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INVITATORY


Most of us remember from childhood the little rhyme, “Here’s the church, here’s the steeple. . .” recited with hands together, and fingers interlaced except for the index fingers pressed together at the tips.  And at the next line we turned our little church inside out and wiggled the fingers representing the people inside (evidently fidgeting during a long and boring sermon).


I could drone on about some of the problems with the implied ecclesiology in the little rhyme (particularly the notion that the Church either is, or is contained in, a place), but it got one thing right—the Church does consist of people, λαός in Greek.  More precisely, the Church consists of a specific people who have been called apart to become disciples of Christ and who are given the mission of proclaiming the Good News of forgiveness and reconciliation.  New Testament writers call this company of the baptized by several names, one of which is the People of God, λαός τοϋ Θεοϋ in the Greek, and it is that phrase that is the origin of the English term “Laity.”


 As the Ecumenical Catholic communion goes through the transition from confederation to regional missions, and ultimately to dioceses, it is useful for us to reflect on the orders of ministry and the structure of the Church.  We all know something about the orders of Bishop, Presbyter Deacon.  We ought to know more, and hopefully subsequent essays will elaborate.  What we know too little about are; 1) the Laity, the most populous and potentially most active order of the Church, and 2) how the Laity, the Diaconate, the Presbyterate, and the Episcopate interact in order to carry out the ministry of the Church.  I will concentrate on these two items for the balance of this essay.  I will furthermore suggest that our understanding of both of these items will be enhanced if we keep in mind Old Catholic ecclesiology as articulated in our foundational documents.

THE LAITY (Biblical and Historical Considerations):


Yes, I am suggesting that the Laity collectively is an order with a crucial place in the mission and structure of the Church.  I know that many have thought of the Laity as that amorphous mass of humanity left over after the chosen few have been ordained.  Lord help us, perhaps many have even been taught that.  Given such a haughty, exclusivist, and erroneous perspective, it is little wonder that the Laity have recently begun to question some old assumptions.  Sometimes this is done with well grounded theology; sometimes. 
  More often, alas, the questioning has been more affectively reactive than cognitively reflective.  This often results in an anti-clericalism that ironically attempts to claim for the Laity the specific tasks of the Episcopacy, the Presbyterate, and the Diaconate.  When this happens, the crucial ministry of the Laity gets lost in the shuffle.  Rather than asking how we can make the Laity more like the clergy, we should be asking how we can:

1) have us all understand that we are all Laity because we are all brought into that order through Christian initiation;

and

2) introduce the Laity to the ministry which is theirs, and have that constantly nourished by the clergy.


To illustrate just how little understood this order in fact is, consider the following quite likely scenario.
  We have been nourished with Word and Sacrament.  We have received the benediction.  A lone voice cries out, “Go in Peace.  Serve the Lord.”  We respond, “Thanks be to God.”  Our hypothetical layperson usually shouts this response.  Sometimes the shout is an affirmation.  Moved by proclamation and fortified by the Body and Blood of Jesus Christ, s/he is ready to go into the world in the name of our risen Lord.  At other times this shout covers confusion.  Underneath the bravado is the unspoken timid response, “OK.  How?”  

Those who sit in the pews often have an underdeveloped vocational self-understanding.  They live their ecclesial lives in a limbo created by a residual category.  They perceive themselves (and are sometime perceived by some clergy) as lumpen leftovers.
A useful summary statement of this problem appeared in a witty message on “Liturgical Ranks” that made the rounds on the Internet almost two decades ago.   A great deal of attention was given to precise definitions of the office, function, and vesture of Bishops, Deans, Presbyters, and Deacons.  After endless details (including more than anyone ever wanted to know about dalmatics), the rest of the Body of Christ is dismissed with an economy of words:  “The Laity, the Holy People of God (a.k.a ‘us common folk’) show up from time to time and we tend to wear whatever we please.”

In order to make clear that the order of the Laity is a vital part of the Church Catholic, I will present some etymology, some historical tidbits, and a little theology as an invitation to the reader to think along with me and talk with others about the Laity as something considerably more than a residual category –those folks in the pews to whom ministry is directed.  We need to think about the calling of the Laity.   Basic to all that follows is my assumption that talk of vocation must start with some discussion of ecclesiology, the doctrine of the church.  One may find ecclesiology a strange starting point for discussing the vocation of the Laity, but a search for the origins of that very word itself leads us to the earliest documents on the doctrine of the Church.   The term is derived from various portions of the New Testament where λαός τοϋ Θεοϋ
  (people of God) or λαός Θεοϋ (God’s people) is used as a collective and corporate term just as “Church,” “Body of Christ,” and “priesthood” are part of the collective identity of those who have been called, baptized, and sealed.
  Indeed, both etymologically and ontologically, the New Testament literature leads us to think of ourselves in terms of a peoplehood of the redeemed called apart from the world and sent back to it in order to proclaim redemption.
  Obviously, we know from Acts and various epistles that the Apostolic Church contained a variety of ministerial leaders including bishops, presbyters, deacons, teachers, and others.  The point is that they were a part of a corporate whole known as the Church, the Body of Christ, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, and God’s people.  This, of course, raises serious questions about speaking of the Laity as the “un-ordained,” for two reasons.  First, it would be a peculiar ecclesiology that placed those of us in ordained ministry outside the Laity, or People of God.  Second, in both the discussions of the role of Baptism in the epistles of Paul (particularly Galatians) and in the rites we use for Christian initiation, a ministerial charge is given to those who receive the sacrament.  That is to say, the Laity are ordered to ministry every bit as much as Deacons, Presbyters, and Bishops.

