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 AUTHORITY AND MINISTRY (1976)

The crisis over authority
'I am a man under authority, with soldiers under me. I say to one "Go"' and he goes, to another "Come", and he comes, to my slave "Do this", and he does it' (Mt. 8.9). In passing, as it reports the words of a Roman centurion to Jesus, the Bible provides a good illustration of what authority has usually meant in the army or, most of the time, the life of human societies in general. A large part of the functioning of society is based on the acceptance of a complex interlocking authority structure; the structure safeguards the order of the society and prevents it threatening to disintegrate as every man does what is right in his own eyes. Indeed, another Roman citizen, Paul, declares that this arrangement is in principle not merely one devised by man. The authorities are instituted by God himself, and a Christian is therefore to submit to them (Rom. 13.1; cf. 1 Pet. 2.13). They are the means of God's authority being mediated in the world.
Today, in the western world at least, this attitude has been largely replaced by a situation in which no inherent authority structure is recognized. The authority which once resided in the crown, in the upper classes, in those senior in age, in the bosses, in teachers, in clergy, in parents is neither acknowledged nor hardly even claimed. It may, indeed, have been replaced by scorn. The new authorities are the ruled, the working classes, the young, the man on the factory floor1, the pupil, the child. Similarly, authority has disappeared from traditional social custom (for instance, in dress) and traditional moral principle (for instance, in sexual behaviour), which are not in fact clearly distinguished from each other. Although a form of acceptance of authority may reappear in the feeling of obligation to follow the mores of one's particular group (as in the group pressure felt among students or workers), the basic principle in theory is that no authority is recognized on the basis of mere say-so or custom. It has to prove that it deserves to be listened to on other grounds than that.
Generally Christians have been uneasy about this transformation in attitudes, and the church itself belongs outwardly to the old order. The Church of England still (at the time of writing!) accepts the nomination of her bishops by the crown, and it then tends to call them 'my lord'. At his ordination a deacon or priest receives authority to function as such in the church, and he in turn promises obedience to his 'ordinary' (that is, usually, the bishop).
Nevertheless the church has gone through, or is going through, the same revolution as we have noted in the world. Formally, in the Church of England this is expressed in the transition to government by synod. Accountability has almost taken the place of authority, and it is now hard
1 Cf. the remarks of Sir Frederick Catherwood in The Shaftesbury Project Newsletter 12 (May 1976), p.15: 'the working man is now much more powerful. He is in a voting majority and shop-floor power enables him to veto whatever he dislikes at plant level. Management may propose, but it is the shop stewards committee which disposes.'
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for bishops or incumbents to implement ideas without first convincing synods or PCCs. And even when an idea is agreed at synodical level, it may not be capable of implementation: although the bishops of PECUSA (the Protestant Episcopal Church of the U.S.A.) voted to delay the ordination of women, some of their number went on all the same.
In less formal contexts, the change of attitudes is at least as striking. The vicar looks on his young curate not as the spiritual son whom he will train, but as the spiritual brother who will work as his colleague, or even as the bright young man with the answers to the situations that the vicar cannot see his way through. The governing body of a theological college invites into its membership the youngest of the staff it employs (let alone students chosen by the student body). The staff in turn, before making any regulation or decision, ask themselves whether they have consulted the students over the matter, and whether they can win the students' respect for the approach in mind. The students themselves may question whether the staff have any authority over them (except, perhaps, in academic matters, in so far as they prove their expertise!): if the apostles' ascription of authority to secular leaders is culture-relative, as is now assumed1, does not the same apply to their understanding of the authority of leaders in the church ?
The change of attitudes manifests itself also in styles of pastoral ministry. Whereas the minister was once the spiritual giant who ministered from his strength to his flock in their need, now he is permitted to reveal his needs and to receive as well as give in his relationships with his people. His position of leadership need no longer be the isolated one it once was: in various parishes incumbents themselves have fostered ways of sharing oversight by such means as the appointment of elders. By no means least, the charismatic movement has unleashed a wide range of ministries spread through congregations and often quite independent of the incumbent. All these developments have implications for how authority is working in the church.
The question of authority is not an issue in protestant churches alone with their constitutional inclination to individualism. In connection with Vatican II the Roman Catholic Church has seen a 'struggle to redistribute authority' involving pope, bishops, theologians, priests, and laity.2 Its
1	Cf. C. E. B. Cranfield's comments on 1 Pet. 2.13-14 in his commentary / a If Peter and
Jude (S.C.M. Press, 1960).
2	J. S6guy in Informal Groups in the Church (ed. R. Metz and J. Schlick, ET Pickwick
Press, Pittsburgh, 1975), p.57. He comments, 'until Vatican II authority resided in the Pope, with the bishops sharing in it only in a delegated and geographically restricted way' (p.55). But then 'the bishops were unwilling any longer to be simple errand-boys without responsibility of their own; the papacy could no longer claim before the world to be the sole authority within the Church' (p.57). According to Seguy, the Council brought a redistribution of authority in favour of the bishops and the faithful. The papacy was left in an ambiguous position' (p.58), but subsequently Pope and bishops were able to reconsolidate their situation. This development, and the events of May 1968 (we note the interrelationships of social/historical forces and movements within the church) led to an alliance of theologians, priests, and laity, which expresses itself especially in informal group movements which were also, for clergy who joined, an expression of protest against bureaucratic and pseudo-democratic developments. (See further Seguy, pp.55-69).
 BY WHAT AUTHORITY?
teaching office, embodied in the pope and the college of bishops, has been unable to carry the church with it over contraception. Then the pope sees, over his other shoulder, more conservative circles rallying round the Tridentine mass and claiming to uphold the pope's authority by defying it.1
Beyond the concerns of particular denominations, on a much broader theological and ethical front the traditional bases of faith and decision-making such as the Bible and the creeds are frequently questioned. Is 'authority' the right way to speak of the Bible at all ?2 Can the formulations of the Bible and the creeds, addressed as they are to particular historical situations, be treated as norms for other very different ages ? The problem of authority in the church includes the fundamental questions of how we decide what we are to believe and how we are to behave.
The authority for authority
It is in the light of this situation that we shall be concerned in this booklet to formulate a Christian approach to authority, and in particular to authority in the church, to authority and the ministry. But how are we to go about doing that? The question, 'What authority can tell us how we should approach the question of authority and what authority we should accept ?' is clearly in principle a particularly difficult one. Once we have concluded that we will accept the authority of, for instance, Bible or church, we have a basis for discussing other questions. But how do we get into this circle?
The question is complicated by precisely the changed attitudes to authority which we have been describing. Even if the Bible or the church teaches a certain doctrine, that fact alone is not as likely as it once was to earn it acceptance among Christians. On the other hand, if we become too pre-occupied with showing that what we claim to be 'the biblical doctrine of authority' or 'the church's doctrine of authority' also happens to satisfy a contemporary understanding of what is coherent and practical, we risk proceeding in practice as if the final authority in all matters is actually what human reason can swallow at the moment. We thus become imprisoned within our own limitations. In approaching the question of authority in particular, for instance, we find ourselves merely baptizing changed attitudes to authority which at the moment seem compelling, but which may themselves be culture-relative. They may look very silly in a few years.
