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center that the empirical unity of the Church must in the end be
restored—how, we do not yet know.

Secondly, since the Church is constituted solely by the relation of
its members to Christ—their relation simply as men, to him who
is the Man, the Adam of a new humanity—the possibility is given
of a genuine universality such as was contemplated but could not
be realized while the People of God was one nation among others.
In terms of the old Israel the limits of God's people might be de-
fined, either exclusively, by a progressively narrowing definition
of the qualifications of the faithful “remnant,” or comprehensively,
by the addition of increasing numbers of proselytes to the Jewish
community. There are signs that both of these principles—the
exclusive and the comprehensive—were in the minds of members
of the early Church, but neither proved workable. Paul swept both
aside with his maxim: “In making all mankind prisoners to diso-
bedience, God's purpose was to show mercy to all mankind.” It is
possible 1o fix the center about which the new People of God is
constituted, but not to draw its circumference. No attempt to define
the limits of the Church, either exclusively or comprehensively,
proves workable—as we have so often discovered in our discussions
about reunion—and in fact no such definition can hold good
which stops short of the totality of the human race. The unity of
the Church is the unity of mankind. God has purposed, we read,
“to sum up all things in Christ.” This is the transcendent purpose
to which the Church is dedicated. In serving that purpose, and not
in seeking any lesser ends of its own, it finds the ultimate meaning
of its calling and election as the People of God,
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One who approaches this subject after such scholars as—to name
only a few—T. W. Manson,! Eduard Schweitzer,2 and Hans von
Campenhausen,d cannot hope to find much to glean in a field that
has already been efhciently and comprehensively reaped. I hope,
however, in the following pages to collect some of the most impor-
tant data and to indicate some of the principles by which they are
related to one another.

It has often been pointed out that it is a mistake to consider
the ministry in isolation. It ought to be viewed in connection with
and, indeed, as an aspect of the Church. This is true. It is, however,
possible and desirable to go further than this. Neither ministry nor

* The Church’s Ministry (London: Hodder & Stoughton, Ltd., 1948) ; Ministry
and Priesthood: Christ’s and Ours (London: Epworth Press, 1958).

* Church Order in the New Testament (English translation; Studies in Bibli-
cal Theclogy No. 32; London, 1961).

? Kirchliches Amt und geistliche Vollmacht in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten
(Beitrige zur historischen Theologie 14; Tiibingen, 1953).
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Church is an entity capable of standing by itself; each emerges
against the background of the New Testament elayyéAwov the testi-
mony borne to the creative divine act which catches up the past
of Israelite history and initiates the new creation, a testimony in
which the powers of the age to come are already at work.

The language I have used to describe the New Testament gospel
is eschatological, and its appropriateness would be recognized by all
students of the New Testament today. The carliest New Testament
theology is an eschatology, and it is within the setting of New Tes-
tament eschatology that the New Testament Church and the New
Testament ministry must be studied. This is true, for example, with
reference to such notable ministers as the apostles themselves, as
I have tried to show in two earlier articles.t As early as Paul’s letter
to the Galatians it is possible to trace the primitive eschatological
understanding of those “who were reputed to be pillars” (Gal.
2:9; cf. 2:2, 6a, 6¢), and the way in which this primitive appraisal
of apostleship was giving place to a view which regarded them
rather as administrative authorities than as eschatological figures.

[Paul] is prepared to grant, indeed he cannot deny, the unique eschatologi-
cal status of James, Cephas, and John as “pillars™; they are the indispens-
able connecting links between the histerical Jesus and the community of
the New Age. As such they must be consulted, and fellowship with them
must be maintained, at almost any cost. Upon them rested the primary
responsibility of bearing witness to the resurrection, This responsibility
and privilege could never be taken from them; but there was grave danger
lest this, their peculiar dignity, should be not enhanced but obscured
by their growing authority within the Church, or at least within the
Jewish wing of the Church. To this their position as “pillars” gave them
no right; it rested upon a misunderstanding of their eschatological office,
which should have pointed away frem their own human dignity to the
crucifixion and resurrection on the one hand, and on the other to the
future coming of Christ and the fulfilment of his purposes for men in the
kingdom of God.®

*"Paul and the ‘Pillar’ Apostles,” in Studia Paulina in honorem J. de Zwaan
(Haarlem, 1953), pp. 1-19; “The Apostles in and after the New Testament,”
in Svensk Exegetisk Arsbok xxi (1956), pp. 30-49.

* Studia Paulina, pp. 18-19,

THE MINISTRY IN THE NEW TESTAMENT '}

So far we see apostleship as a primarily and originally eschato-
logical function capable of misunderstanding and perversion. It is
possible to examine this process—de-eschatologization, if the word
is tolerable—on a wider field, both by extending one’s attention to
the apostles in general and by going beyond the limits of the New
Testament. I have suggested that there are two lines along which
this de-eschatologizing takes place, a Gnostic line and a Judaistic
line. The former when it reaches a full-blown, Valentinian stage
can be described as follows: The apostles were men who accom-
panied the Savior on earth.

But after his death he appointed them to a new status. He did away with
the material part of their life, and kindled to a flame the divine spark
which resided within them, as within ail true gnostics. In this capacity
they became the zodiacal powers, lords over destiny, and were thus able
to confer on men, or at least on the elect, a regeneration that meant
deification. They were, after Christ, the revealing deities who opened
and led the way to the supra-lunary sphere, and to spiritual—that is,
non-material—union with God.” *

The Judaistic line of development, on one of its bifurcations,
leads to a surprising conclusion: The apostles disappear, being re-
placed by blood relatives of Jesus, who appear in the role of priest-
kings. In a different branch of the Judaistic line the apostles become,
after Jesus, the starting point of a chain of tradition.

