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"A jest's prosperity lies in the ear 

Of him that hears it, never in the tongue 

Of him that makes it." 

 

 'Never' is perhaps too strong a word, for some story-tellers are better than others and likelier to 

get their humour over. But Shakespeare's meaning is clear enough. If the hearer fails to see the 

point, the joke, as we say, falls flat. We all know from the spontaneous experience of laughter that 

there is an immediate kinship between the partners in such an exchange. There is no disputing that 

the real success of humour turns on the listener. Audiences can differ greatly. 

 Perhaps this sounds an odd beginning to a study of the Church, though it may have some bearing 

on the slow-wittedness of the disciples about the things which, in all seriousness, were said by 

Jesus on the road. The fact is that what is here observed of humour is true of all communication. 

There is no sense of meaning, no recognition of the point, be it grave or gay, which does not turn 

upon the hearer's response. For truth is always truth in relation: it is between persons: it belongs in 

the interchange of tongue and ear and the minds they serve. Truth that has not been 'taken in' has 

not been effectively said. Without the answering apprehension there is no conviction, but only 

utterance. There is speech, but not persuasion. Where the kindling awareness comes there is 

community. 

 So communication, as the words themselves seem to argue, is community coming to be. Where 

there is understanding there is fellowship. Whether of jests or of sublimities, the nature of 

recognition is to bind bearer and hearer into one. Truth generates society: it forges a bond: it makes 

for kinship. So conviction, shaped by witness, means association. Just as beliefs are never rightly 

held in monopoly, so their acceptance never makes for isolation. On the contrary:  

". . . Two clear souls  

That see a truth, and turning see at once  

Each the other's face glow in that truth's delight,  

Are drawn like lovers." 

 

 This, undoubtedly, is the right place to start in any account of the Christian Church.   

 For was not that exactly the shape of things when the disciples met after Easter in the Upper 

Room and talked intently of the Resurrection? Was not this 'community' the secret of the two 

companions' hurried return to Jerusalem to seek out the eleven with their story of the supper and the 

road? What they had experienced and known gave them this corporate sense of identity. It was the 

bond of a common possession. Where despair and perplexity had prompted them to dispersal and 

isolation, so assurance stirred them to meeting and to unity. Communication and community were 

part of one reality. 

 So it is still. In the earlier studies in this Series we have explored some of the reaches of that 

communication by which the two disciples learned the identity of the risen Jesus and came through 

darkness into light by the crisis of the Cross. In later papers we shall take up aspects of their life in 

community, the unifying Spirit and the Lord's Supper. Here our central concern is with the fact that 

they were the Church. Emmaus, it may be said, is not Nicea, still less Byzantium or Rome. An 



obscure Judean village, it is far from the capitals of ecclesiastical pretension. Yet the road there 

belongs with the highway of our history. The Gospels end, significantly, in community. 

 When we close their story, as William Temple noted in a pointed question, what are we left 

with? "When Jesus' visible presence was withdrawn from men's sight, what was left of the fruit of 

His ministry? Not a formulated creed, not a body of writing…but a group of men and women." And 

they were all. In their returning to Jerusalem the whole enterprise of the Incarnation is Staked. 

 We do not, of course, validate all that the history of institutional Christianity has contained 

which then began. But there is no doubting that community was the right, the inevitable, the 

integral, consequence of all that Jesus had been and done, and that it was to the Church in its true 

meaning that the Emmaus journey was blessedly moving. Its sweetest name —"the beloved 

community" — was implicit in everything that happened there. We shall take up the main 

characteristics of the Church with the help of this title and build our study round its three elements 

— "the beloved community" as hospitable, responsible and vulnerable. In retrospect these three 

will be seen to be the meaning of the familiar credal summary of the Church as "One, Holy, 

Catholic and Apostolic." If we do not begin with these historic notes, it is only that we may end 

with them more surely. 

 

THE BELOVED COMMUNITY: HOSPITABLE 

 

 We had better begin here with the most obvious objection, and one which has  probably 

occurred already to thoughtful readers of the paragraphs of introduction. It is all very well to say 

that truth unites and communication creates community. Does not the claim to truth equally divide 

and alienate?. Has not doctrine been in fact a powerful force sundering humanity? Are not religious 

enmities among the bitterest and sharpest factors in history, lending their sanction to other elements 

of strife and discord that arise from race, or language or geography? Are they not more stubborn 

frontier makers than mountain ranges and arid deserts. 