If, then, the church ascertains the truth through being 'engaged in a dialogue with herself'3, she risks subjecting herself to exactly this limitation.
1	In a report on the movement associated with Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre in The
Sunday Times (19 September 1976), Stephen Fay quotes Lefebvre as saying, 'We must return to the politics of the Church and the power of God . . . JUSTICE, ORDER, DISCIPLINE, AUTHORITY.' Lefebvre himself ignored the Vatican's order that he should close the seminary he established at Econe; he was 'convinced that the Church, and not he, was out of step. "Authority and truth had always gone together, but now the Pope does not speak the truth, and it is we who are the upholders of authority."' Again here political and ecclesiastical attitudes go together: 'in his sermon at Lille, last month, Lefebvre praised the Argentinian junta for its determination to end anarchy.'
2	See J. Barr, The Bible in the Modem World (S.C.M., 1973), pp.23-30.
3	D. E. Nineham, The Use of the Bible in Modern Theology'. Bulletin of the John
Rylands Library 52-1 (1969), p.197.
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The same danger is the besetting temptation of the less cerebral approach to theology which is currently urged from Latin America. There Christians expect to learn the truth by doing the truth. 'Praxis theology' starts from how in practice Christians are finding themselves led to act, and seeks to theologize on that1, which is assumed to be how the Spirit may be guidng the church.
Yet although praxis theology is in danger of doing theology in a vicious circle, it does at the same time time suggest how we may protect ourselves against this danger. If praxis theology means 'critical reflection on praxis in the light of the word'2, then it allows for a conversation to take place between how Christians are responding, in word and deed, to a changing world, and what the norms of the faith have said. From the development in which we find ourselves involved we go back to the word to see whether we are recovering emphases explicit or implicit there (which perhaps Christians have been missing) or whether we are in fact going off the rails. We may come to see that aspects of what we took to be the Bible's teaching are actually culture-relative (as is assumed above to be the case with autocratic forms of government)—though we will realize the danger of this process becoming a means of neutralizing features in the norms of the faith whose force we want to avoid, and will be wary of rationalizing what we are determined to do anyway. We will be equally aware, however, of the possibility that patterns of authority which we have inherited, for instance, were themselves the result of a baptizing of earlier social patterns. Indeed a moment's consideration indicates, for instance, that 'there has been a tendency in every age to assimilate the life-style of top people in the Church to that of top people in secular life. Senatorial, baronial, aristocratic and managerial patterns have all made their mark upon the office of a bishop.'3
We are concerned, then, to compare the understanding of authority in relation to the people of God which is suggested by the norms of the faith with the attitudes we have inherited and the ones we are being led towards, to see how far contemporary developments are taking us in the right direction and how far these norms subject them to criticism.
What then are the norms? Here, there seem to be two main alternative approaches, or a narrower and a broader one. The narrower is to see the Old and New Testaments as the norm and basis for critique of all that has followed. The broader is to accept the normativeness of Christian tradition in a more general sense by including extra-canonical material such as the creeds, declarations of the magisterium, and so on.
1	E.g. G. Gutierrez, A Theology of Liberation (Orbis Books, 1973), pp.6-15.
2	Cf. Gutierrez, op. cit., p.13.
3	The Theology of Ordination: A Report by the Faith and Order Advisory Group of The
Board for Mission and Unity [FOAG] (GS 281, General Synod, 1976), p.13. Even the 'discipling' concept of the Argentinian pastor Juan Carlos Ortiz (see his books, e.g. Call to Discipleship, Word, 1975) exemplifies the same phenomenon, if it is indeed a baptized version of how Latin Americans operate in all sorts of situations.
 BY WHAT AUTHORITY?
My fundamental rationale for holding on to a protestant affirmation of the former of these two approaches is that it is the canon which is linked historically with Jesus himself. The Old Testament (as we call it) was his Bible; the New Testament is a collection of the earliest available testimonies to him. Tradition in the broader sense is an interpretation of this testimony, and is in this sense of secondary significance. When the church listens to its tradition or to the magisterium it is in fact listening essentially to itself, and risks the vicious circle referred to above. Of course, the Bible was produced historically by the church, but it does confront us as something objective, out-there, distinct from us. It makes dialogue possible.
In this booklet, then, we shall be concerned to look at the Bible's approach to authority in the church, in the light of the current attitudes to authority to which we have been referring. We shall seek some overall view of its approach to authority and the ministry, hopeful that our own experience will open us to insights from scripture that we may have missed before, but wary of merely looking to those emphases within it which match our present practices.
We shall be concerned not merely with outward structures of authority, but with the attitudes and assumptions that lie behind these. Forms of ministry varied even within the New Testament, and the Bible offers no one pattern to which we ought to try to conform today. Such patterns as do appear, however, may be taken to be the outworking of attitudes of one kind and another, and these we have to take seriously.1
But what is authority?
It is time we analysed what 'authority' means, however. Those who question accepted understandings of 'authority' do not see themselves as undermining the whole concept but as querying traditional approaches to it. So what is authority?
The question is a complex one, not least because of the overlap and relationship between this word, and the concept(s) which lie behind it, and other words such as 'power' and 'right'. But authority may be defined as power which is exercised or possessed on the basis of a claim to legitimacy, which thus assumes the right to willing submission on the part of those in respect of whom it is exercised, and which accepts responsibility before the entity from which it derives its legitimacy. The distinction between authority and power may then be expressed in the following way: a man with power gets things done, without any necessary claim to being in the right, and without necessarily involving the co-operation of others; a man with authority gets things done, and deserves to.
1 A lamentable and fatal failure of the FOAG report referred to opposite is that it short-circuits the possibility of such 'critical reflection on praxis in the light of the word' by declaring the relevant NT evidence hopelessly difficult to interpret and relegating it to an appendix (pp.6, 25-32). Consequently the report can offer no more than a descriptive analysis of how the church has thought and does think of ordination. No reasoned evaluation is possible.
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But where does this deserve come from ? From where does authority derive its legitimacy? Here appears the crucial distinction between two kinds of authority, one extrinsic (Authority A), the other intrinsic (Authority
Authority A derives its legitimacy from a recognized institutional or legal structure. The army, for instance, as the centurion recognized, has a clearly ranked structure of authority. Each person in the hierarchy has authority over certain people 'below' him but is responsible to those 'above' him. Orders from above to below have to be accepted because that is how the authority structure works, and being in the army at all involves accepting an authority structure of such a kind.
Authority B derives its legitimacy from the contents of its statements or from its relationship with reality. Jesus spoke with authority because he was in touch with God and with truth. It is appropriate to submit to him because he is the means of mediating ultimate reality. What he says is true; he knows what he is talking about; what he proposes will be achieved ('I will make you fishers of men'). Charisma, prophecy, and the modern concept of leadership are all related to Authority B. And as Authority A is responsible to those above one in the structure, Authority B is responsible to truth itself.
