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THE

CHURCHMAN

JULY, 1887.

Art. I—<THE APOSTOLIC FATHERS.”

The Apostolic Fathers : Revised Texts with Introductions, Notes, Disser-
tations, and Translations. By J. B. Licarroot, D.D.,, D.C.L., LL.D.,
Bishop of Durham. London : Macmillan and Co.

THE age which produced the sacred writings of the New

Testament was followed by an age of which the literary
products, such as have come down to us, are small and scanty.
1t is scarcely possible not to desire that we might have a
fuller and more distinet view of sub-Apostolic Christianity.
The after-ages stand before our eyes in a light comparatively
clear. And we cannot fail to recognise some change in the
aspects or clothing of the Christian Church since the date of
the Apostolic writings. Some such changes were necessary,
and some others were natural. But the interval of obscurity
is one which we desire to penetrate. There are many
questions we should like to ask, the answers to which are
hidden in its shade, or very imperfectly seen in its mist. It
is no wonder, then, that the so-called Apostolic Fathers should
be scanned with something of a microscopic examination.
They have, of necessity, an importance and an interest pecu-
liarly their own. We may, indeed, very well believe that the
break which followed the last writing of the Beloved Apostle
was designed, in the providence of God, to mark the supremacy
of value which belongs to the inspired Scriptures of the New
Testament. But it is unavoidable that a special interest
should attach, and a special attention be due, to the few
scattered pages which form almost the only connecting link
between the epistles of Apostles and the writings of Christians
who followed after the lapse of generations—speaking roughly,
between the Church of the first century and the Church of
the third century. .

The foremost place among these writings is occupied by the
Epistles of St. Ignatius. And we have no hesitation in
expressing our opinion that the scholarly edition of Bishop
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Lightfoot will be found to mark an epoch in the literature
which belongs to these Epistles. If we may venture without
presumption to say so, some questions concerning them we
believe it has settled ; and of others it will be found to have
helped towards the solution. The Bishop’s work strikes us
as eminently characterized by thoroughness. There is an
absence of anything like a parade of learning. But every-
where the student will recognise that he is being led on by
one who is not only master of his subject, and of all that
pertains to it, but has brought to its consideration habits of
well-disciplined thought and judicial investigation. These
are qualifications which we need hardly say tend to make
an edition of the “Patres Apostolici,” at the present time,
eminently valuable. Matters here discussed will doubtless,
some of them, yet remain matters of controversy; and conclu-
sions arrived at, or opinions expressed, may probably yet
have to pass through an ordeal of searching and sometimes
unfavourable criticism. But even so, the positions maintained
will always -be found to be entrenched by argument not easily
to be overthrown; and the strongest opponents must be sensible
of the force which they have here to withstand.

It is no small matter if the Bishop has established the
genuineness of the middle, as distinguished from the shorter
and the longer, forms which have claimed to be the Epistles of
the Martyr. Most persons, we think, will agree that in this
matter little room now remains for question. The shorter form
appears to have been merely an abridgment.! The longer form
exhibits almost certainly an interpolation, bearing much the
same relation to the genuine Ignatius as that which the
so-called Apostolic constitutions bear to the “ Teaching of the
Apostles.” The interpolations in both are the work 2 possibly (as
Professor Harnack supposes), of the same hand—a hand not
altogether above suspicion of heretical tendencies.®

But if the genuineness of this middle form of the Epistles
must be allowed, their most important bearing on some questions
pertaining to the Christian ministry cannot be questioned.

1 Bishop Lightfoot says : “ One who maintains that the seven Epistles
of the middle form were produced by interpolation from the Curetonian
letters, postulates in his pseudo-Ignatius a prodigy of minute observa-
tion, of subtle insight, of imitative skill, of laborious care, which is pro-
bably without a parallel in the history of literary forgeries, and which
- assuredly was an utter impossibility among the Christians in the second

and third centuries ”’ (vol. i., p. 301).

2 Bishop Lightfoot, putting down the interpolations of Ignatius to the
latter half of the fourth century (vol. i., p. 260), regards the constitutions
as of earlier date (p. 253).

3 See Lightfoot, vol. i., pp. 2564-260 ; and Ffoulkes's. * Primitive Con-
secration,” pp. 183, 196.
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Since the publication of Dr. Lightfoot’s edition of the
“Epistle to the Philippians,” this Is a subject which has
engaged increasing attention. The very able and learned
excursus “on the Christian Ministry ” which appeared in that
edition could not fail to attract observation. %y some it was
thought to have surrendered too much in the matter of the
claims of Episcopacy. By others, if we mistake not, it was
supposed to have yielded more than it was ever intended to
concede. To ourselves it always seemed that some expressions
in the early part of the essay, seeming to present the true
ideal of the ghristian Church as that of a society without a
ministry, were, if not misleading, capable of being understood
in a misleading sense. And though they were accompanied
with words of caution against misunderstanding, we were
never fully satisfied that they were quite sufficiently safe-
guarded. Since then, considerable learning has been ex-
pended on theories concerning the origin of the Christian
ministry, with scarcely commensurate results.