 The real core of this problem will face us in the third section below on the vulnerability of the 

beloved community.  For the moment let it simply be admitted.  There is about religious 

community in many of its historical manifestations a dark, and tragic quality from which 

Christianity cannot be exempted. It has accentuated and bedevilled the racial and political factors 

tending to human hatreds and antagonism. 

 Yet true as this is, the New Testament hinges upon a deep and symbolic mastery of this ancient 

human enmity.  Christianity begins and continues in the greatest ‘sacrament’ of universalism 

known to history.  It is in this victory over the privacy and exclusivism that the historic faith of the 

Gospel and the beloved community of the Church together stand. Their genesis happens in a steady 

repudiation of monopoly, made all the more remarkable by the fact that it involved a revolt against 

the long and tenacious assumptions of its own parent. What the new faith liberated and enlarged 

was the very ethos which had given it birth and which it was first assumed, had provided it with its 

own particular exclusiveness of race and circumcision. 

 There is nothing quite like this revolution into Christian openness which the Gospels, the Acts 

and the Epistles record, exemplify and ponder. Yet its agents the apostles were revolutionaries, in 

spite .of themselves, trustees who had to transcend and abandon the first concepts of their trust and 

mandate by the sheer authority of what they had in charge. The possessiveness which was broken 

down by this new sense of all mankind was the more noteworthy in that it meant a bewildering 

crisis for its own disciples. 



 The journey to Emmaus, like the rest of the Gospel history, was a Palestinian thing, something 

which happened in Jewry. The Messiah, the Kingdom, the prophets, the Scriptures — all that we 

have studied — belonged with one people. The Church in the Upper Room was the Church within 

the synagogue. The Church, it is true, in the climax of the crucifixion, had come to birth in and by 

the violent hostility of the people to whom all its founders belonged. Yet despite their plain 

speaking about that deed of rejection ("Ye crucified the Lord of glory"), they still saw themselves 

as part and parcel of the nation that had put their Master to the Cross. They instinctively saw their 

mission as belonging to that people ("The 'promise is to you . . ."). 

 Their education into a wider destiny was steady if painful. The Book of the Acts of the Apostles 

traces the first steps of some nameless disciples who in Cyprus preached to non-Jews as well as 

Jews, inviting them into the fellowship of the faith. Through the drama of Cornelius' vision and 

Peter's break with age long tradition in following the Spirit into an uncircumcised assembly, the 

leadership of the Jerusalem Church found itself committed to Gentile relationships. (Acts 10 and 

11) 

 Nor was this, in retrospect, a sort of generous action by which they as Jews threw open to aliens 

something which was by right only Jewish. On the contrary: their welcome to the outsider was in 

obedience to the inherent nature of what they had in Christ. "We believe" said St. Peter "that ye 

shall be saved even as they," (Acts 15.11), not "they even as we." The Church was in destiny a 

universal entity which happened to have come to birth in Jewry, not a Jewish thing which was 

graciously ready to extend itself. 

 The active discovery of its true being was greatly served within the Church by the career of St. 

Paul as apostle to the nations. The heavenly vision of Jesus as the Christ, from which his biography 

and theology together sprang, made him the instrument of a world-wide mission that symbolically 

reached to Rome before his imprisonment and death. So the Book of the Acts ends with its business 

unfinished and unending, but with Rome attained, as the sign of the ends of the earth which Rome 

then commanded. All through that expansion, "from Jerusalem round about unto Illyricum," the 

Gospel was fulfilled and communities, across the deep cleavages between Jew and Greek, Greek 

and barbarian, grew up, with their doors open to all who sought their common Lord. 

 This story, rightly seen in perspective, is a remarkable 'hospitality' to mankind, in which the very 

nature of the beloved community is expressed in action. It is a marvel of de-monopolisation that 

leaves an unmistakeable lesson for every future time. If the Jewish matrix where the Church came 

into being had no right to retain it as a private thing, still less has any other culture or people to 

make it, or even let it seem, their own and theirs alone. For that original birth-place of the Church 

in the heart of Jewry was perhaps the most self-preserving of all traditions, inured to a tenacious 

self-defence, a defiant assertion of its own status. No other community was so reluctant ever to 

forego itself or give away its prestige. If such an identity had to be transcended and broken open, 

then clearly no later custodians of the Church could rightly arrogate to themselves the exclusive 

possession or expression of Christ. 