One will note that I listed “Presbyters” and not “priests” in the previous sentence.  In doing so, I am following biblical usage.  In the New Testament texts, the terms λάω τοϋ Θεοϋ and λαός Θεοϋ are used in ways that parallel to έκκλησία (a people called apart / the Church), σώματος τοϋ Χρισταΰ (body of Christ) and, in some cases, ίεράτευμα (priesthood) from ίερεΰς (priest).  In the case of έκκλησία and σώματος τοϋ Χρισταΰ the point is intuitive.  However, we need to look a bit more closely at the use of priest and priesthood.  The terms are used in one of three ways:  

1) referring to the religious hierarchy of the Temple at that time; 
2) referring to the person and character of Jesus [as in Hebrews 2:17 “Therefore he had to become like his brothers and sisters in every respect so that he might be a merciful and faithful high priest (άρχιερεύς) in the service of God, to make a sacrifice of atonement for the sins of the people”];  

3) referring to those called by Jesus [as in I Peter 2:9  “But you are a chosen race, a royal priesthood (ίεράτευμα), a holy nation, God’s own people, in order that you may proclaim the mighty acts of him who called you out of darkness into his marvelous light.”
This view of priesthood as the intimate union with Christ and the collective identity of λαός Θεοϋ began to be diluted toward the end of the first century (c. 96 AD).  Clement of Rome used the term “Laity” as a separate identity for those who are not bishops, presbyters and deacons.
   Clement’s writings achieved great popularity among those Christians who left written material by the end of the Second Century AD.  His views had obvious impact on Irenaeus and Eusebius.  The division he suggests within the Body of Christ is obviously more than a simple functional classification.  It was perhaps inevitable (particularly after the fourth century Constantinian settlement effectively making Church officials ministers of the state) that the Church, always tempted to be of the world as well as in it, would adopt a hierarchical structure with assumed ontological differences between those in Holy Orders and those who were not.  The relocation of the priesthood from the entire Body of Christ to a specific location within it was perhaps the most dramatic outcome of this development.  

This may have been the origin of a strange etymology turn in the use of “priest” to refer to the presbyteral order.  Over centuries, the Greek πρεσβύτερος (elder) becomes Latin presbyter becomes variously Old Icelandic prestr, Old Swedish präster (in modern Swedish präst), Danish præst, Middle English and Old High German priast, and so on to priest.  Alas, the end result of the etymology confuses two quite distinct terms from the New Testament in both the original Greek (ιερεύς, or άρχιερεύ in the case of “high priest”, and πρεσβύτερος) and Jerome’s Latin translation (sacerdos, or pontifex in the case of “high Priest”, and presbyter).

When Church and secular society became increasingly intertwined following the Fourth Century, secular hierarchies (consisting of certain ranks of Laity) and Ecclesiastical hierarchy often had similar interests, but they just as often collided.  By the end of the 13th century, some sources suggest a state of tension between those in Holy Orders (including members of Religious Communities) and the Laity.  The prime example is Boniface VIII’s Papal Bull of 1296, Celricos Laicos, which begins: "Antiquity teaches us that laymen are in a high degree hostile to the clergy, a fact which is also made clear by the experiences of the present times; in as much as, not content within their own bounds, they strive after what is forbidden and loose the reins in pursuit of what is unlawful. Nor have they the prudence to consider that all jurisdiction is denied to them over the clergy - over both the persons and goods of ecclesiastics.”
     Thus, in this specific context, the abstract terms "sacred” and “secular" were given concrete form and anthropomorphized into "clergy" and "Laity."

In the Sixteenth Century the Reformation did a great deal to modify the tension.  Luther’s 1523 treatise Concerning the Ministry effectively reversed Clement’s conflation of presbyter and priest, particularly in the section entitled “A Priest is not identical with Presbyter or Minister—for one is born to be priest, one becomes a minister.”
  In the Lutheran confessional literature we find references to reception of the chalice by the Laity
 and lay absolution
, but the division into clerical and lay status was still palpable.  The Formula of Concord: Epitome (1576) contains the following: 

“Since these matters also concern the Laity and the salvation of their souls, we subscribe Dr. Luther’s Small and Large Catechisms as both of them are contained in his printed works.  They are “the layman’s Bible” and contain everything which Holy Scripture discusses at greater length and which a Christian must know for his salvation.”
 

Certainly this brought the Laity into theological discourse, albeit at an elementary level, but the distinction between the ordained and the unordained remains and clearly implies differing levels of sophistication in matters of the faith.  The point here is not to suggest that the distinction between different orders within the Church was incorrect, but to point out that the unified Body of Christ implied by the term “People of God” was not thus recovered.  

Calvin’s Reformation opened ordained ministry to a larger number of people and a wider set of functions in the Church.  This transformed the structures of the Church in Geneva in the sixteenth century and had a profound impact on the development of the Reformed tradition.  It also has led to some confusion.   For example, ordained deacons and ruling elders (all of whom have “day jobs”) in the American Presbyterian Churches are still referred to as “laypersons.” 
 

