Chapter 3
The Biblica Witness to the Office of Bishop, and to the Work
of God in Generd

Whenever trying to understand what the Lord Jesus intended for his Church, it is
aways best to go back to the words of Scripture; and the Bible has much to say
not only about episcopacy, but about God's generd patterns of working His will
in the world. Much has been sad and written about “Apostolic Succession of
Bishops’ a an unbroken chain of episcopaly-governed ordingtions from the
times of Jesus and the Apogtles, to the present day. But what did Jesus himsdf say
on the subject?

Too often, the wrangles over the Scripturd basis of ecclesology miss the
context within which the Lord and his Apodles st forth their teachings on the
subject. The very Jewish component of the Gospels often seems to be forgotten.
Although Anglo-Catholicism makes much of the Jews sacramentd rituals, when
discussing the Eucharis, it seems to make little of the fact that Christian church
order grew out of the synagogue sructure. In fact, one of the points that is most

forgotten is that the English word “priest” does not derive from [nhk], the
Hebrew word for the persons who offered sacrifices in God's tabernacle or
temple. Nor does it derive from the Greek word ‘ier euV, the Greek word for the
one who makes rdigious sacrifices. Rather, the English term derives from
presbuteroV, the Gresk word for “eder,” or “aged man.” The edes in the
synagogue were by no means Aaronic priests or Levites, rather, they were the
older men of each Jewish community who ran the Sabbath services a the
synagogue, and administered the business of the congregation.

This heritage from the synagogue is important to kegp in mind when
discussng the next point—that the traditiond threefold ministeria orders of
bishop, priest, and deacon did not exist in New Testament times in the strongly
hierarchica form which appeared later. The orders did not, apparently, represent
differences in “order” or rank, but rather differences in function. In fact, the term
“bishop” (from the Greek word ‘episkopoV, “overseer,” is often used
interchangesbly in the New Testament with the term pr es but er oV/*°

Even as indisputably Anglican a source as George Carey, Archbishop of
Canterbury, holds to an Evangdica'’ position regarding Church orders. In the
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1982 aticle “The Origins of the Thregfold Chrigian Minigtry,” written when he
was vicar of &. Nicholas, Durham, England, Carey asserts that miniteria order is
indeed important, and that a theology of ministry is to be found in the pages of the
New Testament. At the same time, however,
minigtry in the New Testament is always secondary. It presupposes a prior
concern with the gospd itsdf. Whether we tak of the great three—
apostles, prophets and teachers—or the loca ministry of bshops, deacons
and presbyters, the clear fact is that they are part of that medium by which
the gospd comes and the church is organized. Ministry, in a New
Testament sense, serves both gospd and church and very properly is a
servant of both soteriology and eccdesiology and is cdled into being by the
Spirit. Gospel, church and Spirit are the threefold foci of ministry.*®

Carey goes on to say that, properly speaking, “an gpogtolic succession is
not ‘high’ enough,” because New Testament ministry takes its sarting-point from
Jesus Christ and  his minisry.*® “Jesus cdled to him men and women to live and
teach his gospel. Jesus the ‘preacher’ becomes Jesus the ‘preached one'. The
‘Word lived” becomes the ‘“Word expressed’ in words which become revelation to
his people.”

Secondly—and very importantly—Carey asserts that from the beginning,
“minigry is functiond, not ontologicd: that is, it does not proceed from a
caefully formulated ‘necessty’, but rather from the more mekeshift life of the
New Tesament which found it had something to say to the world. The terms
‘gpostle’, ‘prophets, ‘bishops and ‘deacons show this functiona aspect.”?® In
current Anglican, Easter Orthodox, and Roman Catholic practice, the diaconate is
seen as a lesser minigry than the priesthood or the episcopacy. This is clear from
the fact that one mug, in al three Churches, serve as a deacon before advancing
to the “higher” orders. The New Testament, however, does not refers to deacons
as having a lesser minidry. If fact, it is dangerous to consder Chrigtian service in
hierarchicd terms at dl. Carey argues even that “there is no room for digtinction
between kleros and laos, between clergy and laity. The laos is the people of God,
and al are kleros because dl are called to exercise functions within the body.”
The diaconate is to be understood—as are dl the church offices—as a ministry,
that is, a form of practicd savicee When the Aposles found themselves
ovewhelmed with matters such as the didribution of food to widows, to the
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detriment of their duties of prayer and teaching, the?/ asked the generd body of
Christians to appoint seven men for the duties of service*