 There have of course been many eras in history since, when one hemisphere, or language, or 

culture, has tended to seem the dominant, or the main, exponent of Christian community, Rome. 

Byzantium, Europe, the Angio-Saxons, North America may have seemed as if they had made the 

Gospel their own perquisite. There are many now who incline to take Christianity as the white 

man's religion, or the Church as the ecclesiastical counterpart of the west or of empire. But no. This 

community began beyond and apart from these its sometime heirs, and will outlive and outlast 

them. "Christianity" as Arnold Toynbee insists "can take care of itself... I have no doubt that it will 

still be the spiritual force it is even if this western civilisation of ours were to become extinct." 



 That primitive and supreme experience of breaking out of its own culture context, which the 

Church went through in its New Testament genesis, remains the abiding pattern and pledge of its 

openness to all times and places and peoples. The gates of the city, as the seer learned in 

Revelation, are set to face the four winds and stand open to the compass of the world.  

 It is only fair to note that the deepest insights of the Old Testament itself had seen and enjoined 

this open Church.  "That you mayest be my salvation to the ends of the earth" had been the 

prophetic word to the nation (Isa. 49-6) "A house of prayer for all peoples" had been the calling of 

the Temple itself at Jerusalem (Isa. 56.7) Yet sadly these intimations of the universal destiny of 

Messiah had succumbed to the ardour and zeal of self-ensuring nationalism, to the righteous 

indignation of the Maccabees. The servant community was lost to sight and fact in its own security. 

Into the thwarted destiny the Church stepped and in so doing broke away from the nation-principle 

which had been the undoing of the old, into the love-principle which was to be the open charter of 

the new.  Thus a disinterest as to race, nation, language and tribe was written into the Christian 

Church from the beginning. 

 It was of course to Jesus’ pattern of Messiahship that this capacity for openness was due.  Had 

He chosen to pursue His Messianic ends by statehood, He would have precluded just this quality of 

things in His community, as well as transforming Messiah Himself into another image.  For where 

the ground of unity is nationhood, such as the state demands, then there is inevitably distinction and 

exclusion.  It was on and by the Cross that Jesus our Saviour made open embrace of all the earth.  It 

was to those encompassing arms of love that the Church was obedient and responsive in its mission 

to the world.  Had it been itself a nation, such a mission would have been obstructed from within, 

as the story of Jewry had sadly and fully proved. 

 So the Church, One, Catholic and Apostolic, means the Church hospitable—commending and 

fulfilling the very hospitality of God.  That its unifying sacrament was a meal, its tokens bread and 

wine, its emblem a holy table—we take up in Study 17.  Within it the one is many and the many are 

one.  Both directions of the fact of unity must always be in view.  As one, it does not lack variety, 

and diversity; as many, it does not fail of singleness and mutual identity. 

 The favorite metaphors of the New Testament are those of a body and a building.  Both hold 

together many parts and one whole.  Unlike a crowd, the Church does not merely gather or collect 

or accumulate.  For its parts are members.  They have their place in a structure which they do not 

bring into being by any mere will to associate, but which makes them parts of one another and 

integral to a whole.  It is hospitality that constitutes them guests, yet in being guests they fulfil and 

implement the thing that shapes them, and all within that kinship of spoken and discovered 

meaning with which we started.  They are the people of the Word of God, the family of Christ. 

 

THE BELOVED COMMUNITY: RESPONSIBLE 

 

 This openness of the Church in the meaning of the Divine hospitality in Christ is the measure of 

its responsibility.  “Let him that heareth say Come." Because it can never be self-contained, it 

cannot never be selfcontent. "Freely you have received, freely give." Because there are no limits to 

its welcome there must be no withholding in its invitation. So the meaning of 'Catholic' in its 

double sense has always been intended. it has to do with the wholeness of Christ and. the 

wholeness of the world, and the one because of the other. It takes a whole Christ to receive a whole 

world and the whole world a whole Christ.  For only when and as all men know Him is He fully 

known. 



 So the Church is apostolic, sent on errands, commissioned to penetrate the world, responsible to 

the ends of the earth. Cleopas and his friend, having invited Jesus to abide with them, did not 

themselves remain where they had met Him. He, too, as the evangelist puts it, "vanished out of 

their sight." For He was not to be merely admired in some kind of proprietory adoration and idle 

wonder. There was travel for their beliefs at well as for their fears. 