 BY WHAT AUTHORITY?
This is an ideal. Part of the reason for the reaction against Authority A is that in practice it can easily be divorced from Authority B. A man with Authority A may be unwilling or unable to show that his exercise of authority is based on Authority B.1 He cannot be doing it all the time, of course, or nothing will ever get done. But if he cannot do it at all, and only holds legal authority, while in a conservative situation his authority may still be recognized, in a questioning one his bluff may be called. So while Authority A can safeguard and mediate Authority B, it can also obscure and frustrate it.



 

The crisis over authority could be expressed as in fact a rejection of Authority A. At best, Authority B alone is acceptable. He who claims to speak authoritatively has to be able to show that he speaks truth or sense. The result of this insistence, of course, is very easily that my individualistic reason or conscience (really my whim) becomes the authority. I do my own thing. One meets this phenomenon in its baptized form in the phrase 'the Lord told me to . . .', 'I felt led to . . .'.
At its best, Authority A may protect us from making ourselves the measure of all things. Authority A finds its real purpose in mediating Authority B. It does not exist for its own sake or on its own account. It is based on Authority B and provides a structure within which Authority B can operate. To give an ecclesiastical example, the man who is called by God, equipped by God, and responsive to God (and who thus holds Authority B) is called by the church and accepts that call (and thus receives Authority A) so as to facilitate his mediating ultimate reality and truth to other men (Authority B through Authority A). Or in the state, the police force (Authority A) provides a structure for the fulfilment of communal responsibility for justice, etc. (Authority B).
1 The distinction formulated here may be compared with those made by S. I. Benn between authority de iure and de facto (The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed P. Edwards, Collier-Macmillan, 1972, Volume 1, p.216); by J. H. Schiitz between legitimacy and authority (Paul and the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority, C.U.P., 1975, pp.1-21); and by Barr (op. cit, pp.27-9) between a 'hard' and a 'soft' idea of authority.
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1 He thus becomes 'authoritarian': for this term denotes the insistence on Authority A and the refusal or inability to show one's possession of Authority B. The Shorter Oxford Dictionary implies that the pejorative sense of 'authoritarian' is a twentieth-century acquisition; earlier, it simply indicated an acceptance of the principle of authority (cf. 'trinitarian').

2. THE AUTHORITY OF GOD
Christianity is centred on an authority figure—a threefold one, indeed. God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is the archetype of authority. From the beginning God is the one whose word makes things happen, who makes man to serve him and tells him how to do so. Sin consists in the rejection of God's authority, a rejection characteristic of God's world. The election of Abraham, and within his progeny of the Israelites, sets up an experimental model designed to embody God's purpose for all men: God establishes his kingdom in one corner of the world, as a means to reaching the rest. His rule over Israel is as direct as could be: she is in the literal sense a theocracy, at least for a time. The monarchy introduces a locus of human Authority A, but the prophets again represent Authority B.1 They are subject to and mediators of the authority of the Spirit. Jesus, too, is subject to and mediator of the Spirit (Mk. 1.8, 12), who is then himself the Lord of the church. He teaches (Jn. 16.13), he directs (Acts 8.29; 10.19-20); he restrains (16.6-7), he commissions (13.2, 4), he controls (8.39). His words have the authority of God (Jn. 16.13); though that does not mean they cannot be resisted (Acts 6.10; 7.55).
The authority of Christ
God's theocratic reign over Israel was not in the end facilitated by the monarchy. His authority was, in fact, rejected in one way or another by Israel, too. Thus it is to effect God's rule that Jesus comes into the world.
Authority is a central aspect of the person of Jesus as the opening pages of the gospel story describe him. He calls on four fishermen to drop their nets to follow him, and immediately they do: he has that charismatic authority, the mysterious ability to inspire fear and awe, confidence and trust.2 He strides into the synagogue pulpit and astonishes people by his teaching 'with authority, and not like the scribes'—like a prophet, one who has direct access to God's own mind; but more than a prophet, for he says not 'thus says Yahweh' but 7 say to you'.
A spirit recognizes his special relationship with God—and 'with authority he commands even the unclean spirits and they obey him' (Mk. 1.27). He can forbid them to speak—and they are silent. He bids the leper be clean —and he is. He claims the authority to forgive sins, and offers a healing as an outward sign that the gift of forgiveness really has also been given. He has a personal freedom (the notion is related to that of 'authority'3) that makes it possible for him to do what other could not—to eat with the outcast, to refrain from fasting, to ignore the rules for the sabbath.4
1	Here, and subsequently when I refer to Authority A and B, the definitions offered on
p.8 need to be borne in mind.
2	Cf. J. D. G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (S.C.M., 1975), pp.78-9.
3	The NT word generally translated 'authority', exousia. covers the main areas of meaning
of the English word (including Authority A and B), but also includes the idea of 'freedom' or 'right': to become God's children (Jn. 1.12), to receive practical support when engaged on itinerant ministry (1 Cor. 9). * The verb 'is lawful' (exestiri) (2.24) is connected with the noun 'authority' (exousia),
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Jesus has no time for the traditions of men and little for the official religious authorities. But he does accept the authority of scripture. It is words from scripture which he hears from heaven at his baptism, it is with words from scripture that he counters the devil in the wilderness, it is words of scripture that determine the nature of his ministry (Mt. 3-4, Lk. 3-4). 'Jesus agreed always with the scribes of his time in accepting without question the authority of the (Old Testament) law'.1
Authority, then, describes a characteristic of Jesus. It was embodied in his words, whether they took the form of a statement, or a summons, or a command, or a declaration. It was embodied in his actions and way of life. There was something compelling about him. His authority was to be explained by the special link between him and God—so he and his disciples claimed (Mt. 11.27; Jn. 3.11, 32), so the demons recognized (Mark 1.24), so the Father himself testified (Mark 9.7). His deeds provided some outward evidence that this was the case, though in the end the authority of Jesus was recognized intuitively and morally, by men whose own concern was to acknowledge the Father's authority (Mk. 1.27; 2.10; Jn. 7.16-18; 10.37-8). And conversely, men's hardness of heart, their moral obduracy, might prevent them from recognizing it: no-one says 'Jesus is Lord' (i.e. acknowledges his authority) except by the Holy Spirit.
The authority of Christ has a paradoxical nature which in part explains men's failure to recognize it. Although there is a triumphant side to it, there is also a mysterious link between triumph and humiliation, lordship and affliction, glory and suffering. This link is a fundamental and distinctive insight of Christianity, but men resist the truth that this is how the world is made. At the start of his ministry, Christ is offered exaltation and glory (and specifically authority, in Luke's version), if he will bow down before the devil. But he has already been forewarned about any such conception of his ministry in the words at his baptism which directed him to Isaiah's picture of God's servant as well as to the Psalms' talk of God's son (Mt. 3.17; 4.8-10; and parallels). The messiah has to be the servant. There is no cheap way of establishing God's rule among men; a theology of the cross will be necessary. The picture of the servant who has to accept affliction is difficult to communicate even to his followers. And yet his lifting up on the cross is, paradoxically, his exaltation, and is what will attract the world (Jn. 12.32). It is the crucified and risen Christ who holds all authority (Mt. 28.18). It is the one who accepted humiliation and death who is exalted and given the name above every name (Phil. 2.6-11 ).2 With further paradox, however, even that lordship is not to be his forever, for God's purpose is that even the Son will be subjected to the Father and God be everything to everyone (1 Cor. 15.28).