Arguments adduced to show that bishops were the repro-
duction of heathen otficials in the Christian Church, and that
their office was one pertaining specially to the secular concerns
of the community, have now been followed by a special plead-
ing for the position that (apart from the ministry of super-
natural gifts) presbyters were the only order of ancient
Christian ministers, and that of these presbyters some were
bishops, while remaining simple presbyters! and some were
deacons while abiding presbyters still2 = Of this last notion it
is perhaps needless to say that it comes from a Presbyterian
pen. The coincidence, no doubt, may evoke a smile. But
Christian men, of every school of thought, should be slow to
deal severely with the influences of prejudice in matters such
as this. Probably few of us dwefl in houses which will
warrant our throwing heavy stones. Suffice it to say, that
the Epistle of Ignatius, if genuine, must be acknowledged to
have something conclusive to say on this question. On the

1 Tt is quite true that bishops never cease to be presbyters. They were
ever recognised as such by the early Church.—See Church Quarterly
Review, April, 1887, pp. 140, 141.

2 It is needless to point out how utterly at variance is such a theory
with the language of Ignatius. Take, e.g., the following as a samgle:
Konuévov vob dmionimou éig vimoy Osol, xal viw wpeoSurépay sig Tumov
owvedpiov Ty GrosTihwy, Xl TEv Siaxivwy TRV §uol yAURUTETWY, TETIOTEU-
wévay drouxovio *TInoal Xpioroy (Magnes. vi.). Professor Harnack, who is
opposed to the “ Episcopal theory,” some of whose conclusions appear to
us too conjectural, conceives that he has shown in his interesting chron-
ological review that “ the assumption is wrong that the ef:elesmst}cal_con,-’
stitution has been developed out of an original presbyterial constltut.lon
(Eazpositor, May, 1887, p. 337). See his note, p. 338, o p 2
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origin of Episcopacy they give us little information. Though
they certainly claim a {)ivine authority for the Episcopate,
they cannot be said to assert distinctly the Divine appoint-
ment of Episcopacy.! But they unquestionably set beiore us,
in the early part of the second century, an Episcopacy already
establishe(iY and received ; and that an Episcopacy which is
assuredly not after the model of a municipal 7poedpia, nor of
a club finance-committee—an episcopate which is certainly not
Presbyterian, nor yet an Episcopacy for the regulating of
diaconal or performing of archidiaconal functions.

The late very learned Dean Goode, whose theological works

1 There is a passage, however, in Eph. vi. which looks very much as if
Ignatius recognised such an appointment : Tldwra yap 8v Tiume 6 oizo-
Seamirns i idiav Sixovowiow, obrws SeF quils adriv oexeodat, ws adrov Tov
abusbaviar To o0y Emionomoy OnAovérs @i abTiv Tov Kdpiw 87 wposBaémer,
Bishop Lightfoot compares John xiii. 20 and Matt. x. 40. Itis hardly a
natural interpretation of the words of Ignatius to suppose that the
mission of the bishop is only that of the ministry in general.

Compare Philad. i. : "Qv émisnomov éyvay fuis odx &’ eurol obd 61 dybpu-
Tuy Asariiolos vy droxoviay iy elg T xowdy dvixousa, b0 xard Xsvedoficy,
AN & dyyday Osol wavpls aal Kupiow “Ineed Xpiored, ~Where what
Bishop Lightfoot calls the “ obvious reflexion ” of Gal. i. 1 is what gives
special force to the language used. Compare also Philad. vii. : Tb 8¢ avelpo
éxnpucewy, Miyoy vdde Xawpls Tob tmioxémou wndev sowire. Where Bishop
Lightfoot rightly observes: ‘Ignatius is plainly speaking throughout
this passage of a spiritual revelation to himself.”

Very noteworthy is the saying in Ephes, iii. : Kal yap 'Incots Xporiz,
70 dbidapirov quiw {3y, Tol waspds ) yvdpun, @ xai of émicnomy of AoTd To
aéparw dpradivreg &y 'Inool Xpiarol yveuy tioiv. Making all allowance for
an exaggerated expression, it seems destructive of the theory of Epis-
copacy being a local institution peculiar to parts adjacent to Proconsular
Agia in the time of Ignatius. Cf. Ps. Ixv. 9 : o xasoxolires 7a& wépura.
But it must not be understood as affirming the Divine institution of
Episcopacy. Lightfoot writes : * Zahn rightly objects to Pearson’s in-
terpretation, ‘Episcopatum fuisse ab Apostolis ex voluntate Christi
institutum,’ adopted also by Rothe and Uhlhorn. Ignatius is speaking
here, not of Episcopacy as instituted by Chbrist, but of the bishops
-themselves as sharing the mind of Christ.”

In Trall. iii. we have a distinct assertion, after mention of the three
orders of the ministry, ywpi; rodrav txxAnoie o xaheiras, which makes
it very difficult indeed for us to believe that there was at this date no
Bishop of Rome. Yet it is remarkable that the Epistle of Ignatius to
the Romans is the only one in which no mention is made of the bishop.
And this may show how precarious is the argument, from the absence of
any mention of a bishop in the Epistle of Clemens (or rather of the
Roman Church) to the Corinthians.—See Lightfoot on Phil., pp. 214-216.
It may doubtless be urged that there were circumstances in this case
calling for the mention of the bishop, if there were one. But it is also
quite conceivable that there may have been special reasons for not men-
tioning him.
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have been strangely overlooked, in his desire to show the
sufficiency and completeness of Holy Scripture, has endea-
voured to prove the threefold order of the sacred ministry
from the writings only of the New Testament! Modern
criticism may cast doubts on some points which the Dean has
insisted on, but none who have studied his argument as a
whole will ever think to make light of it. It can only be at all
effectually assailed from the standpoint of those who adopt
what may be called the “Special Commissioner” theory—a
theory, by the way, unknown, we believe, in the early ages of
the Christian Church.2

But if, further, we take into view the facts made known to us
in the Epistles of St. Ignatius and the writings of Irenaus, then,
whatever interesting questions may remain questions still, there
can be, or there ought to be, no question at all about the truth
of the statement which the English Reformers have set in the
Preface to our Ordinal 2 : “It is evident, unto all men diligently
reading the Holy Scripture, and ancient authors, that from the
Apostles’ time there have been these orders of ministers in
Christ’s Church : Bishops, Priests, and Deacons.”