 It was likewise with the larger group which Cleopas rejoined. Jerusalem was no continuing city, 

rather a point of departure, a mother city to many daughter capitals and these latter, not herself, the 

recipients of all the New Testament's epistles.  All through the pages of the Christian Scriptures 

runs this theme of movement, of journeys and adventurer where, unlike the old order, exile is never 

feared, but rather "being scattered abroad" is token of being "the elect of God." (1 Peter 1.1). 

 Yet being apostolic and responsible is much more than being mobile. The roads are highways 

but so are the parchments. Theology makes demands as well as geography. St. Paul does not simply 

make his way to Athens: he thinks his way into the minds of the people who frequent its altars. As 

we find in Ephesus and Philippi, it was often easier to get to places than to get out of them. The end 

of the journey was only the beginning of the task. 

 There are many angles to this responsible quality of the apostolic Church. There was the genesis 

of the Scriptures, the Epistles and the Gospels (studied in No. 12). 'Translation' seems the word that 

most exactly fits the transmission of the faith — not merely or mainly from language to language 

(for much of the apostolic world had Greek in common), but from mind to mind, the business of 

stirring and gaining the answering recognition of men for the strange tidings of a crucified Saviour. 

 This is the enterprise we find emerging through the history of the apostolic generation and 

beyond. Just as Jesus Himself in the fashion of the parables had established that community of 

recognition with his hearers ("What man of you.,.?"), so His followers commending to every man's 

conscience in the sight of God the themes of their Gospel. (See the crucial passage in St. Paul's own 

analysis of his responsible ministry in 1 Cor. 9.10-23.) 

 It is noteworthy how that passage ends. St. Paul explains that his efforts to communicate the 

Gospel are with a view to his being a participant in it, with his hearers. It is that kinship we spoke 

of which he has in view. He does not preach (as one might expect) that they might be partakers 

with him (though this of course happens), but that he may be partaker with them. His own 

awareness of Christ waits for theirs: he will not fully understand except as they do. So in a way all 

Christian responsibility is self-interested, or better self-involving. It is not a bald, bare, take-it-or-

leave-it, evangelism, ending when something has been said. Rather it is a warm, tender, patient, 

untiring search after friendship for the truth, unsparing and discontented till its message "prospers" 

in the hearer's ear and he in hearing. 

 This is the meaning of apostolicity, this the nature of the responsible Church. It is the ambition 

to be shepherd to the world. Is there not something unique in the history of religions in this 'Gospel' 

posture towards humanity, this sense of an indebtedness to all, an ambition for each, this 

willingness to undertake humanity in all its representatives, this fellowship of a caring ministry? 

 It would have been presumptuous  (would it not?) had there not been that precedent of light and 

strength in the one Shepherd and Bishop of all souls. It was He Who had seen the multitudes as 

sheep without a shepherd (St. Matt. 9.36) and in that graphic yet demanding metaphor had launched 

them on their assistant ministries. Their responsibility, therefore, was imitative (see 1 Peter 2.21-

25) and 5.1-5); it found its resources where it had its origin, namely in Jesus the Good Shepherd, 

Who came seeking and died finding. 

 There is in 2 Cor. 2.12 a moving but seldom noted statement of this apostolic calling, where St. 

Paul says, quite simply: "I went to Troas to Christ's Gospel." The commentators and, for the most 



part, the translators also, find this incomplete and insist on an insertion: "I came to Troas to preach 

Christ's Gospel." But 'preach' is not there. And why should it be? In coming to Troas he was 

coming to the vision, to the boat for Macedonia, and so in turn to Lydia and the gaoler of Philippi, 

to the door of a new continent, to a clue illuminating his own perplexities and frustrations. All that 

he came to there was the Gospel--the Gospel being apprehended in the business of serving it. That 

Gospel was not some cold script, some static quantity, some dead merchandise. It was a living 

reality, an eagerness for kinship, a responsible relationship in truth with men and women, who had 

to be met before it could be told, and told by living men in all the transactions of their human 

friendship. So Paul came at once to Troas and to the Gospel. As an apostle, he took what he found 

and found what he took. He was sent to men with Christ and came to Christ with men. 

 Here, then, is the meaning of apostolicity — this state of being entrusted with the living 

reproduction of that compassion for humanity which lay at the heart of the Divine initiative we 

acknowledge in Christ. "The Church which is His body the fulness of Him that filleth,.." (Eph. 1. 

22 & 23), Here is the extension into human history of what Christianity believes about the very 

nature of God, translated into human obligation and corporate life. The beloved community is by 

and for the God of love. 