These observations about the developing conceptions of apostle-
ship will provide us with a starting point. The primitive concep-
tion was rooted in the primitive Christian eschatology, and the
understanding of apostolic ministry was modified, and sometimes
perverted, as the primitive eschatology was modified and perverted.
What is true in regard to the apostles and their ministry is true
also in regard to the New Testament ministry in its various forms,
and if this chapter has any connecting thread to give it unity and
coherence it is this: The correspondence between the varying escha-
tological conceptions of the various New Testament books and

* 5. E. 4. xxi, p. 37.
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the development of the ministry. If time permitted (and the theme
is one to which I hope to return) it might be possible on these lines
to distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate lines of develop-
ment.

The thesis that the development of the ministry is dependent
on the flux of Christian eschatology is not a new one, and I may
introduce it with a reference to Martin Werner,” who has applied
Albert Schweitzer's konsequente Eschatologie to the elucidation of
the history of Christian doctrine as a whole. Werner has a chapter
on “The change in the conception of the Church” due to the
eflect of de-eschatologizing. Both Jesus and Paul expressed them-
selves in terms of the idea of the community of the saints which
was to appear, with the ultimate manifestation of the heavenly
Messiah, as the predestined number of those who had part in the
glory of his kingdom. “According to Paul, the Messianic Com-
munity, which emerged as a historical entity consequent on the
Death and Resurrection of jesus, was constituted simply of those
of the last generation, who were elected to participate in the Mes-
sianic Kingdom, and this was the generation of the Apostolic
period.” 8 Naturally this conception of the Church was upset by
the delay of the parousia. What had been supposed to be the last
generation was not the last generation after all. The messianic
community developed in historical continuity as an empirical
Church.? This fundamental change brought many others in its
train; for example, in the understanding of the Pauline phrase the
Body of Christ, in the sacraments, and in belief about the holiness
of the Church. Changed sacramental beliefs and a2 developing sys-
tem of ecclesiastical discipline carried with them implications for
the ministry. A suitable hierarchy was required both for the dis-
pensing of sacramental grace and for the mediating of forgiveness
to penitents. The outstanding example of de-eschatologizing may
be found in Callistus’ use of Matt. 16:18-19, which was “originally

* The Formation of Christian Dogma (London: A. & C. Black, Lid., 1957).
8 Op. cit., p. 271,
* Op. cit, p. 272,
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spoken of the eschatological kingdom of God and of the Messianic
Community, which would be revealed at the end of time,” in de-
fense of “the episcopal claim to jurisdictional authority in the
Church.” 10

I shall not go further with Werner, though I am convinced that
his view of the history of doctrine deserves more serious attention
than is sometimes given it. I have two comments to make, which
will lead us to the next stage of our study.

1. The first is a theological point. I have no difficulty in be-
lieving that many in the first generation of Christians were sur-
prised to find themselves succeeded by a second. It seems to be
true that they believed that the parousia of Christ and the visible
establishment in glory and power of the kingdom of God would
happen when they did not in fact happen; namely, in their own
lifetime. I do not find it so easy to believe that God was equally
surprised—that, like the tower builder in the parable, he proved
unable to complete the work he had begun. It is compatible with
trinitarian theology to maintain that Jesus himself in his earthly
life looked for a speedy consummation of the eschatological process,
but that God's plans were cast in a larger mold and on a longer
perspective than could suggest themselves to a first-century Pales.
tinian Jew. The theological ferment produced by the delay of the
parousia was, we may suppose, part of the theological revolution
as God himself had all along intended it. The whole process,
after all, was marked by reversals of human expectation. The
cross itself, the failure of Jesus’ public ministry, was one such
reversal. The delay of the parousia, the failure of eschatology, was
another. We cannot say that all the consequences of the delayed
parousia were directly and absolutely the will of God any more
than we can say that all the features of the crucifixion were directly
and absolutely the will of God, but we should not treat everything
before the delay became apparent as Jesus’ and Paul’s mistake,
and everything that came after it as 2 merely human attempt to
make the best of a bad job, and botch up God’s failure. The whole

1 O0p. ct., p. 280.
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process, including the delay and the adjustments required by the
delay, constitutes the New Testanient event.

2. The second point is related to the first, but takes shape as
a simple historical observation. Werner dealt with second- and
third-century writers on Church and ministry and noted the effect
on them of changing eschatology. But the problem caused by the
delay of the parousia was felt already within the New Testament
period, and its effect can be seen in such writers as Matthew, Luke,
and John. This is a proposition that seems scarcely open to doubt;
must we go further and agree that these—and other—New Testa-
ment writers, like Clement of Rome, Ignatius, and later ecclesiasti-
cal writers, are witnesses to "'primitive catholicism™ (Friihkatholizis-
mus) ? 11 Much here depends upon the definition of terms. That
the way in which these New Testament writers look upon the
ministry is connected with their changed eschatological perspective
is true, but this does not in itsell serve to identify Luke with
Clement, or John with Ignatius, in regard to the ministry, to escha-
tology, or to anything else. There is a view of the ministry that is
a legitimate development from the first Christian generation, and
there is also an illegitimate view. We shall see something of the
distinction between the two at the close of this chapter. For the
present we may embark upon a historical sketch of the evidence.

There can be little doubt where we ought to begin if we are to
gain a historical account of the development of the ministry {and
all T have said hitherto has been intended to suggest that such a
historical account is theologically as well as historically significant) .
The only material we can treat with confidence as early is that
which we owe to Paul’s pen. The gospels are the literary deposit
of a later age; they contain traditional material, and some of this,
no doubt, is early and sound, but the whole has been seen through
the eyes of the post-Pauline generation. The same is true of Acts;
however much early material the book may contain, all has been
seen in the light of later developments. We are driven back upon

12 For a brief account of this question, see my Luke the Historian in Recent
Study (London, 1961), pp. 25, 70-76.
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Paul. We must not assume that he gives us a complete picture of
the whole of the primitive Church; nearly all the data he gives us
are given incidentally. But the Pauline material has the advantage
of being contemporary with the circumstances it describes—or,
more often, alludes to—and of being firsthand.