The circumstances of the Church of England in the Colonies of North America led to increased executive and financial power of the Laity in parishes of that communion.  This will ultimately have an enormous impact on the development of  a de facto increased role of the Laity in the United States in both Catholic and Protestant traditions, but, alas, without a concurrent theological revival of  an ecclesiology to match that role.
In the Eighteenth Century the Diocese of Utrecht, in a dynamic familiar to those of us in the ECC and other ecclesial bodies that take our orders and ecclesiology from the European Old Catholic Churches, began a journey back to Christian origins in the New Testament and the documents of the Church prior to the Constantinian establishment and the development of a monarchical episcopacy.  This journey was accelerated in the nineteenth century by the inclusion of the German, Swiss and Austrian fall-out from the First Vatican Council.  Eventually this lead to constitutions and canons in which the place of the Laity is secured in the councils of the Church.
  That heritage has clearly influenced our polity in the ECC.  Alas, the theological part of that heritage is something we have yet to fully grasp, but our Old Catholic teacher and friend, Fr. Bjorn Marcussen, is lending a helping hand there.  Indeed, at the June 2009 retreat in Colorado, he nicely summarized the scholarship on Early Christian Eucharistic Ecclesiology and underscored the point that the laity have an important role in the liturgical dialogue of ratifying the Eucharistic action.

The influence of the Old Catholic Churches of Europe, however, must be adapted with thoughtful care rather than simply imitated.  The political, cultural, and ecclesial histories and contemporary circumstance of the United States are quite different from those developments in Europe.   We also need to be aware of other influences on the ECC such as the Anglican tradition and the documents of the Second Vatican Council. 
To understand our current situation, we need to look at a varied but definable “generic” Christian culture that develops in British North America / the United States.  The Calvinistic bases of the Churches of New England and the circumstances of the Church of England in the Southern Colonies led to increased executive and financial power of the Laity in parishes of that communion.
 This will ultimately have an enormous impact on the development of  a de facto increased role of the Laity in the United States in both Catholic and Protestant traditions, but, alas, without a concurrent theological revival of  an ecclesiology to match that role.

Out of this dynamic emerged the voluntary associations of a variety of British-Origin Denominations in nineteenth-century America which placed laypeople, including women, in key decision-making positions in Christian Education, Reform, and Home Mission efforts.  Across denominational and confessional groups in American—both Catholic and Protestant—laypeople since the late nineteenth century have been called upon to lend their secular expertise (particular in economic and business affairs) to the Church.
  The irony here is that this reliance upon the expertise of the Laity increased as the word “Laity” came to become synonymous with “amateur” in a wide variety of professions.
  Thus the Church came to rely on professionals who were far from Laity in their occupations (the avoidance of the word “vocation” here is deliberate).  But the Laity, both by clerical perception and lay self-definition, continued to be defined as unsophisticated in the realm of faith.
  In large part the perception and self-definition were and are accurate.  Certainly this does not have anything to do with an inequitable distribution of intellectual talent or levels of preparation.  We are long past the time when the pastor is most likely better educated than any one else in the congregation.  Nevertheless, from my perspective the Laity most often does not respond to the repeated invitations of the clergy to join in continued serious theological discussion.  I have gained this perspective as an active churchperson over a temporal span of six decades and a geographical range including Alabama, Tennessee, California, New York and Illinois.  That personal perspective is augmented by over four decades in an academic career concentrating primarily on the social history of Christianity in the United States.  My best guess is that Clement’s First Century AD division of the Church into clergy and Laity continues as an unquestioned paradigm for most.   

There have, of course, been important and significant exceptions to this generalization.  Ironically, during the past four decades the Roman Catholic Church has often been at the cutting edge in restoring a New Testament understanding of the Laity as partners in the work of the whole People of God.   Three documents from the Second Vatican Council are relevant here: "Constitution of the Liturgy" (1963), “Constitution of the Church” (1964), and the "Decree on the Apostolate of the Laity" (1965)
 as is the 1995 Catechism of the Catholic Church.
 

Like so much else in Vatican II, this had a ripple effect throughout the Christian world.  One obvious example is from the Lutheran tradition.  The 1978 Lutheran Book of Worship included a role for lay Assisting Ministers in the Liturgy (no, not  “Co-Presiders”).  Similarly, the Episcopal Church sought greater participation of the Laity in the liturgy as evidenced by rubrics in the 1979 Book of Common Prayer.
  