Bradshaw, another Evangdicd Anglican, holds a pogtion smilar to that
of Caey. “The church is not condituted by the ordaned ministry, but this
minidry serves a crucid role the continuing teaching of the faith, the handing on
the tradition, in the pastord and evangdlistic life of the people of God."*® Because
the Church is, as the Articdes of Rdigion pu it, “a congregation of fathful
men,”4 it crosses man-made barriers. The Church, as the body the Christ,

means the whole body of Chrigians who are jointed to Chrigt in
the bond of the Holy Spirit. Chrigt indwells each one and the whole
body therefore forms a unity which crosses dl the bariers of
denomination, culture and nation. The body of Chrig is a catholic
gpiritud koinonia, a worldwide felowship across time and space of
al inwardly united to the living, redeeming heed of the body.?

The Evagdicd dtitude didinguishes cearly between things crucid to
svation and things indifferent (adiaphora). Evangdicd Anglican church order
“regards the body of Chrig as dready extending across denominationa barriers,
the Holy Spirit being no respecter of persons or dructures, as Peter, the arch
ecclesologicd conservative in Acts, was forced to learn. Even Gentiles could be
indwdt by the Spirit and therefore included in the people of the covenant, without
undergoing circumcision.”?

One can indeed argue (as did the 17th-century Anglican theologian
Richard Hooker) that the threefold minidry in its hierarchicd form is a legitimate
development;?” one must recognize, however, that monarchical episcopacy was
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not the form of government used universdly by the primitive Church in its
earliest days. Chrigt had given the Apostles the charge to preach the good news of
svaion to dl the world®® In oder to ad ther work in fulfilling this
commission, the Apostles appointed “elders’ to continue their minigry within
locd bodies of believers. The Apostle Paul apparently sent Titus to Crete to
continue and order the evangdigic work there, including the gppointment of
elders in every town, “as | directed you.”®® As necessary, these elders appointed
successors. This successon does not prove clams that bishops are the very
essence of the Church; rather, it merdy shows that the Aposiles indituted
successors to themselves to carry on the work of the Church.

It is important to understand the Jesus was not training the Tweve to
become “princes’ of the Church as bishops laer became following the
legdization of Chridianity in the 4th century. As Messanic king, Jesus could
have clamed territorid dominion over the land of Israd; yet, his words to the
Roman governor Pontius Rlate were “*My kingdom is not of this world. If it
were, my servants would fight to prevent my arest by the Jews. But now my
kingdom is from another place’®® Jesus own rdationships, especidly his
rdaionship with his Faher, show the radicd humility expected of disciples (and,
by extension, of his bishops or overseers).

Gruenler spesks of the rdationship between Eternad Father and Divine Son
in so-cdled “subordinationist” terms. By this, he firmly declares his intent to
avoid hereticd views such as those of the ancient Arians, who considered the Son
of God not to be God the Son, but a being of a lesser essence than the Father.
There is, Gruenler says, no eterna order of inferiority or subordination among the
Persons of the Trinity; rather, “each person is ‘subordinate’ to the other persons in
respect of love, servanthood, and hospitdity, seeking dways to please one
another.”3

Jesus tdls the disciples in John 14:28b that if they loved him, they would
be glad that he was going back to the Father, for “‘the Father is greater than I.””
This represents the deference of the incarnate Son, Jesus, to his heavenly Father.