 As such its responsibility belongs with all who belong with it, the whole laos of God. In this 

sense all Christians are the ‘laity'. But from the beginning, by virtue of the shape of Jesus' ministry 

itself, there have been 'orders' of trust and commission within it. The apostles had their role and 

leadership, for the most part, because of their experience and vocation as original disciples. The 

structure of Christian community, its bishops, priests and deacons, grew with the growing of its 

life. Some aspects have already been noted in Study 10. 

 But the truth of the apostolic ministry is that it belongs with the whole Church. There is no 

Church without the ministry and no ministry without the Church. That they should interdepend is 

part of the law of the beloved community. 

 

THE BELOVED COMMUNITY: VULNERABLE 

 

 It is time to return to the question in the introduction, which has probably been dogging the 

careful reader all along. Is not this analysis hopelessly 'ideal'? Granted that the Church's calling is to 

be hospitable and responsible, is not its history for the most part repellent and compromised? Is not 

the beloved community too often the bedevilled community? To be entrusted with the whole Christ 

for the whole world is one thing, to fulfil the trust is quite another and has mostly gone by default 

while the Church reproduced all the worst features of the old order, and indeed of every religious 

institution, being unimaginative, censorious, proud, self-securing, lazy and hard-hearted. 

 We need honesty in facing this issue. But such honesty is two-sided. The more these accusations 

ring true, the more they ought not so to be. If they are justified as charges, it is because they are 

damnable as characteristics. The critic cannot have it both ways: he can only indict, if he admits, 

vocation. The point in truth is that the Church, in its very calling, has built in to its very structure 

this quality of self-judgement. As the beloved community its nature is in perpetual correction of its 

history and its vocation in restless accusation of its failure. It was this surely that Luther had in 

mind when as the very first of his famous Ninety-Nine Theses at Wittenberg, he declared that 

Christ "intended that penitence should be the whole life of believers." Sin and evil, as Christianity 

understands them, have within themselves a quality or a momentum which makes for their self-

perpetuation. Even in a worthy repudiation of one wrong another lurks for me. I become proud of 

my humility; my very confession can mean that I have still more to repent of in that I grew 



complacent in the very act of being penitent. And in darker ways bitterness leads on to other 

passions; resentments are fertile in propagation. Even in the sanctuary itself evil waits for me. 

There is no exemption from the pursuit of evil forces, no frontiers I may cross and say that within 

them I am immune. There is no time, far place, or mood, or character where a static immunity is to 

be found. 

 Nor is this realisation, somehow, morbid or defeatist. On the contrary, to see it is to know that 

there must likewise be an equally persistent, equally pervasive, quality of goodness, a power of 

love equally untiring, equally ubiquitous which knows that it must always abound in compassion, 

in peace, in suffering, in spiritual warfare and resourceful victory. Such a love knows that its final 

tasks are with itself, its most crucial judgement is self-judgement, its most vital role its own 

consistency, refusing to surrender its unresting business. Such is the beloved community. 

 A little reflection makes it clear that this is why Jesus fashioned His Church after the .pattern we 

have traced, as a Kingdom, stateless and non-racial, in and yet more than the political, for and yet 

beyond the nation. For clearly a Kingdom which in the last analysis identifies itself with one 

people, clings to political sanction, marries with one cultural expression, by the same token stops 

short of this perpetual vocation, and settles for a compromise, a modus vivendi which allows it to 

remain complacent. If it is racial it will find its own race superior, its own interests valid: if it is 

nationalist it will hate its enemies and so falsely love itself: if it is political it will require alliances 

with evil. In none of these cases will it be open to all the demands of love. It will by nature fall 

short of the Divine nature. All of us know in experience and history the painful, and sometimes 

gratifying, relativities of these partial communities of race, of nation, of party or of state. They have 

their place within the relativity of history itself and the fallenness of our human scene. 

 But it is urgent there should be, in concept and in acknowledged obligation, that community of 

love which tests itself by the criteria of Christ. All that we have said of the Church springs from 

what He defined of Himself. "The Son of Man" He said, "hath not where to lay His head." The 

plain meaning of His saying is that the purposes that are Messianic cannot proceed in coalition with 

the interests and passions of this world, its politicians, its Caesars and its Caiaphases. And that is 

why its Master suffers and His Cross becomes the symbol of His people's calling. 