Beyond the liturgy, ecclesial bodies renewed an emphasis on the inclusion of lay voting members in all aspects and levels of Church governance.  This is desirable and need not be, but unfortunately is, problematic.  Lay members of synodical assemblies are not necessarily informed by deep and continuous theological discourse.    This is not to say that lay members could not be informed by deep and continuous theological discourse (nor, alas, is it to suggest that clergy participation is always thus informed).   Laity can and should participate in Church deliberations from that perspective, but the Church has not developed a clearly articulated vocational self-understanding for those who are not Deacons, Presbyters and Bishops.   Furthermore we often perceive Laity as the objects of ministry rather than a part of the ministry of the Church.  This has not been entirely the result of an entrenched hierarchical perspective. In large part we have come to this point because the Laity demand greater access to the highest levels of secular education, but are content with a more limited religious education.  There are exceptions of which I am aware and of a handful of congregations with well-attended and enviable continuing education programs for adults, but such examples are rare.  Even in those rare exceptions, the Laity infrequently perceive themselves as active participants in the ministry of Christ’s Church.  Beyond this, and of greater importance, lay formation is incomplete (which is not to argue that clerical formation is as complete as it should be—this is an issue for the Body of Christ as a whole and not only one order). 
GIVEN THIS UNFORTUNATE HISTORICAL BACKGOUND,  HOW DOES THE LAITY ARTICULATE WITH THE OTHER ORDERS:


The simple answer is that we need to take ourselves as the Body of Christ seriously, and to do that we need a great deal of mutual study.  We need to get beyond the idea that there are ministers who take care of congregations.  Indeed, congregations and religious communities are themselves ministerial units and we are all ministers of the Gospel with different functions, but with the same central and essential mission:  to proclaim in word and deed the Good News that we are reconciled to God and each other through Jesus Christ our Lord.


Let’s think about those functions and the structure of the Church simultaneously.  Think of the Church not as hierarchical structure, but as a mobile with three equal components:  The Episcopacy, the Pastorate (including both presbyters and deacons) and the Laity.  Each has an equal but different voice in all aspects of the life of the Church.  The Episcopacy speaks as teacher and conserver of the continuity of the faith to the whole Church.  The Pastorate speaks as teacher and sacramental leader to specific populations.  The Laity speak as evangelists in daily life.

We pray for equilibrium in this mobile we call the Church, but there will be times when any given one of the voices needs to be more pronounced depending on circumstances.  The Episcopacy from time to time will be called upon to bring us back to the center of Apostolic fidelity to the Gospel and to the continuity of the Catholic tradition.  The Pastorate from time to time will be called upon to speak to the needs of specific populations and suggest ways of proclaiming the unchanging Gospel in variable contexts.  The Laity will be called upon to speak from their position in the world, but not of it, in order to keep the Church from falling into irrelevancy.  The tradition of the Church includes the Gospel, which is controlling.  A movement to alter or adapt that tradition needs to be based on a theological argument rooted in the Gospel.  The tradition of the Church needs to be understood as more akin to the Talmudic process of discussion and interpretation than to the Roman civil concept of absolute, unambiguous law.  Thus, the mobile is kept in place through faithful and orderly theological discussion

While we have several models form the Early Church and our European Old Catholic heritage to draw upon,
 the persistence of bad thinking about the Laity and their place in the Church is great enough that those models probably need to be sent into overdrive by a minor reformation to address this situation, but I must make clear at the outset that such a reformation ought not be anticlerical.  I do not for one moment advocate lay presidency at Eucharist or similar suggestions.  There is a legitimate distinction to be made between the various orders of ministry, but that distinction needs to be rooted in an appreciation of a corporate identity that unites us as the People of God, the Body of Christ, the royal priesthood—in short, the Church.  We are collectively the People of God and as such we are collectively in submission to the authority of the Gospel of Jesus Christ.  That is a shared submission.  The Laity need to be fed by Deacons, Presbyters and Bishops with Word and Sacrament.   Deacons, Presbyters and Bishops need to recognize the Laity as an order of ministry responsible for carrying the Good News of our reconciliation to God and one another beyond the confines of the sacred spaces of our Sunday assemblies.   The Laity are dismissed with a ministerial charge at every Eucharist to “Go in Peace; Serve the Lord!”  They accept that charge with the response, “Thanks be to God!”  That response is a countersign to all that was said and done in the Liturgy.  That commitment is to be taken into the world for the rest of the week.  Most of the Deacons, Presbyters and Bishops I know are anxiously waiting for such a reformation and the recovery of a New Testament vision of the People of God.
I have no idea precisely how this reformation is to be accomplished (although a close study of baptismal theology might be a good start).  I am certain that we will need to think theologically.  I am certain that we will need to listen respectfully to one another.  I am certain that we will need to pray together as often as (perhaps more often than) we talk together.  I am certain that we need to increase our self-awareness as the Body of Christ and as the People of God.  The invitation to the reader mentioned earlier in this essay will now take the form of some suggestions to start the needed conversation.  Some of you know that one of my two chief spiritual mentors (right alongside St. Francis of Assisi) is Martine Luther.  My regard for Blessed Martin of Erfurt is too high to call these suggestions “theses.”   Perhaps they are talking points.  I will limit myself to ten.  Ninety-five would probably be pushing it.


1.  The Gospel and Theology:  The Gospel provides us with a radical vision based on our reconciliation with God and each other through our Lord Jesus Christ.  The Gospel gives us a perspective that obliterates national, class, ethnic, tribal, and clan identities.  Theology is the arena of our most serious discussions about the Gospel, its implications, and how we both respond to it and proclaim it.  It is a starting point for Christian action and for the life of the Church.  Doing theology, both thinking and acting, is living in the tension between history and eternity.   The eternal Logos took on flesh and entered into finite history in the person of Jesus.  Through teaching, precept, and resurrection, Jesus transcended place, clan, race, nationality, status and gender. In short, Jesus transcended history.   We are called to live in the necessity of historical reality and in the transcendent New Creation simultaneously.  If we opt for the historical reality only, then we have no source for our ministry.  If we opt for the transcendent only, then we have no object of ministry.

