
        
            
                
            
        

    The Faith and Practice of Certain Churches of Christ.
Being the substance of four lectures delivered in Birmingham,
by Lancelot Oliver, Editor of the Bible Advocate.

_____ 

LECTURE  I.

_____ 
POINTS OF AGREEMENT WITH PARTIES CALLED EVANGELICAL. 
_____  
MR. CHAIRMAN AND FRIENDS, - During the last twenty years a great change has taken place in the attitude of Christendom towards the subject of Christian Union. Broadly speaking, the divisions used to be apologised for, or justified; and Christian Union spoken of, not merely as impracticable, but even as undesirable. Today, though many still fear union is impracticable, the great majority allow it to be a consummation devoutly to be wished. Seldom now are the various sects justified by such comparisons as the different regiments in any army all fighting under one General; but alike in this country, in America, and in Australia, there is a strong sentiment of disapproval of sectarianism and a great desire for union. Wesley's lines, - 
Let names and sects and parties fall, 
And Thou, O Christ, be all in all, 
meet with sympathisers everywhere. Conferences are held and efforts made, and in a few instances some of the parties nearest to each other have actually united. 
This change of sentiment is one that should be heartily welcomed by all lovers of Christ and of mankind, especially if it is, as we hope the harbinger of a day when Christians will give themselves earnestly, and at any sacrifice in harmony with the will of God, to bring about a real and manifest union of all who love the Lord. There are many things to be said against the divisions and in favour of oneness, but I will present only three, in the order in which they are met with in the New Testament. 
1. Our Lord deemed the manifest oneness of believers was necessary to the conversion of the world. In the sacred prayer offered for Himself, for the Apostles, and for all believers in Him, Jesus offers this petition:- "Neither for these [the Apostles] only do I pray, but for them also that believe on me through their word; that they may all be one; even as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be in us: THAT THE WORLD MAY BELIEVE THAT THOU DIDST SEND ME" (John xvii. 20, 21). This needs no comment; it places the desirability of Christian Union above all question, because, first, it is our Lord's desire, and secondly, He deemed it necessary to the world being won for Christ. How, then, can those who sing "the whole wide world for Jesus," be other than earnestly in favour of the manifest union of all believers? 
2. Schisms, divisions and sects among Christians are condemned in the New Testament and classed among the works of the flesh. The list of these works is given in Gal. v. 19-21, "Now the works of the flesh are manifest, which are these, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry, sorcery, enmities, strife, jealousies, wraths, factions, divisions, heresies, envyings, drunkenness, and such like." Here the word rendered heresies, and in the margin "parties," is the word rendered elsewhere sect. Surely this is the strongest possible condemnation and repudiation of sectarianism, to classify divisions and parties (or sects) with lasciviousness and drunkenness and to "forewarn" us, "that they which practice such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God!" An illustration of how fully Paul meant this is found in his first Epistle to the Corinthians. Although the subject occupies the three first chapters, I must be content to quote two verses:- "Whereas there is among you jealousy and strife, are ye not carnal" (that is fleshly) "and walk after the manner of men? For when one saith, I am of Paul; and another, I am of Apollos; are ye not men?" (1 Cor. iii. 3, 4). 
3. In apostolic days there was only one church, and it was the Will of Christ that unity should be preserved. This is what Paul says to the Ephesian Church, only he says it very much better. His words are: "I, therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, beseech you to walk worthily of the calling wherewith ye were called, with all lowliness and meekness, with long-suffering, forbearing one another in love; giving diligence to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. There is one body and one Spirit, even as also ye were called in one hope of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who is over all, and through all, and in all" (Eph. iv. 1-6). 
These three reasons for desiring union, viz.: That sects and divisions among Christians are condemned and classed with works of the flesh; that believers were originally one body; and that our Lord prayed for such union in terms that implied that sects of Christians would impede the conversion of the world - these three reasons, I say, should not only convince us that Christian Union is desirable, but kindle in our hearts a burning desire to hasten on the day when once more it may be said, "There is one body, one faith, and one baptism, as well as one Spirit, one hope, one Lord, and one God and Father." 