Human authority
In referring to the subjection of all things to Christ (1 Cor. 15.27), Paul quotes from Psalm 8: 'God has put all things in subjection under his feet'. The purpose described by the Psalm is fulfilled in Christ, but it is the purpose
1	R. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word (Fontana, 1958), p.51.
2	Cf. T. A. Smail, 'Authentic authority', in Theological Renewal 2 (February/March
1976), pp.2-3.
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God intended for man as man. Man was given dominion over the animal creation (Gen. 1.26, 28). Perhaps the very idea of being in God's image was meant to suggest being created to be God's representative, to mediate his rule on earth. Man is God's vice regent.
But man fails to exercise his authority; he yields to the suggestion of a creature (Gen. 3) and, as his life falls apart, soon finds a need for authority structures to provide order in his own affairs. Genesis 4-11 presupposes that the social order of human life is God-given, being part of God's enabling the continuing functioning of human life East of Eden. The point is made explicit, as we have noted, in the New Testament (e.g. Rom. 13.1).
Here, at least. Authority B does need Authority A, and partly because of a converse danger to one we have noted already. There can be Authority A without Authority B; but there can also be apparent Authority B which does not correspond to truth, and Authority A can be a safeguard against that.
Authority as God exercises it
God is thus the archetypal master who says to his servant 'Go'—and he goes; 'Believe'—and he believes. Yahweh is King, Jesus is Lord. Commanding, sending, forbidding, are among God's characteristic activities. But the 'model' of God as an authority figure is 'qualified' by the further notions that he is a loving Father; but in turn that he seeks to relate in an adult way to men (he is not paternalistic); that he is purposeful; that he reveals himself and his purpose to men; that he knows what he is talking about; that he can do what he says; and so on.1 In other words, he is the kind of authority who deserves to be recognized as such—because of his other qualities.
He does not always explain himself, however, though he generally does. Arguably, the story of Job is one about authority. As far as Job can see, God is not ruling the world in a fair way, and Job demands that God justify himself to Job. God could have done so: there is a perfectly rational explanation of the way God has been treating Job. But he declines to do so, and instead demands that Job bow down before the wider evidence of God's power and purposefulness which Job is reminded of in the creation. God himself thus retains the right to exercise his authority in ways which he does not justify before men.





On models and qualifiers se
. I. T. Ramsey, Religious Language (S.C.M., 1957), ch.2. 12
 3. THE AUTHORITY OF THE  PEOPLE OF  GOD
Israel
In the OT God proves himself, and his special relationship with Israel, by the victories she wins over the world. Moses' signs and wonders demonstrate that Yahweh, not Pharaoh, is God. David rules as Yahweh's vice-regent. The exercise of authority over the nations remains one of Israel's hopes; but her expectation of being the means of God's judgment comes to be combined with a glimpse of awareness that Yahweh's more positive purpose for the world in its blindness and need will only be achieved by the fulfilment of the role of the servant—and that, too, is her calling.
The authority of Jesus' disciples
Hardly is his own authority established (in Mark's story) when Jesus appoints twelve of the men who have already acknowledged his authority, to share it: to proclaim the arrival of the kingdom, to demand repentance, to cast out demons, to heal disease, to declare judgment (4.14-15; 6.7-14; cf. 1.14, 27; also Mt. 10). The mission is universalized at the end of Matthew (28.18-20) and of John (20.21-3)—where the forgiving or the 'retaining' of sins is also included in their authority. Indeed the same disciples are in between these two occasions in Matthew given the power to bind and loose (Mt. 18.18). This seems to be the same power as that of which John speaks. It is one already given to Peter (16.19), and the repetition of the gift two chapters later presumably suggests that 'the power of the keys' (16.19)—explicated by the reference to binding and loosing— belongs to the disciples as disciples rather than to Peter alone. And presumably they too share the power to break down the gates of hades to rescue the dead (16.18), of which the power to open the door of the kingdom is a corollary.1
These 'powers', in other words, all have essentially the same reference. The disciples have authority to call to repentance those who will recognize the coming of the kingdom in Christ, to free them from Satan's dominion. In inviting men to acknowledge Jesus they are storming the gates of hades, as they have the power to do. Thus they are the means of men's sins being 'loosed' (Matthew) or forgiven (John)2, of men being admitted to the kingdom. On the other hand, some will resist their call to recognize Jesus. They open themselves to the judgment that the disciples' symbolic action testifies to (Mk. 6.11); their sins are retained, they are not admitted to the kingdom.
The authority of the apostles
As was the case with Jesus' own ministry, the phenomenon of authority is a central aspect of the ministry of the 'apostles' (as Luke now calls them), as
1	On this passage, see 0. Cullmann, Peter: Disciple—-Apostle—Martyr (S.C.M., 1962),
pp.208-11.
2	Stephen Smalley suggests to me that Matthew's formulation is more Jewish, John's
more affected by the church's way of expressing things; but both are versions of the same original.
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the opening pages of Acts describe it. 'Authority' is not spoken of1, but the disciples certainly manifest authority, in proclamation, in the challenge to repentance, in the offer (and mediating) of forgiveness and salvation and the Spirit, in healing, in exposing the activity of Satan (Acts 2-5). In a context similar to the one in the gospels where the question of the origin of Jesus' authority is raised (Mk. 11.27-34), the Jewish authorities examine the disciples as to the source of this authority of theirs. The technical terms used, however, are the 'power' and the 'name' by which they act, and the 'boldness' which they manifest (4.7, 13). That power which had been visibly active in Christ is now active through his disciples (Lk. 24.49; Acts 1.8; 4.12; 4.7, 34).2 'In the name of Jesus' they preach and teach, they heal, they forgive and release from judgment (2.21, 48; 3.6, 16,4.7, 10, 12, 17, 18,30)—and later they exorcise (16.18; 19.13).
The name represents the person, it suggests his nature and indeed his presence; 'in the name of Jesus' denotes a conviction that Jesus is present and his power is operative. The reference to Christ's power and to his name both make it clear that the authority of the disciples is not something inherent in them, as it was in their Lord; theirs is continually derived from him. They are more like prophets than he is himself. The third term, too, is reminiscent of prophets: they speak with 'boldness', with conviction and freedom. The term has some of the connotations of authority in the case of Jesus: it is surprising in the case of uneducated men (4.13), it keeps company with signs and wonders (4.29-31), it overcomes opposition (28.31). It, too, suggests that they 'spoke with authority'.