2. The Church:  The Church is not simply how we choose to respond to the Gospel.  Jesus Christ instituted the Church as the continuation of His ministry on earth.   The Church is not a democracy.   It is a monarchy presided over by our Lord Jesus Christ.   Jesus reigns over us as both King and Priest.  Anyone—Layperson, Deacon, Presbyter, Bishop—who arrogates to her or himself that role needs to take a deep breath and rethink.  Our orders of ministry are a set of interdependent specific vocations that collectively live out the one vocation or our common identity as the People of God.
3. The Priesthood:  There is only one priest, and that is our Lord Jesus Christ.  The Priesthood of all believers does not mean that we are all priests, like Christ, and it does not imply the Presbyterate of all believers.   It means that we have been enfolded into Christ at the time of our baptism, and participate in the Royal Priesthood of our Lord.  Through that priesthood we re-enact the story of salvation, break bread, and share the meal until Christ comes again.  We do this in order to receive the Body and Blood of Jesus Christ, the nourishment we need to proclaim and live the Gospel.

4. The Laity:  The Laity consists of all of the people of God who have responded to the Gospel message.   This includes the person baptized just this instant as well as those whose initiation into the Body of Christ took place several decades ago.  What, then, do we make of the clergy?  Clergy have specific vocations for the maintenance of the Church as an institutional incarnation of the Word and the nurturing of other Laity so that the entire body may more effectively participate in the ministry of Jesus Christ.  Their functions are important because they maintain the Church, that institution which houses our common life together.  This common life is crucial to our identity as Christians.  It is neither singular nor solitary.  We live a life that is plural and corporate.

5. Our Corporate Nature:  In ordinary conversation there is no problem in talking about a singular layperson.  Conceptually, however, it is better for us to think of ourselves as part of the Laity, if indeed we continue to use that term.  I would prefer that we speak of the People of God constituting the Body of Christ.  We are a corporate entity. We have diverse ways of expressing that corporate reality; hence we have a singular essence and a plural expression.  Often we place concerns of expression over those of essence.   We must keep the priorities in order.  Only then can we have the full common life that will lead us to an effective participation in Christ’s ministry.

6. Our Common Life, Worship:  When we gather weekly to hear the Word and share the meal we are not simply perpetuating a tradition nor are we merely remembering what has happened.  We are responding to a command, and we are doing that in which we are assured Jesus Christ will be present among us.  When we worship, we enter into a solemn obligation and a joyful opportunity.   We are unable to do this except through our common life.  Without this nourishment, our attempts at Christian action will be frustrated.  Worship is an activity of the People of God through which we receive the gifts of God.  It is not done for or to the “unordained” by the clergy.  For all who participate, worship is the primary and continuing method of Christian formation.  We all celebrate.  Presbyters and Bishops preside, but they do so as part of, and not separate from, the liturgical assembly.
7. Our Common Life, Christian Education:  Christian Education is life long, and is a responsibility of the entire Body of Christ.  Though one person may facilitate any given educational experience, we all have a responsibility to aid each other in our continuing study of the Word, the tradition of the Church, and the constantly evolving context in which we are called to minister.  Continuing education and formation through worship are crucial if we are to break free of the conceptualization of the unordained as “those unto whom others minister.”    It is a bad habit of thinking that both the unordained and clergy have fallen into.  Paul, and others, weren’t quite certain what to do when the movement went beyond sending people out two by two.  They had to adapt to a non-peripatetic ecclesia.  We seem to have the opposite problem. The church inadvertently shields people against dealing with basic spiritual questions.  It does so by seeing discernment as erecting barriers.  We tear down those barriers, thus making church membership about as simple and meaningless as acquiring our Captain Midnight decoder rings.  And when sincere seekers figure it out, they leave and go someplace that has a period of discernment before initiation, and we act dumbfounded.   Thus, we need to rethink education and formation from the very foundations.

8. Our Common Life, Community:  If we worship and learn together, but do not have bonds of love and concern between us, as well as times of fellowship that exist for their own sakes, we will be like St. Paul's clanging cymbal.  Community can be difficult to build and sustain in a modern metropolitan environment, but the commandment of love implies that we must be intentional about this aspect of our life together.

9. Our Common Life, Ministry:   All Christian Ministry, whatever form it might take, has as its foundation and intended outcome the proclamation of the Good News that we are reconciled to God and each other through Jesus Christ our Lord.  Other activities may be good and worthwhile, but they are not Christian Ministry.   We often hear people speak of “my ministry” or a group speak of “our ministry.”  As a manner of speaking, there is nothing particularly wrong with these phrases, but as indicators of ownership they miss the mark.  To return once again to the premise in Thesis 2, the Church is not a democracy.  It is a monarchy ruled by our Lord Jesus Christ.  Just as there is one Lord, one Baptism, and one Gospel to proclaim, the Church only has one ministry--that of our Lord.  Individuals and groups discern how they may best participate in that ministry, but should never loose sight of the fact that it is the ministry of Jesus Christ in which we participate.