Modern discussion of Paul's apostleship may be said on the
whole to assume the truth of Anton Fridrichsen’s dictum:

When Paul in Romans introduces himself as kAyrds dmdorodos he
characterizes himself as an eschatologic person. He is a man who has
been appointed to a proper place and a peculiar task in the series of
events to be accomplished in the final days of this world; those events
whose central person is the Messiah, the Christ Jesus, crucified, risen, and
rewrning to judgment and salvation.*!

To this statement, however, should be added that every Christian
is an eschatologic person; if any one (rs) is in Christ, there is a
new creation (II Cor. 5:17). This is not to say that every Christian
is an apostle; apostles have a place of their own in the eschatological
process of salvation; but each man has his own place, and no place
is a place of privilege free of obligation, service, or ministry. The
ark of salvation carries no passengers.

There is thus a universal ministry of all Christians, of which
the mark is the universal possession of the Spirit. If any one {res)
does not have the Spirit of Christ, he does not belong to him (Rom.
8:9). The Spirit is both the qualification and the equipment for
service in the building up of the community. His own manifesta-
tion of the Spirit is given to each man with a view to the common
good (éxdara 8forar - . . mpds 10 cwppépor, I Cor. 12:7). Such quali-
fying and enabling bestowals of the Spirit are called yapispara; and
when in Rom. 12:6 Paul writes éxovres 8¢ xaplomara it is clear that he
is addressing the whole Church, not a spiritual élite or aristocracy.
To this observation, however, it must be added that the yapiopara
are described as Sudgope; every Christian has a gift, but all Christians
do not have the same gift. There are distributions of xaplopara,
Paul says (I Cor. 12:4), though there is but one Spirit, and these

13 The Apostle and His Message (Uppsala, 1947), p. 8,
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issue in distributions of ministries (Siakovia), though there is but
one Lord who is served through them all. It is this distinction
among gifts and services that makes it possible to speak of “min-
istry” in the familiar, technical sense.

Rom. 12 and I Cor. 12 are well known as the places where Paul
goes into greatest detail in describing gilts and services. It is inter-
esting to note that in each passage his terminology shifts, though
in opposite directions. In Rom. 12 he begins with gifts and moves
on to persons exercising gifts: mpodyrela, Saxovia; then & 88doxwy, 6
mapakaAéy, b peradidols, & mpoiorduevos, & éxedv. In I Cor. 12 he begins
with persons, and moves on to gifls: drooTodol, mpodhTal, S8doxadoe;
then Swdpes, xaplopara tapdrav, drridiupes, xvfeprnoes, yévn yAwoody.
The form as well as the content of the two lists indicates the very
close connection between gift and function.

A different kind of analysis will show that the ministries or
services Paul has in mind fall into three groups: (1) Those oper-
ated through speech—prophecy, teaching, exhortation, glossolalia;
(2) Services of love to the needy—service (Swxovia), the healing of
disease and working of miracles, sharing out money and other ways
of showing mercy (probably the obscure word drrdnuypes is to be
reckoned here); (3) The activity of taking the lead, presiding,
(with § mpoirrduevos in Romans we should put xufeprijoes in 1 Cor-
inthians) . These three groups of services correspond to fundamental
features of the pattern of Christian existence: (1) The gospel,
which must be rightly preached, taught, and understood; (2) Ac-
tion in love, 4ydmy, the indispensable mark of Christian life; (3)
Discipline, through which Christian obedience is contained and
becomes concrete. The sacraments have no place in this list, prob-
ably because Paul did not think it the special duty of any particular
class of persons to administer them. He himself did not regularly
baptize his converts (I Cor. 1:13-17), and there is no hint in I
Cor. 11 that the Lord’'s Supper required a president—rather the
contrary (especially 11:33, and see below).

The activities listed in Rom. 12 and I Cor. 12 can be paralleled
in various places in the Pauline letters, but for our purpose it will

\
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be more interesting to follow up the hint at the end of the last
paragraph, and consider one or two things that are noticeably
absent from the Pauline letters.

The most striking, suggestive, and perhaps surprising observa-
tion is that Paul never uses the word mpeofdrepos “preshyter” (elder) .
This is the more striking view of the fact that the word was a
familiar one in Jewish society in which Paul had been brought up.
How far it was current in Palestinian and Hellenistic synagogues
cannot be discussed here; its frequent use for Jewish leaders in the
gospels is significant. Von Campenhausen has argued that it is not
only the word that is missing. “With the institution of elders we
enter into a sphere of ecclesiastical thought of a fundamentally dif-
ferent kind, which cannot readily be introduced into or derived
from the Pauline picture of the community.” 13 A similar view has
been expressed by H. Greeven.1¢ The point is that the Jewish presby-
terate is an essentially backward-looking office which preserves and
transmits tradition and applies it to the life of the community. The
Christian churches, however, did not live in the past, but in the
present and for the future, a present controlled by the work of the
Spirit and a future controlled by the hoped-for coming of Christ.
Such communities did not value most highly their links with the
past, and the special contribution that their oldest members, with
the Iongest memories, could make. It is true that they were inter-
ested in the historic figure of Jesus of Nazareth, but for them he
was scarcely a figure of the past. His life, death, and resurrection
were parts of the present in which they lived. As the Lord, he was
their contemporary.

To take this view is not to imply either that the Christian pres-
byterate, when it did appear, was, like the Jewish, primarily a
link with the past, or that the Pauline communities were com-
pletely devoid of leadership. A few passages come under consider-
ation here, including the references to the zpoiocrduevos in Rom, 12:8

Y Op. cit, pp. 82-83.
14 Propheten, Lehrer, Vorsteher bei Paulus,” in Zeitschrift fiir die neutesta-
mentliche Wissenschaft 44 (1952-53), pp. 1-48, especially pp. 40-41.
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and to xvBepvioeas in I Cor. 12:28. With these we may consider the
following:

1 Cor. 16:15-18: . .. oiSare myv olxiav Zredavd: 5Tt éoriv dmapyh) 7is 'Axalas
xai els Swaxoviay tols dylors €rafav éavrovs- {va xal duels dmordounede Tois
Towotors kal waytl TG Ourepyolvri Kai xomGVTL « - - Emywdoxere oty TOls
TOLOUTOUS:

I Thess. 5:12-13: *Egurduer 88 tuas: ddedgpold: eldévar Tobs xomavras & buiv
xal mpoigTapévovs tpdv v xupiw xal vouferoivras buds: xat FHyeiofar alrols
Imepexmepiooas & dydmy Bid 16 Epyov alrdr

There are close linguistic parallels between these passages. The
common use of the important Pauline technical term xomar will be
observed. The unusual eidéva: in the latter corresponds to the impera-
tive émywdoxere in the former (not to the indicative of8are). The
brordoonafe in I Cor. 16:16 is explained by the #yeiofar év ydapg in 1
Thess. 5:13, and the mgoisrapévors of I Thess. 5:12 by eis Siaxoviar
Iraéay favrovs in I Cor, 16:15.