Paul's authority similarly manifests itself from the beginning of his ministry: perhaps Luke deliberately parallels it to that of the twelve. He proclaims Jesus with 'boldness' (9.27, 29), he curses Elymas (13.8-11), his teaching about Jesus amazes the proconsul and leads him to faith (v.12), he preaches with authority in the synagogue at Antioch in Pisidia (vv.16-41), with 'boldness' he declares that the gospel is to be given to the gentiles (v.46), he gives to the district of Antioch the sign of judgment with which the Lord had commissioned his disciples (v.51; cf. Lk. 9.5), he performs signs and wonders and healing (Acts 14.3, 8-10).
The authority of the people of God, then, is the authority of God, one step removed. Israel's story reminds one, however, that it cannot be assumed that God's people will exercise that authority aright. When they fail to respond to God's authority they will no longer be able to exercise God's authority.
1	Exousia appears in 1.7 (God's); 5.4 (Ananias's right to his property); 8.19 (desired by
Simon Magus); 9.14; 26.10, 12 (Saul's Authority A); 26.18 (Satan's). Luke, in fact, in both his works, seems to dislike speaking of exousia. whether in connection with the disciples, with the church, or with Jesus. In his Gospel he often glosses exousia with dunamis. The latter seems to suggest 'visible effectiveness' as opposed to 'authenticity'. Perhaps for Luke and/or his intended readers exousia suggested Authority A ?
2	'Dunamis is power in its outward efficacy, energy so exercised as to achieve results
in the realm of what can be seen and heard ... It is towards the eventf ulness of the Spirit's activity that the word dunamis principally points' (Smail, op. cit.. p.2).
14
 4. AUTHORITY WITHIN THE  PEOPLE  OF  GOD
Authority in Israel1
Israel is the primary realization of God's authority. She is from the exodus to the judges a theocracy in the strict sense (not merely a hierocracy, as she was after the exile). God himself rules her, by means of the pillar of cloud or of fire, by means of his angel, by means of human figures such as Moses, Joshua, and the judges, who have no legal/institutional position but become for the time being the means of his authority over his people being expressed.
But theocracy does not work. The Israelites end up doing what was right in their own eyes. In the absence of leaders things go wrong politically, as well as religiously and morally; thus the old age of Samuel and the Philistine threat lead to the request for a king. This introduces a locus of authority apart from God. And the general effect of monarchy is not to lead to the realization of God's purpose: religiously, morally, and politically, the kings add to rather than end trouble.
Alongside the monarchy must be set the prophetic movement, whose life span substantially corresponds to that of the monarchy, and which exists to be a counterbalance to it. The prophets are Authority B figures able to say 'thus says Yahweh' to the institution. But even their authority may be questioned—are they really from Yahweh ? Deuteronomy and Jeremiah set up various criteria for recognizing true prophecy from false—its predictions are fulfilled, it recognizes the moral (or immoral) situation of the addressees, it calls men to follow Yahweh rather than Baal. But the ultimate difference is that the true prophet is one who really has stood in Yahweh's council.
After the disappearance of king and prophet, priest and scribe become all-important. Both agree that the great acts whereby God broke into his people's lives and revealed his will to them lay in the past. What his people are called to do now is to live by that past: to see that worship is offered aright and that the torah is taught and applied. Here Biblical faith becomes for the first time thoroughly a book-religion: though the trouble is that the scribes actually make God's written word void by encrusting it with human traditions. Like the monarchy, the authority of God has been obscured by the institution. Similarly it becomes a thoroughly cultic religion, and falls for all the dangers of such.
Authority among the disciples
During Jesus' ministry one aspect of the authority question is raised by the sons of Zebedees' request for the best seats in the kingdom, to which the other disciples respond with indignation. The event leads Jesus to enunciate a principles for relationships among his disciples. Here, status is not based on lordship and authority but on ministry and servanthood, like the Son of Man's ministry and self-sacrifice (Mk. 10.42-5). Jesus does
1 See further my paper on 'History, culture, mission, and the people of God in the Old Testament', in Evangelical Fellowship for Missionary Studies Bulletin 5 (1975), pp.1 -30.
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not thereby rule out the exercise of authority; he does say it has nothing to do with status (the disciples' concern), which is based on this other principle (cf. Jn. 13). He does, however, forbid them to regard any one of their number as 'teacher' or 'father' or 'master'. They are all brothers, with one father in heaven, and with the messiah as their master (Mt. 23.8-10).
Authority among the disciples is hardly raised by the 'keys' issue, for (as we have noted above) the parallels to Matthew 16 in Matthew 18 (and elsewhere) suggest that in the former passage it is to Peter as leader but representative of the body of the disciples that authority is given: the authority is one exercised by the disciples in the world, and by the disciples as a whole in exercising discipline over a brother who sins—after they have forgiven him 77 (or even 490!) times (Mt. 18.15-22)!
Nevertheless it is notably Peter who first exercises disciplinary authority within the infant Church (Acts 5);—though it is a charismatic occasion. For more regular purposes, however, there is a double body of recognized leadership in Acts, the twelve 'apostles' and the elders. The former are the representative leaders of the eschatological people of God and the eye witnesses of Jesus' ministry and resurrection, who as such would also have a natural eminence in the church on earth in their lifetime. The latter appear in James' and Peter's letters (Jas. 5.14; 1 Pet. 5.1) as well as, in Acts, in the church at Jerusalem and in Pauline churches (14.23; 20.23; cf. 1 Tim. 4.14; 5.1, 17, 19; Tit. 1.5). These references suggest that 'elders' were those who exercised 'oversight'—in other words, they were 'bishops' (cf. Acts 20.28; Tit. 1.9; 1 Tim. 3.1). This in turn suggests that other references to 'bishops' indicate similar leaders to the elders (notably Phil. 1.1). The role is one of leading and caring and teaching (Acts 20.28-31; 1 Tim. 3.1; 5.17; Tit. 1.9)—the last being one of the points at which their ministry overlaps with that of the twelve (cf. Acts 2.42; also 4.35-5.2 and 11.30 on receiving gifts on the church's behalf).1
It is to be noted, however, that in Acts Peter and the Twelve, James and the Elders win acceptance of their leadership situation by situation, rather than being able to demand submission to their fiat. The Twelve or others may raise issues and put forward solutions, but decisions are made by the whole congregation, and the Spirit's guidance through prophets is as significant as the proposals of apostles (see 6.1-6; 11.1-18; 14.1-3; 15; 21.17-26). There seems, in fact, to be no identifiable locus of institutional authority— of Authority A.
The authority of God is thus mediated within the church in several different ways. One is the influence of the Twelve because of their distinctive role in the kingdom and their association with the earthly ministry of Christ. A second is the claim of the charismatic to be acknowledged at particular moments as God's mouthpiece. A third is the instinctive establishment or inevitable emergence of an organized leadership on humanly natural though divinely uncommanded lines. A fourth is the divine right of the whole people of God to make its decisions in the light of the facts brought to it and the words of these first three authorities.
1 The origin of the elders has usually been seen in the synagogue's leadership pattern, but A. E. Harvey (JTS 25,1974, pp.318-32) questions whether there was a body of elders in a synagogue and sees a congregation's elders as simply its senior men.