 It follows that there is this non-exemption about the Church, a non-exemption from the self-

accusation that all worldly communities have to spare themselves. Is it not right that there should 

be one community, this beloved One, which is, by genesis and nature, committed to the criteria, not 

of expediency or of self-interest, enlightened or perverse, but of the Divine nature itself? Would not 

such a community be in the right sense "the extension of the Incarnation," the continuing presence 

in active judgement in the human situation of those characteristics by which God Himself is 

identified and known? Is it not well there should be, so to speak, at the heart of history, that which 

has the sacred obligation to reprove and repudiate the relativities of love or truth which necessarily 

belong with all other institutions of society, natural or contrived? Would it not be of such a 

community alone that God would say: "I will be their God and they will be my people"? 

 Such a community, with all it members, would be bound to say: "I count not myself to have 

apprehended. . . I press on if that I may apprehend that for which I have been apprehended of Christ 

Jesus." (Phil. 3.12 and 13). Such will always be the language of its corporate autobiography. This 

leads to what has been in mind in describing the Church as 'vulnerable.' Precisely because it does 

not rightly reduce its criteria in order to ensure its complacence, it stands exposed and open. It 

deserves criticism because it intends holiness. In deserving reproach it acknowledges its calling. 

 Nor is this only in what might be called the external 'reputation' of the people of God. It belongs 

even more with their activity. The beloved community is called to be always ready for the attitudes 



of love which exploitation is likely to dismay or failure to deter. "Be not weary" said St. Paul "in 

well doing." (Gal. 6.9). Such was the way of the Son of God's Love. The pattern of the Church is a 

love which was entirely free of all calculation, and was never quenched or appalled by 

unworthiness, or unresponsiveness in its object. God shows His kindness, in nature and in grace, to 

the unthankful and the evil. (St Luke 6.36). The Cross incorporates its own perpetrators in its 

intention of redemption and so did the Church in its preaching of its meaning. 

 But such a love, both in God its author and in the beloved community its imitator, must be ready 

for many lost causes. It will be as Luther used to call it a verlorene Liebe. It does not always meet 

with response. Indeed it is spurned and rejected. "Love's Labour's Lost" (the play from which aptly 

our opening quotation came about "the prosperity of meaning") is often its story. Yet Divine love 

goes on loving. It cannot be checked by ingratitude or enmity. Exploitation, indifference, apathy, 

distortion and the rest, only kindle it into new intensity and longer patience. 

 So it is that the most noted apostle of the hospitable Church celebrates the qualities which the 

love Divine has taught and bequeathed to the beloved community: 

"Love is never perverse or proud, never insolent, does not claim its rights, cannot be provoked, 

does not brood over injury, takes no pleasure in wrongdoing, but rejoices at the victory of truth, 

sustains, believes, hopes and endures to the last. Love never fails." 

Such love, in God, it is which has fashioned and made the Church. As the beloved community it is 

called to embody and obey this loving principle of the Divine life itself. This, no less, none else, is 

the meaning of its being One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic, This is the indwelling by the Divine 

Spirit. 

 

 

QUESTIONS FOR STUDY AND DISCUSSION 

 

1) If truth is really community-creating, why is it that so often in our experience between 

Christians of different Churches and with men outside the Churches, doctrine is more often a 

source of division? Does this reflect upon the way we hold it, and the way we see them in it? 

2) If the Gospel, as we said, is looking for 'kinship' and responsiveness in its hearers, what should 

evangelism do where, too often, its very presence provokes suspicion, antipathy or strong 

disinterest? In the task of "finding the hearer" for the object of kinship in truth, what do we do 

with controversy?  

3) To what extent and effect was the Old Testament the teacher of a universalism its people never 

achieved? What explains their failure? 

4) What is essentially new in the openness of the Gospel?  

5) Why were the first Christians reluctantly related to the Gentiles? How and why was this 

reluctance surmounted?  

6) What is the relation of unity to variety and of diversity to wholeness in the Church? 

7) Luther (on a slip of paper two days before his death) wrote: 

"Let no one who has not guided the congregations... believe that he has tasted Holy Writ 

thoroughly." St. Paul said that in coming to Troas he came to Christ. What is meant by these 

statements? How is it that Christ is only being had when He is being given? 

8) What, in view of (7), must we say of ourselves and our Churches today? 

9) "The Church is governed by obligations which involve it in many lost causes because its cause is 

never lost." Explain.  



10) "As my Father hath sent Me even so send I you." (St. John 20.21). Ponder this verse as the 

charter of the beloved community. 