The context in each epistle is also important. The exhortation
of T Thess. 5:1-11 ends with the words: mwapakedeire dAAjdovs xal
oixodopeite els Tov fva, xaflos xal woweire; and vs. 14, addressing the same
“brothers” as are addressed in vs. 12, continues: youvfereire Tovs
drdeTovs, mapapvleiocfe rovs SAryoyniyovs, dvréxeale Tav dofevar, paxpofluueite
mpos wdvras. What this means is that all Christians engage in mutual
exhortation and admonition and in loving service to the com-
munity, but some Christians do this better and more abundantly
than others, This is the meaning of 8& ré fpyor adrév; not “Hold
them in love because of their office” (though this is how the words
are often taken), but “Hold them in love on account of what they
have actually done and are doing.”

It has often, and correctly, been remarked that in First Corin-
thians there is no trace of organized leadership. To secure order
at the Lord's Supper Paul bade his readers to “wait for one an.
other” (11:33) —not to wait for the presiding minister. When he
dealt with the tumultuous prophesyings and ecstatic speech that
went on in the Corinthian assemblies he made no appeal to a
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leader or chairman to see that things are done decently and in order
(14:40) ; it was the business of the church as a whole to see to it
that not more than two or three speak with tongues and to test
what the prophets said (14:27, 29). Apparently there was no one
to whom he could appeal to look after the funds in his absence;
each member of the church had to keep what he has saved rqp*
davrg (16:2).

Von Campenhausen wrote: “The most striking feature in the
Pauline conception of the community is the complete absence of
any juridical order, the exclusion on principle of any kind of
formal authority within the local community.” 15 This is an im-
portant observation and one that carries conviction; it is, however,
important to add that this conclusion rests not on the absence
of ministries (unless this word is taken, as I do not take it, to
mean hierarchical ministry), but on the character of the minis-
tries that are in fact visible in the Pauline communities.

We have seen that the word rpeoférepos is absent from the Pauline
letters, and we need not linger long over the éxioxoro. and Sidxove
of Phil. I:1. Older interpreters commonly took the former word
in the sense of the presbyter-bishops of the Pastorals, and there is
much to commend this view in the fact that when, much later,
Polycarp wrote to Philippi he mentioned mpeeBirepor and Sidxovor,
but not érloxowoe:. It is, however, perhaps more likely that the two
words denote financial officers—the officials perhaps of the poor
fund, from which a contribution had been sent to relieve the apostle
(Phil. 2:25; 4:10-20) .18 1t is true that P. H. Menoud argues that in
a brief epistolary greeting Paul would not have spared two words
for one financial reference, and that the ¢rioxero are to be thought

¥ Op. cit, pp. Th-76.

1* The argument is no « silentio, The absence of the world mpesBiTepos could
not prove that the Pauline churches had no elders, nor could the fact that Paul
never describes the appointment of church officials prove that no such formal
appointments took place (though there is a strong presumption to that effect).
Paul's references to leaders take the form of an appeal for recognition of a
ministry that has already proved itself in spontaneous service, Christian char-
acter, and effectiveness (cf. E. Schweitzer, op. cit, §7k, and note 387). This ob-
servation corresponds with the Pauline doctrine of the Spirit.
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of as teachers;17 but we do not know how the funds were adminis-
tered at Thilippi, and if Paul had no reason to mention any other
group in addition to the saints as a whole, he would doubtless feel
that he had room enough for the two relevant titles.

I have mentioned Menoud’s opinion here partly in order to
follow him to one further passage, Gal. 6:6, which appears to refer
to paid, or at least rewarded, teachers. The interpretation of the
passage is disputed,'® but it probably refers to the same sort of
person as is described in I Cor. 12:28 under the word 5doxahos.
The opening verses of the chapter have emphasized the common
pastoral responsibility of all Christians (Gal. 6:1), and their
mutual as well as their individual obligations (6:2, 5). There is,
however (&), a special case: xowwrelre & xaryxotpeves Tov Adyor TG
xaryyoivte & mdow dyafois (vs. 6) . The learner has a special duty to
his teacher. This should be regarded as a special case of the principle
stated as a dominical ordinance in 1 Cor. 9:14: § xipios Scérater rois
16 elayyéhiov xarayy€Alovow éx Tob elayyediov v

We must look back over this Pauline material that we may be
ready to take a further step. The Pauline conception of the Church
is full of “ministry” in the general sense of the term; the Church
is Christ’s body, and every member of the body has its own mpags
(Rom. 12:4) ; diverse xaplopara, Sakoriay, &repynuarta (I Cor. 12:4 E.)
are operative. All these activities are functions of the eschatological
situation of the new community and bear witness to its possession
of the Spirit, in itself the mark of its position “between the times,”
in the accepted hour, God’s day of salvation (II Cor. 6:2). The fact
that there is much evidence in Paul of a ministry of the word, of a
dwakovia of loving service to the needy, and some evidence that some
Christians are outstanding in the service they render to the saints,
but no evidence of an organized hierarchical ministry, is theologi-
cally significant. The Church’s ministry at large, like the ministry

" L'Eglise et Ies Ministéres (Cahiers théologiques de Iactualité protestante
22; Neuchitel and Paris, 1949), p. 45.