the nature of that people, and to the country where they were to dwell; if
these peculiar and proper considerations were respected in the making of
their laws, and must be also regarded in the positive laws of al other nations
besides: then seeing that nations are not al alike, surely the giving of one
kind of positive laws unto one only people, without any liberty to alter them,
is but a slender proof, that therefore one kind should in like sort be given to
serve everlastingly for all.
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However, because Jesus aso makes statements which refer to his own authority, 32
one can condder him to be making a Satement about his podtion within the
Godhead:
The Son subordinates himself to the Father not because he is less than the
Father but because it is the nature of dl three persons of the Triune Family
to subordinate themsdlves to one another in ultimate deferential love and

hospitdity. 3

The Lord chose as his closest disciples twelve men from reaively humble
walks of life. Peter and the sons of Zebedee (James and John), as well as Peter’s
brother Andrew, were dl fishermen. Matthew was probably Levi the publican, a
Jawish tax collector in the pay of the Roman occupation and thus consdered a
traitor by his own people. Even though John gpparently had connections to the
High Priex Cagphas himsdf (note his ability to enter the Sanhedrin’s chambers
during Jesus trid)* none of the Tweve was a member of the Leviticd
priesthood, nor were any of them scribes, the teachers of the Mosaic Law.

As Jesus himsdf performed the lowly task of washing the disciples feet
before supper, as Jesus himsdf did not stand upon his titles of King and Messah,
as Jesus himsdf did not have a place to lay his head at night, it becomes clear that
his Apostles were expected to do the same. And if the Apostles were expected to
do this, then it seems likely that their successors, the bishops, must do the same.

The Lord's choice of lowly men for important office seems in itsdf part of
the disciples training for ‘episkoph, or oversght. When one reads through the
Scriptures as a whole, it becomes clear that God has higtoricaly chosen those who
were consdered of little or no account to work his purposes. In addition to this,
one sees that God did not aways take nto account a person’s lineage. Sometimes,
the Lord even disrupted a lineage, in order that his purposes might be fulfilled.
Among the sons of Jacob, it was Joseph and not his elder brothers who gained the
governorship of Egypt. Among his eder brothers, it was Judah and not Reuben,
the ddest, who made the forefather of the Messiah.®® Among the sons of Jesse the
Bethlehemite, it was David and not one of the elder brothers who was chosen to
replace Saul as king of lsrad. And even Saul was surprised when the prophet
Samue told him that he, Saul, was God's choice as Israd’s firs monarch, because

32 Cf. John 8:58, where Jesus says to the Pharisees, “*1 tell you the truth. . .before
Abraham was, | am!’”
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Saul was of the dlan of Jacob's youngest son, Benjamin.*® The Lord's favor to the
humble is dso made known in the Magnificat, the song which the Virgin May
sngs upon learning that she shal be the Messah's mother. In words reminiscent
of those spoken by Hannah, the mother of Samud, Mary says. “*He has brought
down rulers from ther thronesbut has lifted up the humble/He has filled the
hungry with good things/but has sent the rich away empty.”’

Paul says the same thing in his firg letter to the Corinthian Church,
regarding human wisdom and influence. In choosing the Corinthians, God did not
choose the lordly and powerful, but rather the humble and weak:

Brothers, think of what you were when you were cdled. Not many of your

were wise by human sandards; not many were influentid; not many were

of noble birth. But God chose the foolish things of the world to shame the
wise, God chose the weak things of the world to shame the strong. He
chose the lowly things of this world and the despised things—and the
things that are not—to nullify the things that are, so that no one may boast
before him. 8

We see then, that episcopacy is best not regarded in strict hierarchicd
fashion. Although some offices in the church may be regarded with more honor
than others, and though some officers may wield authority over others, dl officers
in the church need to remember that they are there to serve the congregation, and
not the other way around. Ther Lord, Jesus Chridt, set them the firs and best
example of this—not only in washing the disciples fest, but dso by giving
himsdf as a ransom, by dying a desth he did not deserve. Many prelates in the
Anglican tradition, induding the Continuing Anglicans, have made the migteke of
conddering themsdves just that—prelates, a word which rings of medievd
lordship and grandeur. Pope Gregory the Great, though he was certainly one
jedous of his own episcopa prerogatives, got the thought right when he termed
himsdf “the servant of the servants of God.”