We are not sure whether it would be right to say (as some,
we Dbelieve, have said) that Bishop Lightfoot has in any parti-
cular modified the views which he expressed in his edition of
the Epistle to the Philippians. He had there taken full cogni-
zance of the evidence afforded by the Epistles of St.Ignatius, and
we have failed to discover any sufficient evidence of change.

But we certainly think it possible that some of those who

1 ¢« Rule of Faith,” vol. ii., p. 236 seg. Dean Goode in this is but
following in the steps of our great divines, and maintaining that which
has been freely admitted by many of the best divines of the foreign
Reformed Churches, See p. 242,

2 On this subject see Bishop Charles Wordsworth's ¢ Remarks on Bishop
Lightfoot’s Essay” (Parker), pp. 38, 39.

3 The three orders are mentioned together by Ignatius twelve times.
In Magnes. 2 and again 6 and 13; Trall. 2, 3, 7; Philad. Pref., 4, 7;
Smyrn. 8, 12 ; Polyc. 6. He regards a church without its bishop as
deprived of its pastor: Minuovebere dv 77) wposeuxl Uuiw THs & Svpig
ExxAneing, Arig awrl duel moiuén TR @i yphrous mivog aderiy Inools
Xpiorig émionomnos xed 5y budy dydan.—Rom. 1x. .

¢ “To the Apostles in the beginning,and to the bishops always since,
we find plainly both in Scripture and in all ecclesiastical records, other
Iinisters of the Word and Sacraments have been subordinate. Moreover,
1t cannot enter into any man’s conceit to think it lawful that every man
that listeth should take upon him charge in the church ; and therefore a
solemn admittance is of such necessity that without it there can be no
Church polity.”—Hooker, “ Eccles, Pol.,” book iii., ch. xi., § 20, vol. i,
Pp. 413, 414, edit. Keble.
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made much of the Bishop’s earlier argument, may find them-
selves somewhat disturbed at the position which he occupies in
his more recent work. It has already been assailed by the
learning of Professor Harnack. But we fail to see that the
Bishop has stated more than is sufficiently warranted by the
text of his author. Thus he writes:

The name of Ignatins is inseparably connected with the championship
of Episcopacy. * Everyone,” he writes, “ whom the Master of the house
sendeth to govern His own household we ought to receive as Him that
gent him : clearly, therefore, we ought to regard the bishop as the Lord
. Himself” (Ephes. 6). Those “live a life after Christ” who “obey the
bishop as Jesus Christ” (T'rall. 2). “It is good to know God and the
bishop. He that honoureth the bishop is honoured of God ; he that
doeth anything without the knowledge of the bishop serveth the devil”
(Smyrn. 9). He that obeys his bishop obeys “not him, but the Father
of Jesus Christ, the Bishop of all;” while, on the other hand, he that
practises hypocrisy towards his bishop, “not only deceiveth the visible
one, but cheateth the Invisible” (Magn. 3). * Vindicate thine office,”
he writes to Polycarp, “in things temporal as well as spiritual”
(Polye. 3). “Let nothing be done without thy consent, and do thou
nothing without the consent of God” (Polyc. 4). Then turning from
Polycarp to the Smyrnzans, he charges them, “ Give heed to your bishop,
that God also may give heed to you” (Polyc. 6). Writing again to
these same Smyrnzans, he enjoins, “ Do ye all follow the bishop, as Jesus
Christ followed the Father” (Smyrn. 8). * As many as are of God and
of Jesus Christ,” he writes to another church, “are with the bishop ™
(Philad. 3). The members of a third church again are bidden to be
‘ inseparate from [God] Jesus Christ,and the bishop, and the ordinances
of the Apostles” (Z7rall. 7). The Ephesians again are commended,
becaunse they are so united with their bishop, “as the church with Jesus
Christ and as Jesus Christ with the Father.” ¢ If” he adds, “ the prayer
of one or two hath so much power, how much more the prayer of the
bishop and of all the church” (Ephes. 5). ‘‘ Wherever the bishop may
appear, there let the people (72.3500;) be, just as where Jesus Christ
may be, there is the universal Church” (Smyrn. 8). Consequently,
“Let no man do anything pertaining to the church without the bishop ”
(ib., comp. Magn. 4, Philad. 7). “Tt is not lawful either to baptize or
to hold a love-feast without the bishop ; but whatsoever he may approve,
this also is well pleasing to God, that everything which is done may be
safe and valid ” (Smyrn. 8). Those who decide on a life of virginity
must disclose their intention to the bishop only ; and those who purpose
marrying must obtain his consent to their union, that * their marriage
may be according to the Lord, and not according to concupiscence”
(Polye. 5). In giving such commands he is not speaking from human
suggestion, but “the Spirit preached saying, Do nothing without the
bishop ” (Philad. 7). The prominence and authority of the office are
sufficiently clear from these passages. Its extension may be inferred from
others. He plainly regards himself as Bishop of Antioch, for he describes
himself as “the Bishop belonging to Syria™ (rov éwigxomoy Zupics,
Rom. 2) ; and he speaks of the Antiochene Church, when deprived of his
presence, as having no other pastor but God, no other bishop but Jesus
Christ (Kom. 9). He mentions by name the Bishops of Ephesus (Ephes. 1),
of Magnesia (Magn. 2), and of Tralles (Trall. 1) ; and he refers anony-
mously to the Bishop of Philadelphia (Philad. inscr, 1). Not only in the
letters addressed to the Smyrnmans (§§ 8, 12) and to himself, but else-
where also (Magn. 15) Polycarp is spoken of as bishop. Writing to the
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Philadelphians likewise, he says that the churches nearest to Antioch
have sent thither bishops to congratulate the Antiochenes on the restora-
tion of peace. Itis plain, therefore, that in those parts of Syria and Asia
Minor, at all events, with which Ignatius is brought in’ contact, the -
Episcopate, properly so called, is an established and recognised institation.
In one passage, moreover, he seems to claim for it a much wider diffusion :
“ The bishops established in the farthest parts (of imioxomor of xard i
wépary ipisbivres) are in the counsels of Jesus Christ ” (Ephes. 3),