'* See H. Schlier, Der Brief an die Galater (Kritisch-exegetischer Kommentar
iiber das Neue Testament, 10th ed.; Gottingen, 1949), ad Jfoc,
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of the apostles in particular, belongs to the category of event.19 It is
not a function of continuous history but of the unique moment
of divine activity. The primary object of all this ministerial activity
is witness.20 The word of the community, which is the primary form
of witness, and its deed, which is essential though secondary, point
to God's love for men in Jesus Christ and the work he has done on
their behalf. What is more, they are actually part of this divine
event. This Paul stated most plainly of his own apostolic sufferings
in Col. 1:24: yafpw év tois mafppeaw iwép bpav, xai dvravemdnps T4
vorepnpata Tav BAijrewy Tou Xpiorol v T ocapki pov vmép TOU couparos
abrol, & éorw § dkedyoic. Paul went on to say, fs [that is, of the
Church] éyevdpuny éya Sudrovos. Since the Church has other Sidkover
(in the primary sense) we may suppose that this sharing in
the afflictions of Christ is the lot of all Christians, and this, in
fact, is stated, or implied, elsewhere. The same point is made from
another angle in Rom. 10:14, where there is a plain inference that
Christ himself is heard in the word of his preachers. The spread
of the gospel and the growth of the Church are themselves part of
the eschatological event.

Paul himself was aware of attempts to exalt the ministry, or
rather particular ministers, attempts which, because they disre-
garded this point, reduced what they sought to magnify. It is from
this point of view that we should consider his treatment of the
false aposties in II Cor. 10-13. There is a large and complicated
problem here, and I must be content to pick out one or two special
features. Unlike Paul, whose apostleship was marked rather by
suffering and shameful treatment than by any visible marks of dis-
tinction and success, his adversarics appealed to visible signs to
legitimize their ministry. It is true that Paul could often appeal
to the same signs and privileges if he wished, but it was very
seldom, and only for a special purpose, that he allowed himself
to do so. They were Hebrews, Israelites, of the seed of Abraham.
They were good speakers. Their ministry had universal recogni-

1 CE J. L. Leuba, L'institution et Uévenément (Neuchitel and Paris, 1950) .
** CL. Karl Barth, Churck Dogmatics, IV, iii, 2, especially pp. 610-14,
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tion, and this was acknowledged by the fact that the churches con-
tributed to their support. Thus encouraged, they behaved arro-
gantly in the churches in which they ministered. They had visions
and received revelations. When Paul chose to be a fool he could
match their claims, but when he was himself he boasted only of
his weakness, in which the invisible power of Christ, secretly an};ici-
pating the age to come, was made known. It was they, not he, who
illustrated the Jewish shaliak pattern, and represented ]ewisil tra
ditionalism and authoritarianism on Christian soil. -

The importance of this for our subject i i
is admirabl
by E. Kisemann: J bly brought out
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past, its own past, as well as in the future. We must now consider
what the Church made of this new situation, so far as it affected
the ministry. We must begin by considering the question analyti-
cally, looking at the different blocks of Christian literature that
belong to the period.

Some take us very little beyond the Pauline position. This is
true, for example, of Hebrews, an epistle which certainly belongs
to the second generation, for the author distinguishes himself and
his readers from those who heard the Lord (2:3). The apostles
had passed on, though they were not forgotten. The Church of
Hebrews has perhaps a rather more clearly defined class of leaders
than the Pauline churches had. In the last chapter the jyovuevo. of
the Church are mentioned three times (13:7, 17, 24). The last of
these references is no more than a greeting. From the others we
learn (1) that the fyodpevor speak the word of God; (2) that their
faith provides an example for imitation; and (3) that other Chris-
tians should be obedient to them, since they keep vigilant watch
over men's souls. These leaders thus combine in themselves the
three kinds of ministerial activity which earlier we saw to be funda-
mental in Paul’s thought. It is, however, right to add that Hebrews,
which has by no means lost the eschatological outlook, also assumes
that all Christians will perform ministerial activity. All are to pro-
voke one another to love and good works (10:24) ; all are responsi-
ble for the drooping hands and the weak knees of their brethren

(12:12), and this common Christian responsibility is described by
the word éroxomely (12215: imoxomoivTes pi Tis LoTepdy dx0 THE XApiTOS
rob Peot) . The whole church should exercise oversight, and the
whole church is rebuked because its members still need teaching
when they ought to be ready to teach others (5:12). Hebrews takes
us to nothing more explicit than that “capacity for leadership”
which “is indicated by readiness to serve.” 22

First Peter also marks no great advance. It is doubtful whether the
epistle even mentions presbyters in the technical sense. The word
mpeafirepos occurs at 5:1 and may refer to “elders”; there are how-

»1 Manson, The Church’s Ministry, p. b5.
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ever twa good reasons for supposing that it should be rendered
“older men.” (1) In 5:5 we meet a second group, consisting of
vedrepo, Who are introduced by the word ouolws: épolws, vedrepor,
imordynre mpeaBurépois. There was certainly no order of “younger
men,” and the fact that mpeofurépois in the Greek does not have the
article suggests that the sense is: You younger men should pay due
respect to those who are your seniors. (2) In 5:1 the author describes
himself as gvpmpeoBirepos. This is difficult on any view of the author-
ship of the epistle, unless we may suppose that the reference is to age
rather than to a particular ministerial office.

We cannot read out of 4:11 (¢ 7.5 duacovei) a specific reference to
deacons. We should however note in this verse a clear statement of
the two basic forms of Christian service: “whoever speaks . . . who-
ever renders service.” The witness is borne in word and deed. The
epistle insists, as all parts of the New Testament do, on the uni-
versality and mutuality of Christian service. After the reference to
older and younger men—who naturally must express their Chris-
tian obedience in different ways—the author adds, “Clothe your-
selves, all of you, with humility toward one another” (5:5, cf. 3:8).