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Authority in the Pauline churches
The patterns of authority which may be discerned in the churches to which Paul writes his earlier letters have parallels to the one just described, but there are different emphases.
First, Paul's own authority dominates. He acts as one who has the right to tell the churches how they ought to operate. The general basis of this authority is his experience on the Damascus road. Here he met Jesus, here the Gospel was revealed to him, henceforth he is both the preacher of the Gospel and its embodiment.1 The specific basis of this authority over particular churches is his father-son relationship to the churches he founded (1 Cor. 4.14-15).2 On the basis of this relationship he is by no means afraid to be directive (1 Cor. 16.1; cf. 7.17), but he prefers to appeal rather than command. Paul does not desire to be lord over their faith (2 Cor. 1.24). Normally he glories in weakness—somehow he is an apostle as he suffers, as the treasure is thrown in relief by the earthen vessel. Precisely here he is embodying the Gospel.
Paul does not speak of his 'authority'3, but he does use the terms that appear in Acts. He preaches with power (1 Cor. 2.4-5)—i.e. effectively (and with signs ?)—and he challenges those who would dispute his position to meet him on this battleground (4.19-21). But he expects the church to share this power—so his exhortation about delivering the man to Stana implies (5.4). He refers to his own 'boldness' both in evangelism (Phil. 1.20, Eph. 6.19-20) and in his relationship with the Corinthians (2 Cor. 7.4). He issues appeals, even instructions, 'in the name of Christ' (1 Cor. 1.10; 2 Th. 3.6); the deliverance to Satan is effected in Christ's name too. If he does not act on his own 'authority' but in Christ's name, this does not make the act less serious: he is claiming the very presence, will, support, guidance, power of Christ in his action.
The reading of Paul's letters reveals his recognition that in the end of the day the churches are themselves responsible for their decisions. They are his children, but even more God's, and his brothers (Rom. 15.14). He only addresses them as children because they behave thus, like men who are not spiritual. But they are indwelt by the Spirit, they stand before God themselves. They must listen to Paul, but they are in the same position in relation to God as Paul himself. Like him, they make their decisions before God, and to him they must answer.
To what else must the congregation listen as it makes its decisions before God ? It must certainly listen to those individuals within it through whom the Spirit speaks. At the head of the list of these are the prophets, who bring words direct from Christ. Accompanying them are the teachers, who are more the expounders of the tradition. The church is called to pay heed to these charismatic voices. It is also called to check them, however: do they acknowledge Jesus as Lord ? Do they build up the church ? In practice, the exercise of gifts and the freedom of the Spirit can lead to chaos and licence. As is often noted, it is striking that, when this happens
1	Cf. Schutz, op. cit.. e.g. pp.204-48.
2	Cf. H. von Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power (Black, 1969),
p.44.
3	Except 'as a fool' (2 Cor. 10.8; 13.10). Only a fool stands on his authority I
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at Corinth, Paul does not exhort elders or other authorities in the church to get a grip of the situation, nor does he appeal to the congregation as a whole to submit to its leaders. If there were at Corinth persons who could be described as 'over'the congregation (cf. 1 Thess. 5.12-13), such had only moral authority, not a legally-constituted position. It is the congregation as a whole that sits directly under the authority of God and of Christ mediated through the Spirit by means of the word of their apostle, the ministry of gifts, the guidance of those who have pre-eminence as leaders, the teaching of the scriptures, and the tradition of Christ. Authority is thus a dynamic affair—one of 'ongoing dialectic'.1 A many-coloured interweaving of authorities guides the congregation in the way of the Spirit—if they will follow.
Authority in 'early Catholicism'2
Whether we date letters such as the Pastorals in the 60's or in the second century, there is a difference in ethos in these later parts of the NT, from the one which pervades Paul's other epistles. The charismatic has less emphasis and the institutional is more prominent. Paul expects his delegates Timothy and Titus to exercise strong leadership in their respective areas. He itemizes this in two main ways. They are to see that the right kind of formal local leadership is established in their churches. And they are to pay heed to teaching, following the teaching of Jesus (1 Tim. 6.3), of Paul (2 Tim. 1.13), and of the OT (2 Tim. 3.14-16).
The difference should not be exaggerated, however. There is no reason to doubt the early origin of the elders in the Jerusalem church. Further, even in Paul some of the distinctive features of early Catholicism appear in embryonic form, in the concern with tradition, law, and ethics manifested not least in 1 Corinthians.3
Nevertheless, there is a difference in atamosphere between Paul's early letters and the later NT writings. There is, however, also a perceptible difference between what is depicted even in the later NT documents and what we can see in extra-canonical, post-apostolic writings such a Clement and Ignatius. Here everything is coming to be centred on the bishop. Such a development John is perhaps resisting: Diotrephes (3 Jn. 9-10) looks like a monarchical bishop4, while John's Gospel stresses the individual's relationship to God and hardly mentions the church. Whereas Jerusalem and Paul have more points in common than is often assumed, there is a tendency for the former (with its more explicit institutional framework) to take over, as happens in early Catholicism. And yet, some such development is necessary, not just because of the problem of heresy but because the Pauline vision is tied closely to the activity of the apostle himself. When he is one step removed from the scene—geographically, as in the pastorals, or separated from the earthly church by the dividing line of death—the vision loses part of its dynamic.
1	Dunn, op. cit., p.299.
2	On this, see E. Kasemann, New Testament Questions of Today (S.C.M., 1969), ch. 12.
3	Cf. J. W. Drane, Novum Testamentum 16-3 (1974), pp.167-78; further his Paul:
Libertine or Legalist (S.P.C.K., 1975). * Cf. E. Schweizer, Church Order in the New Testament (S.C.M., 1961), 12c.
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Are there attitudes that underly this Biblical material as a whole? Can the divergent emphases of the Bible be interrelated ? Can we extrapolate to today on the basis of these questions?
The authority of the church
The Bible asserts that God's people is under God's authority, but thereby shares something of God's authority. 'I am a man under authority, with soldiers under me ..." Adam is under God but over creation. God's people is that entity which acknowledges Yahweh, the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, as Lord. As his servant it shares his authority. It proclaims truth, guaranteed to be such by its origin. It bids the Devil come out and begone, and he obeys. It declares God's forgiveness and actually conveys it. It lives in freedom by the authority of God, untroubled by the pressures other authorities seek to impose (Acts 4.19-20; Daniel 3.17-18).