In all such language, however, there is no real difficulty. The strange
audacity of writers like Daill4, who placed the establishment of Episcopacy
as late as the beginning of the third century, need not detain us, for no
critic of the Ignatian Epistles, however adverse, would venture now to
take np this extreme position. The whole subject has been investigated
by me in an essay on ‘ The Christian Ministry,” and to this I venture to
refer my readers for fuller information. It is there shown, if I mistake
not, that though the New Testament itself contains as yet no direct and
indisputable notices of a localized Episcopate in the Gentile Churches
as distinguished from the moveable Episcopate exercised by Timothy in
Ephesus and by Titus in Crete, yet there is satisfactory evidence of
its development in the later years of the Apostolic age ; that this develop-
ment was not simultaneous and equal in all parts of Christendom, that it
is more especially connected with the name of St. John ; and that in the
early years of the second century the Episcopate was widely spread and
had taken firm root, more especially in Asia Minor and in Syria. If the
evidence on which its extension in the regions east of the Aigean at this
epoch rests be resisted, Iam at a loss to understand what single fact relating
to the history of the Christian Church during the first half of the second
century can be regarded as established, for the testimony in favour of
this spread of the Episcopate is more abundant and more varied than for
any other institution or event during this period so far as I recollect.
Referring to the essay before mentioned for details, I will content myself
here with dwelling on some main points of the evidence :

Irenszus was a scholar of Polycarp, and Polycarp was a scholar of St.
John, Irensus remembered well the discourses of his own master, as
Polycarp did those of the Apostle. Both these Fathers delighted to recall
such reminiscences of their respective teachers. Irenzus was probably the
most learned Christian of his time. He certainly had an acquaintance
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 yearsin 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.
Historic insight is the realization of the relations of persons and events.

The view of Ireneus respecting the subject before us is unmistakable.
The Episcopate, as distinct from the Presbyterate, is the only Episcopate
which comes within the range, not only of his personal acquaintance, but
even of his intellectual and historical cognizance. This is so far the case
that he entirely overlooks the identity of the terms *bishop” and
“presbyter ” in the New Testament, which later Fathers discerned. This
appears from his mode of handling the interview with the Ephesian 31‘19_1'5
at Miletus, who are called “ presbyters” in one place and * bishops ” in
another (Aects xx. 17 : giuas si; " Epecor perexmhicuro robs Wefﬂ,BwieW‘
3'5'1; éxxAnoio; ; verse 28, vy qopvie év § Dulks T4 mvslpe T &yrwov £0s7d
ta16x47ou;). Ignorant of the New Testament usage, he regardsSt. Paul
as “ summoning the bishops and presbyters who were from Ephesus and
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the other neighbouring cities” (Haer. iii. 14, 2 : * Convocatis episcopis et
presbyteris qui erant ab Epheso et a reliquis proximis civitatibus”). To
this Father, accordingly, it is an undisputed fact that the bishops of his
own age traced their succession back in an unbroken line to men appointed
to the Episcopate by the Apostles themselves. To this succession of
bishops he appeals again and again as the depositaries of the Apostolic
tradition against the Gnostic and other false teachers. * We can
enumerate those,” he writes, “ who were appointed bishops by the Apostles
themselves in the several churches, and their successors even to our own
day, who neither taught nor recognised any such madness as these men
maintain,” Since it would be a tedious business, he continues, to
enumerate the successions of all the churches, he singles out the Church
of Rome founded by the Apostles Peter and Paul. Accordingly he gives
the sequence of the Roman bishops from the Apostolic age to Eleutherus,
who occupied the See when he wrote. From Rome he turns to Smyrna,
and singles out Polycarp, who had “ not only been instructed by Apostles
and conversed with many that had seen Christ, but had also been
appointed by Apostles in Asia as bishop in the Church of Smyrna”
(&22e xal Ymd amooTdhwy rerworaleis i v 'Adiav & ¢f} év Subpvp
fxnryoig Ewionomog), “ whom,” he adds, “we ourselves have seen in our
early years” (v rjj wpiiry fpiy Ahnig). To this Apostolic tradition “all
the churches in Asia bear witness, and [especially] the successors of
Polycarp, to the present day” (xui oi tisgon viv Biaubery wivas Tov TToAbxegawov).
So also the Church of Ephesus, where John survived to the time of
Trajan, is a trustworthy witness of the Apostolic tradition (Haer. iii.
3, 1s¢.). Later on again he writes, *“ We ought to listen to those elders in
the Church who have their succession from the Apostles, as we have
shown, who, together with the succession of the Episcopate, have received
the sure gift of the truth according to the good pleasure of the Father™
(iv. 26, 2). 1In a third passage also, speaking of the heretical teachers, he
writes, ¢ All these are much later (valde posteriores) than the bishops to
whom the Apostles committed the Churches, and this we have shown
with all diligence in our third book ” (v. 20, 1). After every reasonable
allowance made for the possibility of mistakes in details, such language
from a man standing in the position of Irenzus, with respect to the
previous and contemporary history of the Church, leaves no room for
doubt as to the early and general diffusion of Episcopacy in the regions
with which ke was acquainted.—(Vol. i, pp. 375-9.)