10. Occupation and Vocation:   Some of the Laity are fortunate enough to participate in the ministry of our Lord in both occupation and vocation.  Most have to manage lives in which occupation and vocation do not always mesh.  Occupation is what we do in order to support our dependents and ourselves.  Vocation is what we are called by God to do.  Occupation is not to be despised, for it often supports our vocation, but it is important that we know the difference between the two.  Indeed, I would argue that ultimately we all—no matter what order we are in—have one vocation.  We are called to be reconciled to God and one another, to join ourselves to Christ and one another as His Body—the People of God, and to proclaim the Gospel in word and deed.   


And now this essay ends abruptly.  There is no conclusion.  There is no grand plan.  There is an invitation to join in the conversation of the People of God for the purpose of laying our plans to more effectively proclaim the Good News of Reconciliation in word and deed.  I hope these ten suggestions will help us start the conversation, and they will have served their purpose if they are rejected in favor of better suggestions that emerge as the discourse continues.  Wherever this takes us, let us work together toward equilibrium in the mobile that is the Church.

�  At Morning Prayer an Invitatory is a call to prayer, praise and reflection.  The assembly responds with an acceptance—the responsory.  In Advent for example, we have the following dialogue:





Invitatory: Our King and Savior draws near.


Responsory: O come, let us adore Him.





This introduction is an invitatory.  Hopefully each reader will respond by critically thinking through the perspective that follows and contributing to the ongoing discussion about ecclesiology in our communion.


� Other names are “the body of Christ.” “a royal priesthood,” and “a people called apart.”  The latter phrase in Greek is εκκλεσια, a term unfortunately most often translated into English as “church.”  This English term has an etymology that leads to some unfortunate interpretations—but don’t get me started on that one.





� See Canons 10-16 of the Ecumenical Catholic Communion, which can be downloaded from:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ecumenical-catholic-communion.org/eccpdf/2008_ecc_constitution.pdf" �http://www.ecumenical-catholic-communion.org/eccpdf/2008_ecc_constitution.pdf� 





�  Two useful works are Paul Lakeland, The Liberation of the Laity: In Search of an Accountable Church (New York: Continuum, 2003) and R. Paul Stevens, Liberating the Laity: Equipping All the Saints for Ministry (Vancouver: Regent College Publishing, 1977).   Lakeland writes from a Roman Catholic perspective  and the anti-clerical overtones are there.  Stevens writes from an Evangelical perspective, and the Biblicist overtones are there.  Nevertheless, both contain enough good theology to keep an active mind fruitfully busy, provided that one’s critical skills are firmly in place.





� Similarly, a bishop does not cease being a presbyter when ordained a bishop, a presbyter does not cease being a deacon when ordained a presbyter, and a member of the laity does not stop being a member of that order when ordained a deacon.  


 


� Actually, the scenario is more than likely.  This paragraph is a summary of conversations I have had over the past five decades with members of the Order of the Laity in Old Catholic, Roman Catholic, Anglican and Lutheran parishes.    


� The diacritical marks are as close as Microsoft Word will allow.





�  A few examples are (all quotes are from the NRSV):





“So then a Sabbath rest remains for the people of God (λάω τοϋ Θεοϋ). Hebrews 4:9�





“By faith Moses, when he was grown up, refused to be called a son of Pharaoh’s daughter, choosing rather to share ill-treatment with the people of God (λάω τοϋ Θεοϋ) than to enjoy the fleeting pleasures of sin.”  


Hebrews: 11:25  





“Once you were not a people, but now you are God’s people (λαός Θεοϋ); once you had not received mercy, but now you have received mercy.”  


I Peter 2:10





� For an extended discussion of this point, see N. T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God: Christian Origins and the Question of God, Vol. 1 (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1996), particularly Part IV.





�  From Rite of Christian Initiation of Adults: Study Edition (Chicago: Liturgy Training Publications, 1988), pp. 198, 200: “[God] now anoints you with the chrism of salvation, so that, united with his people, you may remain for ever a member of Christ who is Priest, Prophet, and King.”  “Now you are to share in the outpouring of the Holy Spirit . . .It will strengthen you to be active members of the Church and to build up the Body of Christ in faith and love.”





From The Book of Common Prayer (New York: The Seabury Press, 1979), pp. 304-305, 308:  “Will you continue in the apostles’ teaching and fellowship, in the breaking of bread, and in the prayers. . .Will you proclaim by word and example the Good News of God in Christ?  Will you seek and serve Christ in all persons, loving your neighbor as yourself?”  “We receive you into the household of God. Confess the faith


Of Christ crucified, proclaim his resurrection, and share with us in his eternal priesthood.”