And it is the whole people of God that stands under God's authority. Thus the whole people (perhaps as locally manifested) is called to the insight which recognizes God's will and to the obedience which accepts it. The Lord who is the Spirit indwells the whole people corporately and individually. The whole people is to be equipped for 'the work of ministry' and to 'grow up in every way into him who is the head, into Christ' (Eph. 4.12,15). The whole people exercises authority over itself, as well as in relation to the world outside. Teaching and discipline are the whole people's calling.1 It is quite appropriate, therefore, that representatives of the whole church— clerical and lay—should be involved in the making of decisions over its worship and doctrine, for all belong together and equally to that entity which is responsible to God for these matters, that is the church. If anything is inappropriate, it is that one should have to think in terms of representatives of two parties, for 'no distinction either in form, language or theory between two classes of people in the Church (clergy and laity) was ever accepted by the New Testament Church. The distinction, it is true, was known before in Judaism and afterwards in the sub-apostolic Church. But . . . the Apostolic Church, perhaps for about 100 years, successfully broke the sacral order on which every religion, both ancient and modern, has always been built, i.e. the need for a mediating caste between the ordinary person and the gods.'2
This is not to say that there is no authority exercised within the church. The church is not a democracy3 in which every man's opinion counts simply because it is his opinion. But it does imply that, as long as the church is being itself, there is no Authority A within the church. Authority A is necessary in society, like divorce laws and limitations like 'an eye for an
1	Cf. Schweizer, op. cit., 4f.
2	J. A. Kirk in an unpublished paper. The mission of the church and the transformation
of the ministry', p.2. Contrast the FOAG report's assumption (op. cit. p.29) that the church's structure may well have been unthinkingly (and therefore without its being referred to in the NT) modelled on that of Judaism.
3	Cf. Ortiz, op. cit., pp.91 -4. Does synodical government imply that it is ? And if so, is this
one reason for disillusion with synodical government?
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eye and a tooth for a tooth'. But 'from the beginning it was not so' (Mt. 19.8). Men were created to be a family of brothers around a heavenly Father, and this is the vision that the church is called to make a reality. In a family, the senior members will have a responsibility for the younger, they will have the wisdom of maturity, but they have a moral, not a legal authority. Even the youngest brother can have a good idea. And the church fulfils its calling by listening for wherever Authority B is manifesting itself in its midst, and responding to that.
The authority of scripture
Authority B manifests itself, first when the scriptures are read and taught. It would be a mistake to confine the Spirit to the Bible. The Spirit indwells the church and speaks now through its members. But it would be equally mistaken to cease to listen to the Bible, for here is a corpus of words which have already been recognized as inspired by God's Spirit. 'In forming the canon, the church acknowledged and established the Bible as the measure or standard of inspiration in the church, not as the totality of it. What concurs with canon is of like inspiration; what does not is not of God.'1 Thus the Christian doctrine of inspiration encourages all Christians to expect the Spirit to inspire them, while the Christian doctrine of canon encourages all Christians to use the canon as a yardstick of what purports to be inspired.
It would be surprising indeed if such words had ceased to have anything to say. They will continue to be of especial significance for us because of their connection with the events on which the Christian faith is based. The centrality of the Bible is the recognition of the classic sources for the expression of Jesus and of God.'2 This understanding was given in connection with certain once-for-all events in history, and the scriptures are books connected with that history. Their authority is in part that of expert witnesses: they are in a position to tell us of the events on which the faith is based as no modern theologian or prophet, however inspired, can.
The authority of the bishop
The canon comprises, as well as the Bible of Jesus (the OT), the story of Jesus and the teaching of the apostles. If we ask, where in the church do we find authority such as Paul exercised, then it is in the preservation of his teaching that part of the answer lies. To us, too, Paul speaks, with power and boldness in the name of Christ and with the authority of one who is our spiritual great-grandfather and who links us with the whole catholic church that shares in the Gospel.
In the sense that an apostle such as Paul had a foundationa! role in the church's history, and in as far as the function of the actual eye-witnesses of Christ could be fulfilled in person only by them, such figures belong only to NT times. But there is still something in the equation of apostle and (modern-style) bishop. Paul was aware that he was a means whereby the links between geographically separate churches received expression. In
1	A. C. Sundberg, The biblical canon and the Christian doctrine of inspiration'. Inter-
pretation 29-4 (1975), p.371.
2	Barr, op. cit., p.118.
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teaching, in news, in mutual support, they were one through him. There is a sense here in which a bishop can still exercise the authority of the apostle. Confronted by situations such as Paul found at Corinth, the bishop will rightly intervene with power and boldness in the name of Christ and for the cause of morals and truth.
It is Authority B that he exercises, however, as was the case with the apostle. By church law, the bishop possesses Authority A. But theologically, and in our day practically, it is no good him expecting to be heard on that basis. He has authority in as far as he manifests it, not in as far as he talks about it.
A bishop, then, stands in an apostolic succession as he embodies the local churches' relationship with the wider church. And what is true of him is even more true of archbishops and metropolitans and popes. They set the life of the church in one part of the world in its global context. There is a theological virtue in some institutional worldwide oneness of the church. But even a church leader whose responsibility spans continents cannot claim an authority that is different in ethos from the one we have been talking about. It is still Authority B, and cannot pretend to any other kind. It cannot pretend to infallibility. The claim to infallibility is, of course, a sign of weakness, of a lack of confidence in the inherent cogency of what one has to say. In the absence of Authority B, we protect ourselves by claiming Authority A. Conversely, if we are confident of Authority B we do not feel the need of such a prop. We can even face the possibility that sometimes we may be wrong, if we are secure in often being right. Thus the professor who warns his students, Ten per cent of what I tell you is wrong—the trouble is, I don't know which ten per cent', gains rather than loses in authority. If we are confident that we represent the truth, and that the Spirit of truth indwells the church, then we can ask. This is how I see it. Cannot you see it too ?'1
It will be clear, and not surprising, that I am not sympathetic to the pope's claim to infallibility (in practically any sense that is worth maintaining) or to supreme Authority A. While there are no real grounds for claiming that any one particular structure of institutional leadership in the church is inherently preferable to all others, it may be suggested that some are more dangerous than others; and my impression is that the papacy has done more harm than good to the church and the world. Possibly it could be reformed. But I suspect that there is a built-in danger in vesting so much power and significance in one man. Like the monarchy in Israel, the papacy is an experiment in being like the nations which has failed and should be abandoned. While the church's sinfulness makes such authoritative leadership desirable, the sinfulness of all candidates for such a position makes the vesting of final authority in any man or body quite undesirable. Authority of such a kind is too dangerous to be entrusted to human beings It is not surprising that there is no evidence that God has so entrusted if
The authority of charisma
Episcopal intervention in the life of the local congregation will presumably be a rare event. More frequently God's word will come through members of
1 L Hodgson in On The Authority of the Bible (S.P.C.K., 1960), p.10.
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the congregation themselves. To those who have the gift of prophecy or other charismata God will speak what he knows his people need to hear now. To approach the phenomenon from the other end, the congregation will expect to find that in its midst men (and women) declare, This is the word of the Lord'. Such declarations will not be swallowed uncritically; in the Spirit the congregation will evaluate them, assessing them in the light of the scriptures and of the reactions of others who have gifts of prophecy and discernment, but then, where they recognize the Lord's word, acknowledging its authority. In a way that cannot be programmed or organized (though it can easily be avoided) the authority of God manifests itself in the Christian congregation through whomever the Lord wills but with the unvarying purpose of the congregation's growth and the glorifying of God. Regarding the contrast between this picture and the one we are more familiar with today, Dunn comments
'Perhaps the biggest challenge to twentieth-century Christianity is to take the Pauline exposition [of charismatic community] seriously, and to start not from what now is by way of tradition and institution, but instead to be open to that experience of God which first launched Christianity and to let that experience, properly safeguarded, as Paul insisted, create new expressions of faith, worship and mission at both individual and corporate level.'1
The authority of local leaders
The local congregation looks for the mediation of God's authority, fourthly, to its own leaders. For all the diversity in the congregations we know of in NT times, in them all there seem to have been 'elders' or 'bishops' or 'those who are over' the congregation. They exercise an oversight that expresses the wise caring of the older brothers for the younger members of the family. They keep the family on the rails by seeing that it keeps by the teaching of scripture, of Christ, and of the apostles. They keep it open to the word that God seeks to speak now through the gifts the Spirit gives to the congregation. They embody mature, spiritual leadership which has the authority to win the congregation to following a spiritual road.