More specifically to the point regarding apostolic successon, however, we
might think on Paul’s own appointment as an Apodle. In many ways, Paul’s
dtudtion was very dmilar to that of the Continuing Church bishops regarding

36 | Sam. 10:21. “Saul answered, ‘But am | not a Benjamite, from the smallest tribe of
Israel, and is not my clan the least of all the clans of the tribe of Benjamin? Why do you
say such athingto me?” See also Judges 20:46-48 for how the tribe came to be greatly
reduced in number.

Compare, too, the song sung in | Sam. 2:7-8 by Hannah, Samuel’s mother. The
song treats of God’ s dealings with both the rich and the poor: “* The LORD sends poverty
and wealth;/he humbles and he exalts./He raises the poor from the dust/and lifts the needy
from the ash heap;/he seats them with princes/and has them inherit athrone of honor.’”
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minigerid credentids. They face hodility from the mangream, because of
questions concerning the validity of their consecrations. Paul faced hodility from
other Christian leaders because he did not trace his authority from the Twelve, but
clamed direct appointment from the Lord Himsdf. Paul says as much in his letter
to the Gdatans, regading his dedings with the Church in Jeusdem. In
recounting his converson to Christianity, Paul says that when God
who had set me apart before | was born, and had called me through his
grace, was pleased to reved his Son to me, in order that | might preach
him among the Gentiles, | did not confer with flesh and blood, nor did | go
up to Jerusdem to those who were apostles before me, but | went away
into Arabia; and again | returned to Damascus.>®

In lignt of Chrig's sdection of humble followers, and in light of
Scripture's generd tenor regarding leadership, it seems drange, then, to read
something written on this subject by a 20th-century “overseer”—the Right
Reverend Ethebert Tdbot, the PECUSA bishop of Bethlehem, Pennsylvania just
before World War |. Discussing the number of young men in his day who fet
cdlsto the Chrigian minigtry, he bemoans that

it too often happens that the ranks of the ministry are recruited from those

families who are less prominent in the socid and commercid life of the

world. These men are often earnest and devoted, and some of them reach
positions of digtinction and power; but they dart out in their professional
life inadequately equipped, and are always more or less hampered.*°

Tabot consders the work of the ministry as one which demands

the highest gifts and graces of culture and refinement of body, mind, and
soirit. The young man to whose intelectua equipment has been
fortunatedly added the advantages of gentle breeding and the ease which
results from good manners has a far better prospect of usefulness and
success. | have noted that even the poor, and those who have had few
advantages of education, never fal to recognize a true gentleman in ther
miniger. Other things being equd, tha cdegyman has the decided
advantage whose early home training has been of the right kind.**

One might ask Tdbot, or those who hold smilar views of the minidry:
where, then, did the words come from, which the gpostles spoke on the day of

% Ga. 1:15-17 (RV).
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Pentecost,*? or which Peter and John preached before the Sanhedrin tribuna of
the Jews?*® The apostles, as sad before, were “unlearned men,” who had not had
long hours of rebbinicd training.** Jesus himsdf was not rabbinicaly trained; that
was one of the charges which his opponents continudly lad upon him. Yet the
Holy Spirit empowered them to preach with power to the multitudes, the same
Spirit whom Jesus had promised to his disciples during their last supper with him.
“All this I have spoken while 4ill with you,” Jesus told them. “‘But the
Counsdor, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in name, will teach you
dl things and will remind you of everything | have said to you.”"*

It is dso worth pointing out that not only were Jesus and his Apostles
“unschooled, ordinary men” in comparison to the scribes (the “universty men” of
their day), they dso did not beong to any of the recognized groups within
Judaism, such as the Pharisees or Sadducees. The disciples were not known for
and did not take ther danding from ther community affiliations, rather, they
were known for and took their standing from their faith in the Lord Jesus.