� I Clem.3.  The most readily available translation of this source is Ante-Nicene Fathers: Vol. I, The Apostolic Fathers, Justin Martyr, Irenaeus   (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1999).  This is a reproduction of an 1885 publication, but the translation remains useful.  This source is also available online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ccel.org/fathers2/ANF-01/anf01-05.htm" ��http://www.ccel.org/fathers2/ANF-01/anf01-05.htm�.  The specific citations are pp. 5-7 and 16-17 of the printed translation.  For the web version, go to Chapter III.   Clement’s letter was in response to a crisis.  The Church in Corinth had deposed a few πρεσβύτροι (presbyters/elders).   Clement encouraged the community to repent and restore these leaders to their positions.  In doing so, he put forward an ecclesiology in which those in various orders of ordained ministry were discussed in contrast to the Laity.  In chapters XL – XLIV Clement outlines in significant detail the dignity and function of the orders.  In over 1,000 words given over to the discussion of these distinctions, only the following eleven pertain to the Laity: “The layman is bound by the laws that pertain to laymen.”  Clement does not state what those laws might be, unless they are found in the implied admonitions to respect those in ministerial orders.  While separating the Church into the ordained and the Laity, Clement also conflated the priestly identity of the whole body of Christ with the office of presbyter.   (On this point, see Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christian Tradition: A History of the Development of Doctrine: Vol. 1, The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (100-600) (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971), p. 25.)  This was the start of a long and persistent tendency to view the priestly function of the Church as embodied in the offices of presbyter and bishop (the latter reckoned to contain the summary fullness of all orders of ministry) rather than in the body of Christ as a whole, and to define the Laity as “the others.”    





�  For a fuller treatment of the etymology, see the entry for “priest” in the current edition of the Oxford English Dictionary.








� This source can be found in almost any comprehensive collection of documents of the Medieval Church, and an accurate translation is available from Fordham University’s “Medieval Source Book” web site: � HYPERLINK "http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/source/b8-clericos.html" ��http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/source/b8-clericos.html�. 





� Luther’s Works, Vol. 40: Church and Ministry II, edited by J. J. Pelikan, H. C. Oswald & H. T. Lehmann (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1958), pp. 18ff.  For a more detailed discussion, see Jaroslav Pelikan, Spirit Versus Structure: Luther and the Institutions of the Church (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), pp. 32-49.





� Apology of the Augsburg Confession, Article XXII, The Book of Concord: The Confessions of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, translated and edited by Theodore G. Tappert (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1959), pp 236-238.





� “Treatise on the Power and Primacy of the Pope,” Book of Concord, p. 331.67.  This was not seen as normative, however: “So in an emergency even a layman absolves and becomes the minister and pastor of another.”  





� Book of Concord, p. 465.5.  A Similar statement appears in Formula of Concord: Solid Declaration (1577), see ibid., p. 505.8.





� Calvin’s complex ecclesiology is formulated in Book IV of his Institutio Christianae Religiones. In my opinion, the best English translation is still that by Ford Lewis Battles and edited by John T. McNeil, Institutes of the Christian Religion (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1960)  2 Vols.  For an excellent evaluation of Calvin’s ecclesiology and sacramental theology, see Kilian McDonnell, OSB, John Calvin, the Church, and the Eucharist (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967).  The two best works on the internal contradictions in American Presbyterian ecclesial culture are Leonard J. Trinterud, The Making of an American Tradition: A Re-Examination of Colonial Presbyterianism (Freeport, NY: Books for Libraries, 1970) and Randall Balmer and John R. Fitzmeier, The Presbyterians (Westport, CT: Greenwood, 1994).


� See C. B. Moss, The Old Catholic Movement: It’s Origin and History (London: SCPK, 1948, Second Edition 1964, Additional Material 1977), Chapter XX “The Constitution of the Old Catholic Churches” and the 1977 Epilogue on Vatican II by Michael J. Woodgate.





� An excellent example of this scholarship is John D. Zizioulas, Eucharist, Bishop, Church: The Unity of the Church in the Divine Eucharist and the Bishop During the First Three Centuries (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2007; a translation and revision of the author’s 1965 University of Athens doctoral dissertation).








� For New England see Perry Miller The New England Mind: From Colony to Province (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1953), Kenneth Lockridge, A New England Town: The First Hundred Years, Dedham, Massachusetts 1636-173 (New York: Norton, 1970), and Stephen Foster, Their Solitary Way: The Puritan Social Ethic in the First Century of Settlement in New England (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971).   For the Southern Colonies see Carl Bridenbaugh, Mitre and Scepter: Transatlantic Faith, Ideas, Personalities, and Politics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1962), Carl Bridenbaugh, Myths and Realities: Societies of the Colonial South (New York: Atheneum, 1963);  Charles Syndor, Gentlemen Freeholders: Political Practices in Washington’s Virginia (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1953).





� Seven decades ago H. Richard Niebuhr discussed the nationalistic syncretism of American Christianity in The Kingdom of God in America (New York: Harper & Row, 1937),  republished with an introduction by Martin E. Marty (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press, 1988.  More recently we have been given a sophisticated theoretical grounding for studies of this sort in Catherine L. Albanaese’s America: Religions and Religion (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1981),  a detailed empirical treatment of this syncretism in a specific historical period in Mark Silk, Spiritual Politics: Religion and America Since World War II (New York: Simon  Schuster Inc., 1988),  Mark A. Knoll, A History of Christianity in the United States and Canada (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992) which is a general textbook written from this new perspective, and Harold Bloom, The American Religion: The Emergence of the Post-Christian Nation (New York: Simon  Schuster, 1992) which is a provocative interpretation of the implications of this syncretism for understanding  American culture generally.  This theoretical structure and approach has come to dominate the academic study of Religion in America generally and the History of Christianity in America specifically.  