Elders or bishops were appointed, not (for instance) chosen by the congregation itself. The same has, I think, been true with recent formal and informal attempts to introduce the position of elders within Anglican congregations. The incumbent has appointed those whom he no doubt regarded as the self-evident leaders of the congregation. It would be nice to think that the PCC could become the spiritual centre of the parish church. But it does not often happen, and it seems unlikely that a body chosen by what is a very broadly based electorate will often turn out to comprise those who actually have the gift of oversight of the church. Elders will emerge or be appointed, and the justification of their position will be the authority they in fact exercise.
It will, of course, be Authority B. Yet in the church it is the position of elder-presbyter-priest/bishop that has become, as it developed clearly into two offices, the most important locus of Authority A in the church. This is
1 Dunn, op. cit. p.360.
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a development that has its roots within the NT, and Hans Kung sees that the point can be made to count for the Catholic approach to office and ministry. The Catholic attitude is to be, in principle, open in every direction that the New Testament leaves open . . . regarding the whole of the New Testament as a true testimony to the event of revelation in Jesus Christ.1 The danger of this view is that of relativism, however: there is no one doctrine of the church; every church can do what is right in its own eyes and then justify itself by scripture.2 But surely the presence of several models of the church and of authority does not mean that they are all equally close to God's ideal.3 God's people could not live with theocracy or with the Spirit alone—and God did not then say it was this or nothing. He went with them as they had recourse to the natural modes of leadership—kingship, priesthood, elders/bishops. It is both significant that Paul dominates the NT's account of the early church, and that early Catholicism appears nearer the edges of the canon. There is enough of the Spirit in the NT to keep the church uncomfortable, but enough of early Catholicism to keep it from despair. Institutional leadership is a way of safeguarding truth and morals. But it is also a way of quenching the Spirit, as the history of Israel and that of the church show. We must not confine the Spirit to the Bible, but we must still less confine him to the institutional order. The institutional needs to be ever complemented by the charismatic which can put it right. The people of God is then called to decide in the light of scripture whether the prophet's words bring the Spirit's criticism of the institution, or whether they themselves come from some spirit other than the Spirit of God.
It may be that the word 'authority' is misapplied to church leaders, since expressions for authority are not used in the NT to describe ministry within the church. The all-pervading notion is that of service.4 The authority of leaders is not based on their position in a structure but on the fact (if it be fact) that they embody true Christian living (i.e. service) and bring the true Christian message, which will be known as such by its content and not merely by its origin. It will be demonstrably true. The church's calling, indeed, is to test the teaching or leadership of its leaders, to make sure it is what it is supposed to be. Leadership is a calling within the church, not one over it. It is a calling to be a servant—and the fulfilling of this calling is the basis for status (while the holding of authority is not).
The church has a right to find in its leadership, then, a concern for charisma and order, an openness to the tradition and to the Spirit, a manifestation of Authority B and of self-humbling service. It may also look to those before whom it is called to submit for evidence that they are submitted themselves. 'If the pastors are not submissive one to another, how can they have people submissive under them ? The pastor might rebuke his disciples when they are wrong, but who rebukes him when he is wrong ?'5
And this mark of the authority of elders leads us finally to another, and for Anglicans a testing one. For all the diversity of patterns of church leadership
1	The Living Church (Sheed and Ward, 1963), pp.281, 291.
2	Cf. J. J. Vincent's illustrations in Study Encounter 10-1 (1974).
3	Kung indeed notes this: cf. op. cit, pp.289-90.
4	Cf. Kung, The Church (Burns and Dates, 1967), pp.388-93.
5	Ortiz, op. cit., p.100.
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in the NT, there is no example of the concentration of local leadership in one man. Now of course it might be that, as patterns of institutional organization have rightly changed as social situations have changed, the Church of England's traditional pattern of one clergyman, one congregaton is in fact appropriate to our particular situation. But I have not heard it seriously defended on those grounds, and in fact it seems to be in tension with the dynamics of authority in NT congregations. There are no pointers in the NT that suggest it would be appropriate to concentrate any particular specific functions (such as presiding at the eucharist) in one man. Indeed, the concentration of leadership in one man who is professionally trained for the job and who makes the exercise of this leadership his full-time employment in the context of a life-time career is not calculated to encourage the development of the kind of corporate life in the Spirit that the NT pictures as its vision for the church. To talk of this 'one-man-ministry' (the old, and realistic, description of it) as actually intended to 'equip the saints for the work of ministry' is unrealistic, since the structure is purpose-built to work the other way. To try to implement every-member-ministry by means of one-man-ministry is like trying to drive a car forward when it is in reverse gear.
This is not to say that the creative contribution of a gifted leader will not be of key importance to the growth of a church1; nor that a theologically equipped leader and teacher will not play a big part in the maturing of a church; nor that in our society a church may not function much more efficiently if it has a full-time stipendary executive officer; nor even (for the sake of argument) that the presidency at the eucharist may not be located at least normally in one particular person. It is rather to say that we should not look for all these functions to be fulfilled by the same person, but rather that there should be a genuinely corporate leadership of the local church exercised by its elders. There is no place for the traditional concept of the clergyman. There is no theology of ordination. The emperor has no clothes.
	
It will be clear that I regard the present crisis of authority as raising real questions and as pushing the church in a direction that at certain points brings it nearer to the NT's vision of the church. The church has in turn to ask questions about the crisis over authority; the individual Christian may not be called to submit to the fiat of Authority A, for instance, but has to resist the temptation to rationalize his obstinacy over doing his own thing by aspiring to 'Here I stand; I can do no other'. As we return to scripture, we find that it is not less radical than the questions of the day, but more so. It still contains a rich inheritance for us to enter into, not least in this vision of the Christian congregation, under the lordship of the Spirit as this is manifested in scripture, in the word of its bishop, in the ministry of its prophets, and in the corporate leadership of its elders, growing into maturity in Christ, and more powerfully itself exercising the authority of Christ in the world.
1 'There is no church growth where the pastor is a dud' (Harry Sutton); but the remark has to have set alongside it Ortiz's comment, 'my constant presence would make me a cork in the local church' (op. cit, p.22).
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