It makes no great difference whether we take mpeoBirepos in First
Peter to refer to an office or not. Undoubtedly the presbyterate was
developing at the time when First Peter was written, and it prob-
ably did develop out of the older end of each congregation, not-
withstanding the fact that some old men can be very silly and
that occasionally you find an old head on young shoulders. Again,
“readiness to serve” is the qualification or condition of leadership
(éxovoluws, 5.2).

];.15. 5 1.4 has 2 clear reference to the mpeafBirepor rijs éxxAnoias, which
again Is interesting, though in a minor way. The elders are to be
sent for in case of illness; we may compare here Baba Bathra
116a: “If anyone has a sick man in his house, let him go to a
teacher (hakam), that he may seek mercy for him.” The elders, in
fact (whatever the origin of the Epistle of James may be), cor-
respond closely to Jewish officials; we should not have been sur-
prised if James had used here the word he uses in 2:2 and had
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spoken of the elders of the “synagogue” (assembly), It is worth
adding to this that James did not suppose that elders occupy all
the ministry of the Church. After saying that elders should be sent
for in case of illness, he went on, éfouoioyeiofe oiv aAAnios TS
dpaprias xal mpooelyeote imdp dAApAww, Srws labire (vs. 16a).

With Hebrews, First Peter, and James all too briefly dealt with,
we must turn to three divisions of the New Testament that are of
outstanding importance in this, as in other respects.

Of these, the first is the Johannine literature, which contains the
most profound treatment in the New Testament of the twin prob-
lems of eschatology and Gnosticism. Neither in the gospel nor in
the epistles is there any attempt to ascribe administrative authority
to the apostles, and there is little that bears directly and positively
on the development of the ministry, at least as far as its outward
ordering and organization are concerned. Indeed, so far as “‘minis-
ters” appear in the epistles they do so in no very faverable light.
It is likely that those who “went out from us,” though they were
never really “of us” (I John 2:19; 4:1-6), were, or would have
liked to be, leading members of the Christian society, perhaps
therefore (if the word in this sense is not anachronistic) ministers.
They are false ministers, however, because they do not maintain
the truth of the apostolic gospel of Jesus Christ, God’s Son come
in the flesh. In the third epistle (III John 9) we meet & ¢prompuwrefuwr
Awrpédys, in whom some have seen the prototype of the monarchical
bishop. This may or may not be true; the important thing is that,
bishop or not, he excludes himself from the Christian ministry
rightly understood by his flouting of the plain word of Christ. He
should have sought to be not first but last of all (Mark 9:35; cf.

10:42 f£.) He contrasts unfavorably with the household of Stephanas,
who appointed themselves for service (I Cor. 16:15). Whatever his
hierarchical status, Diotrephes is a false witness because he does
not love.
From these negative points we may return to the positive con-
tribution to our subject made by the Johannine literature. The
emphasis of the Johannine bocks upon the theme of witnessing
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has often been remarked and is of central importance. The opening
paragraph of the first epistle (I John 1:1-4) is not without gram-
matical obscurity, but its substance could not be plainer. The
writer's purpose is to announce the eternal life that was manifested
in and through the histaric person, Jesus Christ. In the communi-
cation of this message are communion with God and perfect joy.
This testimony is the primary work of the apostles—iueis paprupeire,
6 dr’ dpxis per’ duot égre (John 15:27) ., By this apostolic word the
Church lives, and it is the touchstone of discipleship: éaw tueis peimre
& 7§ Adys T§ dug, ahnfds pabnral pod dore (8:31).

At the same time there is another mark of Christian ministry in
the love that stoops to the menial task of feet washing, and even
to the giving of life itself: & TOiTY yrogovrar mdvres drt duol pabnpral
éore, éav aydmny Exnre év dAARAos (13:35).

There is nothing new in this command, nor in the idea of wit-
nessing. If we ask what is new in the Johannine material, two
points—so closely related that they might almost be described as
one—may be made,

1. John suggests how the testimony of the apostles came, in the
new generation, to be at once the testimony of the whole Church
and of the individual witness. With little space at my disposal [
cannot do better than quate E. C, Hoskyns:

In the perspective of the Johannine writings, the first person plural means
primarily the original disciples of Jesus, and . . . it is precisely this plural
that is capable of expansion to a general “we” and of contracrion to a
particular “ego.” This expansion and contraction is, however, possible
only within the sphere of those who, though belonging to a later genera-
tion, have been so completely created by apostolic witness and formed
by apostolic obedience that they are veritably carried across into the

company of the original disciples of Jesus and invested with the authority
of their mission.™

2. Though the apostles bear witness (15:27, quoted above),

*® Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, edited by F. N. Da London: F
Faber, Ltd,, 1947), pp. 100-101. ! vey (London: Faber &
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for John the primary witness is the Holy Spirit who continues his
work in the Church until the return of Christ. Here we may turn
back to 15:26 (éxeivos [0 mapdnryros] paprvphoe wepl éuov), and refer
also (among other passages) to I John 5:7, ré mveiud éorer 1o paprupoiv.
It is because the Spirit is always present that a continuing human
witness, and thus a continuing human ministry, is possible,

There is a close kinship between the Johannine writings and
the Lucan. In the latter also the apostles are primarily witnesses
(e.g., Acts 1:8), and their witness, or word, is that which creates the
Church. This is true not only of the word spoken by apostles but
also of the activity of humbler evangelists (e.g., Acts 11:19-20}. As
in John, behind this apostolic testimony, given in the first instance
by the eyewitnesses but also by other bmnpérar rov Adyov (Luke 1:2),
lies the testimony of the Holy Spirit himself: fucis éoper pdprupes vov
fnudroy Tobrwy, kal To0 medua TO dywoy & Bwxer & feds rois mabapyotow
abrg (Acts 5:32).

