certainly your de
fense of Anglican Orders and Catholicity is the finest presentation I know.



It is so thoroughly and carefully done that I can see little if anything to add. 
This book certainly should become the standard reference on the problem. 
You have, moreover, done a piece of work badly needed, and all clergy 
particularly should be very grateful indeed to you. In addition to the 
finely worked out argument for the main thesis of the book, there is an 
astounding amount of most valuable “incidental” information . . . .  I shall 
recommend your book as widely as I can, and hope . . it will get a very 
wide reading.

DR. W ILLIAM  H. DUNPHY: Dr. Cirlot has produced a masterly de
fense of Anglican Orders. He proves conclusively and exhaustively that the 
Anglican Church has retained both the Apostolic Succession, and the true 
Catholic doctrine concerning this Succession and the Priesthood. The book 
presents a potent double-edged weapon cutting equally the Roman attacks 
on Anglican Orders, and the ultra-Protestant position (of certain An
glicans) . . . .  Dr. Cirlot argues with as much fairness as learning, and 
with an adequate appreciation of the strong points in our opponents’ posi
tion . . . .  Pie is very careful not to overstate his case . . . .  (His book) 
will amply repay careful reading. For those who have to contend with 
Roman Catholic or Protestant impugners of our Orders, this book literally 
has all the answers.

FR. NORMAN PITTEN G ER: . . . .  well documented and argued. 
On the fundamental theological view . . there is no doubt that you have 
established your case, and I cannot see how a Roman controversialist can 
get around tire statement. Perhaps I may be allowed to commend particu
larly some of the sentiments in the last appendix.

FR. ELM ER  TEM PLETO N : . . . .  I want you to know how deeply 
indebted I feel that not I alone, but every Catholic-minded Priest of our 
Church is to you for this splendid apologetic work. I believe it to be one of 
the most capable defenses of our position that has ever been pro
duced . . . .  I hope it may have a very wide circulation, especially 
among our clergy. I am bringing it to people’s attention at every oppor
tunity.

TH E L IT T L E  CHRONICLE: (This book is) of special interest and 
importance . . . .  The great merit of Dr. Cirlot’s book (is that it is) both 
fair and frank. He deals particularly and carefully with the question of 
Anglican orthodoxy as it affects Anglican Orders. This is a point that has 
not been dealt with too adequately before this time, and it is crucial. It is 
the chief point of attack at the present time . . . .  Dr. Cirlot ably vindi
cates the orthodoxy and Catholicity of our official teaching on (the Mass 
and the Priesthood) and all related points . . . .  This is a book which we 
believe should be possessed by every priest (and bishop) in the Episcopal 
Church. It should also be possessed . . and consulted by any who are at 
all concerned about the Roman controversey.

FR. GRANVILLE M. W ILLIAM S, SUPERIOR S. S. J. E. 
(In Cowley) :  . . . .  Dr. Cirlot’s book (is not) an easy one to read . . 
But the reader who works patiently through the volume will be richly re
warded. He will learn what an exceedingly strong case there is for assert
ing the complete orthodoxy (in the Catholic sense) of all our official form
ularies, and the unquestionable validity of our Orders . . . .  Part I. “The 
Correct Canons for Determining the Official Anglican Position” . . is of 
paramount importance, for if the Canons of interpretation laid down by 
the author are accepted as correct (and I, for one, do not see how they can 
be successfully contested), Dr. Cirlot’s conclusions as to the complete Catho
licity of the official teaching of the Anglican Communion follow logically 
and inevitably . . . .  One of the especially valuable parts . . is concerned 
with the refutation of Dr. E. C. Messenger’s . . recent book . . perhaps 
the ablest and most comprehensive work by a Roman Catholic scholar (on 
our subject) . . . .  The Church as a whole should be grateful to Dr. 
Cirlot for making available this important contribution to Anglican apolo
getic. W e hope it may have a wide circulation . . . .



FR. L. E. W . M ITCH ELL: . . . .  This is perhaps the most complete 
and satisfactory book that has yet been written on the subject, and we 
regard it as so important that we would like to give copies to many out
standing scholars who ought to read it, even to send a copy to the Pope, 
because we think that even lie could not answer its arguments.

MR. CLIFFORD P. MOREHOUSE, ED. OF T H E LIVIN G  C H U R C H : 
. . . .  I want to congratulate you on a splendid piece of work . . . .  a 
clear, scholarly study of the subject . . . .  a full and adequate defense of 
the historical Anglican position . . . .  It shows that Apostolic Succession, 
properly understood, is . . the only official doctrine of the Church . . . .  
Your book makes these facts clear, and it is important that they should 
be clarified and emphasized at this time. You have performed a notable 
service to the Church in making this study, and in publishing it in such 
comprehensive form.

DR. THEODORE W ED EL, WARDEN OF THE CO LLEG E OF 
PREACHERS: (Your book) is weighty and even drastic. It ought to be 
a companion volume to . . The Apostolic Ministry coming out in England. 
The historical analysis in both is undoubtedly invaluable.
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