The importance of this passage must be our apology for so
long a quotation.

We can scarcely understand how it is possible to escape the
evidence of the early existence of a real Episcopacy. And
with the evidence which we have of the Episcopate in Asia
Minor in the early years of the second century, “more especially
connected with the name of St. John,” we venture, with sub-
mission and diffidence, to think (in spite of what the Bishop
has written, Phil, pp. 197-8), that it is most natural to suppose
(with Archbishop Trench and Bishop Wordsworth) that
bishops are meant by the angels of the churches addressed in
the Seven Epistles from the ascended Saviour!—an explana-

1 If, with Bishop Wordsworth, we reckon the date of the Apocalypee-
at about 96 A.D. (Introduction to Rev., p. 152), it will be only about foar--
teen years before the probable date of the Ignatian Epistles, *The
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tion which (as Bishop Lightfoot himself truly states) is “as old
as the earliest commentators.”

At the same time it is to be carefully noted that there is not
to be found in the Apostolic Fathers the slightest trace of a
sacerdotal! character assigned to the Episcopate. And this is
true also of the Ignatian interpolator. Bishop Lightfoot says :

There is not throughout these letters the slightest tinge of sacerdotal
language in reference to the Christian ministry. The only passage in
which a priest or high-priest is mentioned at all is Phkilad. 9: “ The
priests likewise are good, but the High-priest is better, even He to Whom
is entrusted the holy of holies, Who alone bath been entrusted with the
hidden things of God, being Himself the door of the Father,” etc. Here
a careless exegesis has referred the priests to the Christian ministry ; but
the whole context resists this reference. The writer is contrasting the
old dispensation with the new. He allows the worth of the former, but
he claims a superiority for the latter (:fwiperov 8¢ r1 Exer 70 shayyihaos
. oo b 8 shayyihiov dwdpriopd taviv dpdupaias). Plainly, therefore, by
the “priests” here is meant the Levitical priesthood, the mediators of
the Old Covenant ; while the High-priest is Christ, the Mediator of the
New. Nor, again, is there any approach even to the language of Irensaus,
who, regarding the Episcopate as the depositary of the doctrinal tradition
of the Apostles, lays stress on the Apostolical succession as a security
for its faithful transmission. . In these Ignatian Epistles the Episcopate,

aothority of St. Irenzus,” says Wordsworth, “who was probably an
Asiatic by birth, and who had conversed with St. Polycarp, the scholar of
St. John, seems almost sufficient of itself to determine this question of
date. It is also confirmed by other evidences.”

On the subject of the “angels” of the churches, see Goode, “ Rule of
Faith,” vol. ii., p. 248. Goode says: “In this portion of Scripture, then,
we have a distinct recognition on the part of our Lord Himself of the
office which we call the Episcopal office ; and beyond the mere recognition
of such presidents of the churches by the Epistles being addressed to them,
we must observe that they are described as stars in His right hand” (p. 244).

1Oy sipsiz in Philad. 9 have indeed been understood as Christian min-
isters, But Bishop Lightfoot rightly observes : “ The contrast here is
between the Levitical priesthood and the great High-priest of the Gospel,
i.e., between the old and the new dispensations.” The interpolator has
led the way to a misinterpretation. But, rightly understood, the passage
furnishes a valid argument against anything of a sacerdotal character
being attributed to the ministry of the Gospel.

The word duaizoripiov is used five times by Ignatius, but never tosignify
the Lord’s Table. In Ephes.5, tvrbs 7ol dusiarnpiou is within  the enclo-
sure in which the altar stands ;” 4.e., metaphorically, “ the Church of Christ,
the duaiwarspov Eujuyor, as St. Chrysostom terms it.” In the other places
also (Philad. 4, Trall. 7, Magn. 6, Rom. 2) the word is used metaphorically.
See Lightfoot’s note, vol. ii., § 1, pp. 43, 44. .

On the expression in Clemens Romanus, ch. xliv. apogevsyndvras ré Sapa
(cf. Heb. viii. 3), see Lightfoot's note. We incline to think that by the
d%pa should be understood primarily the contributions to the Sacred
Supper, before the separation of the Eucharist from the agape.