Luke thus joins John in setting forth the gospel, committed
originally to the apostles but not as their exclusive property, as
the creative life of the Church and the staple feature of its witness
to the world. Equally, though in a different way, he siresses the
importance of the Church’s witness through practical love, for it
may fairly be said that two of the great turning points— (perhaps
the two greatest turning points—in his narrative depend on this
theme. The Hellenist movement, originating with Stephen and
issuing in the foundation of the mixed church at Antioch and the
Gentile mission, began with the appointment of seven men to
supervise the already existing administration of charity to the
poot. Similarly Paul’s last visit to Jerusalem, the outcome of which
was his journey to Rome, was mativated by the desire to bring alms
to the poor (cf. also Acts 11:27-30). Acts, further, shows us a
Church where there is always someone to assume responsibility and
render service—that is, in the Christian sense, to exercise leader-
ship.

Indeed, Acts is full of ministers of one kind and another, and it
is impossible here to list them and to discuss all the problems
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which their names and descriptions raise. In Acts the mpecfBirepor
come into their own. It is even stated in 14:23 that on the return
stretch of their first missionary journey Paul and Barnabas ap-
pointed mpeeBirepo. for the churches. In view of the silence of the
epistles this can hardly be accepted as historical; if it is we must
understand the work of the rpecBirepo: in terms of what is said in
the epistles about those who preside, 24

If Luke slips at Acts 14:23, he is probably right when he speaks
of elders in the church at Jerusalem (11:30; 15:2, 4, 6, 22, 2%; 16:4;
21:18), It is likely that the church in Jerusalem, conscious of being
now the true Israel of God, should organize itself on the same
lines as the old Israel which it was supplanting, and the Jerusalem
elders resemble to some extent the Jewish council.

The picture given in Acts 20 of the elders in the church at
Ephesus is somewhat different, and recalls the pastoral epistles.
These rpeaBirepor, unlike those in Jerusalem, are also described as
érioxomor (20:28), and it is their responsibility to shepherd God's
flock. There can be little doubt that in Paul's speech to these men
Luke is holding up to the ministers of his own day what he regards
as the true ideal of ministry. It is their duty to continue the work
of proclamation, testimony, and teaching that Paul himself has
carried out, both publicly and privately (20:20-21, 24, 27, 81). The
work of preaching is supported by works of charity, the principle
being expressed here in a word of Jesus unrecorded in the gospels:
poxdpidy éorey paddov §dovar § Aapfdven (20:35),

I do not think it profitable here to discuss the appointment of
the Seven (Acts 6), since Luke appears to regard them as an ad hoc¢
institution; it will be noted that he does not call them deacons.25
I must also pass over his use of the words “prophet,” “teacher,”
and “evangelist.”” Luke’s main theological service to the idea of
ministry, like Jobn's, lies beneath rather than on the surface. He
is the Christian historian, and his theological contribution to the

*¢ That i, they would be outstanding scrvants of the Church, recognized as
such by their brethren; similarly the elders of Acts 20.
*" At 21:8 he calls them “The Seven,” corresponding to “The Tiwclve.”
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New Testament is to be found in his perception that there was and
would continue to be Christian history to record. It was, he saw,
possible to hold fast to the essentials of Christian eschatology and
at the same time to trace the story of a Christian community evolv-
ing through the generations within the framework of space and
time. It was part of this process that a continuous ministry, not
simply a product of the unique circumstances of the last generation
of this age, should come into being within the Church. That which
gives continuity to the ministry is the Holy Spirit; Luke has no
reference to any apostolic or ministerial succession—an astounding
omission on the part of the first Christian historian if such a suc-
cession is, in fact, essential to the life of the Church. But it is the
Holy Spirit who makes men érioxoroc in God’s flock (20:28), and
the Holy Spirit is always there, and not to be confined within any
particular channel. In fact, and to put the matter positively, it is
Luke's reinterpretation of eschatology in terms of the Holy Spirit
so as to include a serious and significant history of the new people
of God that leads him to his view of the ministry, which continues
the apostolic mission by preaching the apostolic gospel and repro-
ducing the apostolic witness in word and deed.

As carly as the Muratorian Canon26 it was recognized that the
pastoral epistles, though having the form of personal letters, were
properly used in ordinationem ecclesiasticae disciplinae. No other
part of the New Testament deals so explicitly with church order,
and the epistles will thus provide a suitable stopping place for our
sketch of the ministry in the New Testament.

Two points may be very briefly mentioned, for they would com-
mand very widespread agreement. (1) The epistles were not
written by Paul. This means that their historical setting is fictitious,
and we cannot build a historical reconstruction upon the picture
of Timothy and Titus they provide. Even if we could we should
be obliged to observe that Timothy and Titus were not irreplace-

¢ See for example B, F, Westcott, 4 General Survey of the History of the
Canon of the New Testament (7th ed)); London, 1896, pp. 585, 546.
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able “apostolic delegates”—cf. Tit. 3:12.27 (2} Though the Pastorals
show us a more developed situation than any other part of the
New Testament, even here ministerial terminology is Auid. That
the words érigkomos and mpeofrepos are applied to the same persons
is a widely held and, I believe, correct view. Moreover, Timothy
can be described as a §uixoros, and both he and Paul have a Siakovia
(I Tim. 1:12; 4:6; 1T Tim. 4:5). Sidxoves 1s Not an exclusively techni-
cal term.

What the Pastorals understand by the ministry is best seen by
considering the nature and function of the Church, the “pillar and
bulwark of the truth” (I Tim. 8:15). This does not mean that the
truth (or gospel) is dependent on the Church, but that the Church
exists to serve it. What the Church is is made clear in II Tim. 2:19.
It rests upon a firm foundation which bears a twofold inscription:
“The Lord knows his own” and “Let every one who names the
name of the Lord depart from evil.” The Church is God’s elect
community called through the gospel, and since every member of
it must avoid evil, it must exercise discipline. The Christian gospel
and Christian discipline—these are the business of the Church, and
it looks primarily to its ministers to supply and apply them.