�   See Gregory Holmes Singleton, “Protestant Voluntary Organizations and the Making of Victorian America,” in Victorian America, ed. Daniel Walker Howe (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1976); Gregory Holmes Singleton, Religion in the City of Angels: American Protestant Culture and Urbanization, Los Angeles 1850-1930 (Ann Arbor: UMI Research Press, 1979) Chs. 4-6;  Ben Primer, Protestants and American Business Methods (Ann Arbor: UMI Research Press, 1979).  For all of their separatism, these trends also can be traced in the Roman Catholic and Lutheran Churches; see Robert D. Cross, The Emergence of Liberal Catholicism in America (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), Timothy T. McAvoy, CSC The Americanist Heresy in Roman Catholicism, 1895-1900 (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1963), L. DeAne Lagerquist, The Lutherans (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1999), p. 124.  Susan Wilds McArver, “’A Spiritual Wayside Inn’: Lutherans, the new South and Cultural Change in South Carolina, 1886-1918,” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Duke University, Durham, North Carolina, 1995) pp. 244-255.  





� Burton J. Bledstein, The Culture of Professionalism: The Middle Class and the Development of Higher Education in America (New York: Norton, 1976), passim.  This use of the word “Laity” actually predates the period Bledstein studies.  Consider the references given for the word in the Oxford English Dictionary: “Unprofessional people, as opposed to those who follow some learned profession, to artists, etc.  1832 AUSTIN Jurispr. xxxviii, The Laity (or non-lawyer part of the community) are competent to conceive the more general rules. 1875 HELPS Ess., Organiz. Daily Life 107 Artists are wont to think the criticisms of the Laity rather weak and superfluous. 1880 H. QUILTER in Macm. Mag. Sept. 393 Most of the Laity still connect the word pre-Raphaelitism with visions of gaunt melancholy women. 1898 Allbutt's Syst. Med. V. 281 The disease being one of the existence of which the Laity may be said to be ignorant.”





� A good deal has been written on this subject. I will cite three examples indicating the range of the literature.  One of the earliest serious treatments was a prophetic book by theologian/sociologist Peter Berger, The Noise of Solemn Assemblies: Religious Commitment and the Religious Establishment in America (Garden City: Doubleday, 1961).  Berger buttresses his argument with a considerable amount of empirical data.  Four years later an investigative reporter and columnist published a critical appraisal commissioned by the Anglican Church of Canada: Pierre Berton, The Comfortable Pew (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott, 1965).  Berger and Berton offer criticisms of clergy as well as the Laity.  Both deal with the clerical perception and the lay self-definition.  A little over a decade later John S. Savage presented a summary of research on a dominant type emerging from increasing numbers of empirical studies, The Apathetic and Bored Church Member: Psychological and Theological Implications (Pittsford, NY: LEAD Consultants, Inc., 1976).





� While several printed collections are available, (e.g. Austin Flannery, O.P., editor, Vatican Council II, Volume 1: The Conciliar and Post Conciliar Documents (Grand Rapids: Costello Publishing Company, Inc., 1975), the Vatican maintains an authoritative web site at � HYPERLINK "http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/" �http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/� with the documents available in several languages.  In order to access the documents, one will need to know the Latin titles.  Constitution of the Liturgy = Sacrosanctum Concilium; Constitution of the Church = Lumen Gentium; Decree on the Apostolate of the Laity = Apostolicam Actuositatem.


  


� Catechism of the Catholic Church (New York: Doubleday, 1995), especially pp. 224-228.  For those who have other editions, see Part One, Section Two, Chapter Three, Article 9, Paragraph 2 “The Church—People of God, Body of Christ, Temple of the Holy Spirit,” I, II and III.  





� For Lutheran lay participation beyond the Assisting minister, see the section on “The Congregation and Music in the Liturgy” in Philip H. Pfatteicher, Manual on the Liturgy: Lutheran Book of Worship (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1979.  The commentary on the instructions for Eucharist in the BCP  (1979) in Marion J. Hatchett, Commentary on the American Prayer Book (New York: The Seabury Press, 1981), p. 314, is worth summarizing here: “. . .lay persons should normally read the lessons preceding the Gospel.  Representatives of the congregation bring the people’s offerings of bread and wine, of money, and other gifts to the deacon or celebrant. . .The congregation has more opportunity to participate vocally, and the standing posture which is encouraged by the rubrics symbolizes active participation.  The rites thus restore the dignity of  liturgical roles to the laity who should be recognized as integral to the liturgy rather than as passive spectators.”   For fuller treatments of the importance of the Laity in our Eucharistic theology, see Gordon Lathrop, Holy People: A Liturgical Ecclesiology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999) and Frank C. Senn, The People’s Church: A Social History of the Liturgy (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006). 


� A few Old Catholic sources have already been cited.  Excellent summaries of the scholarship on the Early Church are W. H. C. Frend, The Rise of Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), Francis A. Sullivan, From Apostles to Bishops: The Development of the Episcopacy in the Early Church  (New York: Paulist Press, 2001), Raymond E. Brown and John P. Meier, Antioch and Rome: New Testament Cradles of Catholic Christianity (New York: Paulist Press, 1983);  James D.G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament : An Inquiry into the Character of Earliest Christianity, 3rd edition (London: SCM Press, 2006),  Philip Jenkins, The Lost History of Christianity: The Thousand Year Golden Age of the Church in the Middle East, Africa, and Asia—and How it Died (New York: HarperOne, 2008
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