On the general subject, see Lightfoot on Philipp., pp. 247-253.
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or, rather, the threefold ministry, is the centre of order, the guarantee of
unity in the Church, -*Have a care for union” is the writer's charge to
Polycarp (Polyc. 1), and this idea runs throughout the notices (Ephes. 2-5,
20 ; Magn. 6,13 ; Trall. T ; Philad. inscr. 3, 4, 7, 8 ; Smyrn. 8, 9). Here-
sies are rife ; schisms are imminent. To avert these dangers loyalty to
Church rulers is necessary. There is no indication that he is upholding
the Episcopal against any other form of Church government ; as, for
instance, the Presbyteral. The alternative which he contemplates is
lawless isolation and self-will. No definite theory is propounded as to
the principle on which the Episcopate claims allegiance. It is as the
recognised authority of the churches which the writer addresses that he
maintains it. Almost simultaneously with Ignatius, Polycarp addresses
the Philippian Church, which appears not yet to have had a bishop, re-
quiring its submission ‘“to the presbyters and deacons” (Pkhilad. 5). If
Ignatius had been writing to this church he would doubtless have done
the same. As it is, he is dealing with communities where Episcopacy had
been already matured, and therefore he demands obedience to their
bishops.—(Vol. i,, pp. 381, 382).

And again, we need to be cautioned against supposing that
the Episcopate spoken of by St. Ignatius is to be understood
as connoting all the ideas which belong to the Episcopacy of a
later date.

It is worthy of notice [writes Bishop Lightfoot] that, though the form
of government in these Asiatic churches is in some sense monarchical,
yet 1t is very far from being autocratic. We have seen already that in
one passage the writer in the term “the council of the bishop”
(Philad. 8) includes the bishop himself as well as his presbyters, This
expression tells its own tale. Elsewhere submission is required to the
presbyters as well as to the bishop (Ephes. 2, 20; Magn. 2, 7; Trall. 13) ;
nay, sometimes the writer enjoins obedience to the deacons as well as to
the bishop and presbyters (Polyc. 6; comp. Magn. 6, T'rall. 3, Philad. 7,
Smyrn. 8). The * presbytery " is a  worthy spiritual coronal " (aZroxréxov
avevpaTined orepdvoy) round the bishop (Magn. 18). It is the duty of
everyone, but especially of the presbyters, ¢ to refresh the bishop unto
the honour of the Father, [and] of Jesus Christ, and of the Apostles”
(T'rall. 12), They stand in the same relation to him *asthe chords to the
lyre” (Ephes. 4). If obedience is due to the bishop as to the grace of
God, it is due to the presbytery as to the law of Jesus Christ (Magn. 2).
If the bishop occupies the place of God or of Jesus Christ, the presbyters
are as the Apostles, as the council of God (Magn. 6; Trall. 2, 3;
Smyrn. 8). This last comparison alone would show how widely the idea
of the Episcopate differed from the later conception, when it had been
formulated in the doctrine of the Apostolical succession. The presbyters,
not the bishops, are here the representatives of the Apostles.—(Vol i.,
Pp. 382, 383.)

It would appear, too, that there was nothing strictly diocesan
in connection with the Episcopate of thisdate. «Of a diocese,
properly so called ” (says Bishop Lightfoot), “ there is no trace.
1t is quite a mistake to suppose that Ignatius is called ‘ Bishop
of Syria’l in Rom. iv. (see the note 4, p. 201). Episcopacy

1 Bunsen argued from this expression as an anachronism. “ But,” says
Bishop Lightfoot, * the anachronism would be as great in the third or
fourth century as in the second” (vol. ii,, § 1, p. 201).
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has not passed beyond its primitive stage. The bishop and -
presbyters are the ministers of a city, not of a diocese ” (vol. i,
. 383).

P There is nothing whatever in the language of Ignatius to
support the suggestion that his insistance on what is due to
the bishop may be accounted for by his consciousness of the
novelty of the bishop’s position and his desire to shield the new
office—possibly his own child—from the opposition of those
who preferred old ways to new. There is not the slightest
indication of any opposition to the Episcopal office as such.!
There is not a word to support the idea of its being regarded
as a novelty at all.

Those who attach a very high value to the so-called « Teach-
ing of the Apostles” will be disappointed to find nothing in
the Epistles of Ignatius to tell of any class of ministers like
“peripatetic prophets.”? If the “Teaching” must be held to
represent truly an earlier state of things in the Christian
Church, it would seem probable that at the date of the martyr-
dom of Ignatius, a change, not inconsiderable, had come over
the assemblies of the saints. But of this we have not sufficient
data to warrant our speaking with any confidence.

We are far from desiring to treat lightly the interesting
questions which are now being brought so prominently before
our notice. We are thankful for any additional light which
can be thrown on questions which still remain to be solved.
But it not uncommonly happens that when very interesting
subjects such as these are %eing discussed, more is thought
to be in question than ought really to be questioned at all.
And what we are now concerned to insist upon is this, that,
if only the Epistles of Ignatius as printed by Bishop Lightfoot
are genuine’ no solution of the problems proposed can
ﬁossibly alter the fact that Episcopacy must have had fast

old of the Christian Church in the period closely or im-

1 There appear to have been some who had the name of bishop con-
stantly on their lips, but were very regardless of him in their practice
(Magnes. 4). Bishop Lightfoot, in his note, aptly quotes from the late
Bishop of London’s Charge, 1866 (p. 12) : “Is it toc much to hope that
some at least of those who . . . profess an almost inordinate respect for
the bishop’s office in the abstract, will listen to that practical exercise of
its functions which warns them of the danger of the course on which
they have entered ?”