The Pastorals say nothing about the duties of ministers in rela-
tion to the sacraments; they stress repeatedly the central importance
of preaching in the minister’s task (see, for example, I Tin. 4:11,
13, 15-16; 6:2, 17; 1I Tim. 2:2, 14-15, 25; 4:1-2, 5; Tit. 2:1, 7, 15).
The minister must teach by example as well as by precept (I Tim.
4:12; Tit. 2:7) and must take steps to hand on to others the mes-
sage he has himself received (II Tim. 2:2). He is equipped and
enabled for his work by a special “gift” that accompanies the lay-
ing on of hands (I Tim. 4:14; II Tim. 1:6) . Ministers receive pay-

*"It might be argued that though the picture of Timothy and Titus is fic-
titious, the fictitious picture itself bears witness to the existence, at the time
when it was drawn, of “apostolic delegates"~diocesan bishops, or metropolitans,
whote authority covered a considerable area. There is some substance in this
view, but it misrcads the picture. Timothy and Titus are still (in Lhe fiction as
presumably in facr) travelling missionaries. See Manson, The Church's Ministry,
PP. 60-64; Von Campenhausen, op. cit., p. 117; Schweitzer, op. ¢it., note 321,
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ment (I Tim. 5:17), though this does not necessarily mean that
they have no employment at all in addition to their ministry.

Ministers also preside over the church (I Tim. 3:4-5; 5:17), exer-
cising the necessary discipline, even to the extent of excluding
heretics and troublemakers from the church (I Tim. 1:8; II Tim.
2:15; Tit. 1:13; 3:10-11).

The work of ministers—and for that matter the lives of all
Christians—are made more difficult by the context in which they
are set. They live in the latter age of human history in which
error and wickedness multiply (I Tim. 4:1 f£; II Tim. 3:1-5; 4:3.4).
Their task lies in a difficult and discouraging time; their encour-
agement is that their work is God's work and that, even though
they may be bound, his word is not (II Tim. 2:9).

I have in this chapter given a good deal of attention to the trees,
and it is time now to stand back and take a quick look at the wood.
It seems to me that our investigations justify the conviction that
the New Testament reveals a constant conception of the service
of God which is rendered in and through the life of his people. It
splits into two parts: A service in word, and a service in action,
Men serve God and each other by hearing and believing his word,
and then in turn proclaiming it that others may hear and believe it.
Each of the verbs I have used—hear, believe, proclaim—is to be
understood in a wide sense. “Hear” includes obey; “believe” in-
cludes understand; proclaim includes teach and explain. There is
no accident in this concentration upon the word; it is a theological
concentration and arises out of the fact that God himself has spoken
—indeed, has sent to men his personal Word, his own Son.

He who was and is the Word of God spoke to his disciples and
gave them the word. He also served them in love, giving his life as
a ransom for them, and this service in love also became a part of
their ministry—theological in its origin, though absolutely practical
in its execution. These are the fundamental forms of Christian
ministry which appear throughout the New Testament.

These are the two basic forms of Christian ministry, and we
have seen how in the Pauline churches they were distributed in
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a great variety of individual gifts through the whole membership
of the community. We have seen also, emerging alongside them, a
third dimension of ministry, in which some members of the Church
were moved and equipped to carry to a higher level or over a
wider field gifts which were by no means their exclusive property.
Sometimes, and naturally, the first and most experienced converts
exercised this additional gift of holding the whole community
together through their firmer grasp on the gospel and more whole-
hearted dedication to the labor of love. Here are the roots of “the
ministry” as we know it, but there is still no clear differentiation.
The circumstances did not call for organization; the very lack of
it was eloquent testimony to the eschatological situation of the
Church, which was witnessing the last moments of transition from
this age to the age to come, whose word was still Christ's word,
whose love was his love, whose suffering was his suffering. The
ministry, such as it was, had no purpose but to point away from
itself to Christ and to make clear the eschatological event of which
it was itself part. I do not wish to suggest that the Church in Paul’s
day was perfect, but something like this appears to have been the
apostle’s ideal for it.

Time went on and the eschatological perspective changed till, by
the end of the century, it had become much what it is today. It
would be as wrong to decry the Church of this period as to idealize
that of Paul’s age, but it is at least clear where its temptation lay.
The Church was settling down in the world; it had a considerable
past behind it, and who could tell how long a future before it?
Many of its leaders were good men, well aware of their twofold
duty in word and service. Others, however, not without thought
of their own advantage, helped the Church in the process of settling
down by accommodating the gospel to the current Gnostic specula-
tion and their behavior to the standards set by the world, All this
can be clearly seen from evidence inside and outside the New Tes-
tament.

The situation was taken firmly in hand by the author of the
Pastorals; less explicitly by Luke and John. Quite plain moral de-
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mands must be laid upon ministers; they apply to all Christians,
but if the ministry fails here the body is stabbed in the heart. There
was, however, a theological task to achieve as well as a moral one.
It is not for the ministry to help the Church to settle down in this
age; its calling is precisely the reverse. It must have an eye for the
past, for its message—and the Church's life—are rooted in the life,
death, and resurrection of Jesus. It must not, however, handle the
past as an heirloom, as the rabbis handled their traditions. The
Christian witness fails if it does not make clear that now and always
the Church lives in the last times; that Jesus Christ, who came
but yesterday and will come tomorrow, is always our contemporary;
that through the Spirit we live forever in the accepted time, the day
of salvation. The ministry is one of God's means of reminding us
that we cannot settle down in the traditions we draw from the past
and the plans we make for the future, that we are strangers and
pilgrims and seck a city out of sight.

It remains only to pick up the thread left loose at the beginning
of this chapter. The changing pattern and pressure of eschatology
affected the development of the ministry—as of other Christian
themes and institutions—not in one way but in two. On the one
hand, as time continued and the parousia of Christ was deferred
the ministry came to be regarded as continuous and successive in
an organizational, and authoritative in an administrative, sense,
At its best it developed along this line into a tradition-bearing
agency; at its worst it became the anchor by which the Church
attached itself to this world and the screen by which it protected
itself from the urgent immediacy of the present God. On the other
hand, where the New Testament theologians found a means of re-
taining the urgency of primitive eschatology in the continuity of
Church history the ministry appears, more or less clearly, as an
agent of this eschatological present, rooted in the Word, created by
the Spirit, and pointing away from human institutions to the Son
of man,