Agan, we emphasize that Jesus was not training his disciples to be “lords’
over the Church*®—rather, he was preparing them to be its teachers and servants.
The 19th-century theologian Alexander Bruce discusses this point as a man
theme of his book The Training of the Twelve: or, passages out of the gospels
exhibiting the twelve disciples of Jesus under discipline for the apostleship. Bruce
consders the apodtles to have assumed the podtion of Christ’s “deputies’ or
“subdtitutes,” following the Lord's Ascenson. Smon Peter was “the leading man
or representative man, though not the Pope, of the infant Church.” And the
character of the Twelve “was dtered to fit them for their high functions™*’

Bruce focuses on how Jesus prepared the disciples to become what the
Scot calls “under-shepherds,” in service to Christ the Great Shepherd. To be a
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dutiful under-shepherd is, “in another view, to be a fathful sheep, following the
Chief Shepherd whithersoever He goes. Pastors are not lords over God's heritage,
but mere servants of Christ, the grest Head of the Church, bound to regard His
will astheir law, and Hislife astheir model "2

In showing the limits of an apoglebishop's authority, Bruce uses the
example of Jesus questioning of Peter in John 21. Three times Jesus asks Rter,
“Simon, son of John, do you love me?’ Three times, Peter answers affirmatively;
and three times Jesus tells the Big Fisherman to take care of the Lord's lambs or
of his sheep. Bruce comments on the sgnificance of the thregfold repetition: “It
shows for one thing, that when Jesus said to Peter ‘Feed my sheep,” He had no
intention of making him a pastor of pagtors, a shepherd or bishop over his fellow-
disciples™® In Roman Catholic theology, the lambs represent the laity, with the
grown sheep representing the “under-shepherds,” the apostles and bishops. “How
grange, if this be true” Bruce notes, “that Peter should be checked for looking
after one of the flock [i.e, the Apostle Johnl, and asking so smple a question as
thet, ‘Lord, and what shdl this man do?”>° Christ is reproving Peter for being a
busybody, which Bruce consders a fault afflicting other under-shepherds as well,
both past and present.

Jesus  exhortations to Peter and the others of the Twelve were that they
should preach the Gospel—this was their primary duty. He did not tell them that
they were to become politicians and adminigtrators, dong the lines of earthly
princes. Nor did he tdl them that ther primary function would be to celebrate the
Eucharigt. Rather, their main job was to preach the Gospd, and to build up the
congregation, the flock. Though these may be consdered as arguments from
dlence, it is important to note in comparison to dl the podtive injunctions to
preach the Gospd and to care for the little ones.

Having conddered the spirit of leadership which Jesus intended for his
herdds, the Apogles, let us examine the training he gave them in the actud Good
News which they were to preach. We have seen that much of what he taught them
was to be brought back to their mind by the Holy Spirit. At the same time,
however, Jesus was himsdf the Great and Authoritative Teacher, the only true
Rabbi. The High-Church Anglican scholar A.M. Farer compares the Lord to
other rabbis of the Jews, regarding the circle of disciples which Chrigt drew to
himsdf. Though one may condder as Jesus disciples dl those who heard the
Lord atentively,

yet, like other rabbis, He has a limited number of officid disciples, whose

chief busness is to be a school with Him and learn the trade. For the

disciples of a rabbi, thus traned with him and officid acknowledged by

8 Bruce, 524.
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%0 hig.



their master, became rabbis themsdves. There was no other way. Now the
relation of the disciples to Jesus is not to be the same as that of any rabbi’s
pupils to their teacher. The rabbinic pupil became himsdf a rabbi, as able
to add his own grain to the pile of wisdom as his master had been.
UItimgatier, of course, dl ae Mosss distiples, but that is a long way
back.