* For the prophets spoken of in Philad. 5 seem almost certainly to be
the prophetical writings of the Old Testament. Bishop Lightfoot com-
Pares Justin M. Apol., i. 67: r& dmomvquovsbuare iy GTOTEAWY 7 re
Sy yphppaTa Tiv TpoPnTIw AV VGO ETEL

¥ Episcopacy appears even in the three Syriac letters.
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mediately following the Apostolic Age! and this most con-
spicuously in the parts especially connected with the closing
years of the last of the Apostles.

Yet, let it not be supposed that the maintenance of this
position requires us to treat as aliens from the common-
wealth of Israel all Christian Churches which are not under
Episcopal regimen. We could heartily wish that an un-
biassed examination of the arguments in favour of Episcopacy
might lead many non-Episcopalian Christians to reconsider
their position. Is it too much to hope that at some future
time a modified Episcopate—an Episcopate less after the
medieval and more after the primitive type—an Episcopate
with more of Episcopacy and %ess of prelacy—an Episcopate
thoroughly true to the principles of the Reformation—may yet
be a centre of union for those who are now so sensible of
disunion ?

But meanwhile we feel assured, that even if it could be
clearly shown that Episcopacy was distinctly and directly a
Divine appointment, great allowances should be made for
those who have had to choose, or have been persuaded that
they had to choose, between Episcopacy (with sinful terms of

! The date most commonly assigned to the martyrdom of Ignatius is
A.D. 107. Bishop Lightfoot (vol. i, p. 30) says: “ His martyrdom may
with a high degree of probability be placed within a few years of a.p. 110,
before or after.” Macpherson (Ezposiior, April, 1887, p. 299) thinks there
is no sufficient evidence of an earlier date for the Ignatian Epistles than
A.D, 130. And Harnack would allow it latitude even as far as a.p. 138.
But the fact that the Agape had apparently not been separated from the
Eucharist when Ignatius wrote would of itself be strong evidence of an
earlier date, even if the arguments of Bishop Lightfoot in his elaborate
note (vol. ii. § 1, pp. 433-470) were less forcible than they are. He con-
cludes by saying of the earlier date : “If it comes to us on the authority
of Africanus, it is highly valuable, because Africanus lived in a neigh-
bouring country, and must have been born within a single lifetime of
the alleged date. However this may be, we have the indisputable testi-
mony of a contemporary of Africanus to the same effect. Origen (Hom.
in Lue. ¢. 1, op. iii,, p. 938 4) speaks of ¢ Ignatius, who was second Bishop
of Antioch after the blessed Peter, and during the persecution fought
with wild beasts in Rome.” From this statement the date of the martyr-
dom may be inferred approximately. Origen, it should be observed, had
himself resided at Antioch before this (Euseb. H. E., vi. 21 ; about A.D.
226, see Clinton, Fast. Rom., i., pp. 239, 241). If, in addition to these
facts, we bear in mind that common tradition assigned the martyrdom
to the reign of Trajan, we shall be doing no injustice to the evidence by
setting the probable limits between A.p. 100-118, without attempting to
fix the year more precisely ” (p. 470).

Some additional evidence against the later date may be seen in the
Church Quarterly Review, April, 1887, p. 125,
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communion) and the truth of the Gospel. We may not, in-
deed, make light of any Divine ordinance, but a sanctified
common-sense which distinguishes between God’s ordinance
of mercy and God’s ordinance of sacrifice will never fear
rebuke from Him Who said, “If ye had known what that
meaneth, I will have mercy and not sacrifice, ye would not
have condemned the guiltless.” We feel sure it was wisely
done, and we have no doubt that it was designedly done,
done out of a spirit of Christian charity, that the Articles
of the Church of England have not been made to say a word
about Episcopacy in their definition of a Church or their
teaching concerning ministering in the Congregation.! And
ably and well as our theologians have uphel& the Episco-
pacy of the Church of England, it will be found, we believe,
that our great Reformed Divines, before the Restoration (with
very few, if any exceptions), never maintained that Episcopacy
was absolutely of the essence of a Church. There is a broad
line of distinction to be drawn between a desire strictly to
adhere to, and faithfully to maintain, an order which we may
believe to have arisen under Apostolic authority guided by
the Holy Spirit, and a readiness to condemn those who from
circumstances or from prejudice have failed to retain such a
form of government. It is quite possible to uphold as a basis
of our Churchmanship the historical continuity of the
Christian Church, and to regard a ministerial succession? as
the backbone of this historical continuity, and to recognise this

! Hooker says: “ Although T see that certain Reformed Churches—the
Scottish especially and French—have not that which best agreeth with
the Sacred Scripture—I mean the government that is by bishops, inas-
much as both those Churches are fallen under a different kind of regi-
men ; which to remedy it is for the one altogether too late, and too
soon for the other during the present affliction and trouble; this their
defect and imperfection I bad rather lament in such case than exagitate,
considering that men, oftentimes without any fault of their own, may be
driven to want that kind of polity or regiment which is best, and to content
themselves with that which either the irremediable error of former times
or the necessity of the present hath cast upon them.”—(* Eccles. Pol.,”
book iii., ch. vi, § 16; *“ Works,” vol. i., p. 409 ; edit. Keble.}

2 Clemens Romanus most distinctly asserts that the Apostles them-
selves not only appointed a ministry in the churches, but made provision
for a succession of approved persons to fulfil the office of the ministry
[Brwe, tdw nosumbiion, Siodifuvras Erepor Bedonspocpusvor &vdpes iV AsiTovp-
iy abriv, ch. x1iv.]. The presbyters at Corinth, who had been ejected
from their office, had some of them been appointed directly .by the
Apostles, and some by the persons thus immediately connected with the
Apostles (see Lightfoot’s Clemens R., p. 137). Their office is called
(p- 188) imignows. And Rothe (the able Presbyterian advocate of Epis-
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succession as normally a succession of bishops, without at-
tempting to defend the position—a position very difficult
indeed to maintain—that the succession must always and
everywhere be traced only through EEiscopal consecration.
Some, indeed, of those Anglican Divines who have been regarded
as the strongest in their assertions on the subject of Episcopacy
(including such men as Andrewes, Bramhall and Cosin) will
be found to be very cautious indeed not to be understood as
seeming to excommunicate the Reformed Churches on the
Continent. It may be worth while just to refer to the case of
Bishop Overall, wgo has sometimes been regarded as most
uncompromising in maintaining the claims of Episcopacy, but
of whom we have most satisfactory evidence that he was
willing to admit to an English benefice one who had been
ordained by the Presbytery at Leyden.!

There are other and more important matters to which we
should like to call attention. The descent of Christ into Hades;
the ministry of women; the Lord’s Day in relation to the
Sabbath ; the Eucharist in relation to the Agape—all these
subjects of much interest at the present time have something
bearing upon them in the Epistles of Ignatius. And upon all
these Bishop Lightfoot has something to say. But we must
confine ourselves now to this one observation—that, though
there is not very much in the Apostolic Fathers bearing direcﬁy
on what is now called the Soteriology of the New Covenant,’
yet there is implied in their teaching a doctrine concerning
the salvation of Christ,in which the Incarnation is clearly sub-
ordinate to the Atonement, and the Atonement is subservient
to the Evangelical method of justification. On this latter point
we may refer to the oft-quoted passage in the First Epistle of
Clement, chapter xxxii, where he says “ We, being called by
His will in Christ Jesus, are not justified by ourselves, nor by
our own wisdom, or understanding, or godliness, or works which
we have wrought in holiness of heart ; but by the faith through
which, from the beginning, Almighty God has justified all
men ; to Whom be glory for ever and ever. Amen.”

On the former point (the relation of the Incarnation to the

copacy) assumes on insufficient grounds that Clement here is describing
the establishment of Episcopacy properly so-called. This view is not
accepted by Lightfoot (see Philipp., p. 203).

1 See Birch’s ¢ Life of Tillotson,” p. 185.

2 Very important in its bearing on the doctrine of the Holy Trinity is
the passage found in the newly-discovered portion of St. Clement's
Epistle, which had been quoted by St. Basil (“De Spir. San.,” 29):
Ui yop & ©cdg, xai {76 Kipiog ’Inoels Xpiords, xal =8 Thvslua 76 dysev
(ch, lviii.). See Lightfoot's edition, pp. 271, 284 ; also p. 168.
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doctrine of Atonement) we refer to a passage in the Epistle of
Ignatius to the Ephesians (ch. xix.), a passage not found in one
of the Syriac MSS., on which we are thankful to quote from
the valuable note of Bishop Lightfoot, “ It is not the fact of
~ the deah, but the significance and effects of the death, to which
- Ignatius refers. The prince of this world instigated the death
of Christ, not knowing that it was ordained to be the life of
mankind, Thus the deceiver was himself deceived. . . , In-
deed, the mention of the ¢ Death of Christ’ is required by the
context. Here, as elsewhere in Ignatius, the wdfos is the
centre round which his thoughts revolve. The Incarnation
has its importance mainly in the fact that it leads up to the
Passion. It is only the beginning of the end. The whole
passage opens and closes with the death of Christ” (vol. ii.
§ 1, pp. 77, 78). The importance of this in its bearing on
some present matters of controversy is obvious. :

We can but, in conclusion, express our deep sense of the
value of Bishop Lightfoot’s labours, and of the debt which the
Church of England owes to him for his edition of the Apostolic

Fathers. ,
AN ENGLISH PRESBYTER.

> -

Arr. II.—1 JOHN i 7.

« And the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleanseth us from all
sin.”

Y purpose is not at all to discuss or expound the general
M context of this clause, a passage precious indeed to the
Scripture student who studies that he may not only solve
expository problems, but may know th.st and be fpund in
Him. My concern in this brief essay is with the precise bear-
ing of the words of the clause I quote. Some reference to the
general context will doubtless be called for as we proceed ; but
it will be incidental only. :

May this, as every study in the heavenly Word, be carried
through as before Him with Whose Name it is concerned. Let
us never suppose that the exegetical and the devotional can be
safely separated, when the exegesis is of the Word of God.

The thesis, so to speak, which I seek to establish is that th,e
words quoted have a reference, direct and single, to the Lord’s
atoning and propitiatory work ; to « His meritorious cross -an(;l,

assion.” I hold that they refer to the « purging of iniquity
y “sacrifice and offering ” (1 Sam. iii. 14), the *“ cleansing ” of