Farrer consgders that by creating this sort of rabbinate, Jesus did not intend
to cut off the line of “tradition” at the Twelve. If the Lord had made these officid
disciples, who had full authority to teach in his name,

is it not equaly essentid that their companions and deegates shdl

succeed them as the custodians of the Gospd?...Because the word of

ingruction has become the very word of salvation, does it suddenly cease
to matter whether the succeeding preachers have sudied under their
predecessors and been approved by them?>?

One may agree with Farer’s point, that the Apostles had their own
disciples and asxociates (one thinks especidly of Paul’s rdationships with
Timothy and Titus); these reationships do not, however, necessarily show the
need for a chan of rightly performed ordinations in order to possess apostolic
teaching. King David and the Apodle Paul are, as we have seen, two classic
Biblicadl examples of how one may obtan a kingdom or a minisry without the
actions of officers in a human chain of command. David became king without the
consent or blessng of the exiging king, Saul. Paul became an apogtle because of
the Lord’ sdirect action, not because of any action by the Twelve.

Bishop Cummins, the founder of the Reformed Episcopa Church, set
forth the New Tedtament view of episcopacy in his December 14, 1873
consecration sermon for the Reverend Charles Edward Cheney.®® Cummins
agues on the principle of form following function, i.e, tha the minigry’s form
takes its shape from the needs of the Gospel, and not the other way around. The
firg bishops were smply “presbyters” or “elders” The gpostles commissoned or
st them gpat to exercise powers for the good of the Church, since they

L A.M. Farrer, “The Ministry in the New Testament,” in The Apostolic Ministry: Essays
on the History and the Doctrine of the Episcopacy, ed. Kenneth E. Kirk (New Y ork:
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themsalves were not able to do dl the work. For example, Paul commissioned
Timothy and Titus to tave specid authority in Ephesus and Crete. They were not,
however, the permanent bishops there, and had no specid title>* That the offices
of presbyter and bishop were interchangegble is noted in Phil. 1.1, Acts 20:28,
and Titus 1:7.%°

Robert Sanderson, bishop of Lincoln, England during the early 1660's,
reinforces this view of the minisry as a cdling from God, and not as a work of
men. In the 1621 sermon Ad Populum, Sanderson declares that the Apostle Paul’s
cal derived from God rather than from the mposition of human hands®® Taking |
Cor. 7:24 as histext, the bishop asserts that since God Himsdlf caled Paul

it is needless to confer with flesh and blood, or to seek confirmation at

Jerusalem from them which were Apostles before him, by the impogtion

of therr hands..God's work in him supplieth abundantly the want of those

solemnites [dc]; and Paul is as good an Apostle as the best of them,

adthough he be an Apostle, not of men, neither by man (Gdl. i.1).°’

We seg, then, that in preparing the Twelve for gpostleship, the Lord Jesus
was dso traning them to exercise ‘episkoph, or oversght. This traning for
“episcopd” responghilities did not mean the Twelve were to become mighty
lords and princes, in the dsyle of the Gentiles. Nor were they or any other
Christians to concern themsalves with linesges and genedlogies™® Rather, they
were to become sarvants exactly like their Master, who washed their feet.
Because, too, Chrigt is the Head (kef el h) of the Church, and all Chridians are in
connection with the Head, apostles or bishops are not the very essence (Latin
esse) of the Church. Jesus Chrigt himself is the Church's essence, and reason for
being. Regarding the bishops call and consecration, we need to consder aso the
dl-important role of the Holy Spirit, who moves wherever He wills It is in this
context of the Spirit-bresthed Holy Scriptures that we will consder the history of
the episcopi vagantes and their kin, the cor episcopoi.

>4 Cummins, 138.
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