I have felt justified in these remarks on Christian Union, because, although the fourth of these lectures is specially devoted to our position on this subject, in fact they are all intended to define what the Churches of Christ deem the scriptural and divinely ordered basis of union. It may be well to explain now that there are churches here and there in this country who refuse all sectarian names, and are co-operating for the spread of the Gospel, of which some five are in this city (Birmingham). It is these churches we mean by "certain Churches of Christ," not that we wish to suggest that these Churches are the only Churches of Christ, or those who constitute them the only Christians. But these churches are not Methodist, nor Presbyterian, nor Baptist Churches they are simply Churches of Christ; and the members, while not the only Christians, are Christians only. That is, they repudiate any sectarian designation. Now the conviction of these churches - few and, except by divine help, feeble - is this, not merely that if others would adopt their position there would be an end of sectarianism - I suppose any of the sects could say that - but that our position is so scriptural that we can say all others ought to accept it - that, in fact, the Will of God as expressed in the Bible is in favour of it. Now this is the thing essential to a basis of union which shall command the acceptance of all believers. So long as a proposed basis of union claims to be no more than a human expedient, the conscience of Christians cannot feel it a bounden duty to unite upon it; but if a divinely given basis is exhibited, then it comes with power, the conscience of every man who owns Christ as Lord, says, "You ought to accept this basis of union." This then is the reason that in the interests of Christian Union, we desire to call the attention of all whom it concerns to the faith and practice of these churches. The conviction is that we stand where the Bible would have all Christians stand. This may seem arrogant, but it is at least intelligible; and our friends will admit that this being our conviction, it is our duty to endeavour to lay our position before all those who, like ourselves, desire a real Christian unity. 
As to the method to be followed in these lectures, it is somewhat rough and ready perhaps, and consists of marking off the ground common to ourselves and the parties usually called evangelical, and then to deal with differences. The method suggests the saying: Comparisons are odious; but they are not always so, and they are often very useful. Such a comparison ought to enable any friends - such as Wesleyans, Presbyterians, Baptists, Churchmen - to understand our position. Now I believe that many connected with evangelical parties do not fully understand why they stand aloof from each other at all; and I am sure many who have some indirect knowledge of the Churches of Christ do not understand their position. Before there can be any real union we must all try and see each other just as we are. A few felicitous lines, written by a Scotch poet, have become very popular, and present one side of a helpful truth. I may be pardoned quoting them; everybody is supposed to know Scotch now-a-days, and these lines especially are well known. 
O wad some power the giftie gie us 
To see oursels as other see us, 
It wad frae monie a blunder free us, and foolish notion. 
Now that is true; but is there not another side? Do others always see us correctly? May we not all say, especially those who are not so well known, "O that some power would give our critics the gift to see us as we really are! they would then think better of us." I am neither a Scotchman nor a poet, but the following four rhyming lines express what I believe is as important as the truth which had the good fortune to be given currency by the ploughman poet:- 
If others saw us as we are indeed, 
And knew aright our sacred aim and creed, 
'Twould set them free from many a blunder, 
Which now keeps them and us asunder. 
It is one of the important features of our position that we have no human creed. Of that we shall speak on another evening; the fact is mentioned now that the true value of any statement here made may be understood. I could have constructed a statement of matters of Faith and Practice held by those called evangelical, and which I know are generally held by the Churches of Christ referred to; but instead of that, I prefer to read you a list prepared by the late Isaac Errett, of the United States, and which has been largely used by churches in America whose total membership is said to be over one million. Mr. Errett writes:- 
First, then, let us state that much is held by us in common with the parties, known as evangelical; nay, there is scarcely anything recognised by them as essential or vital, that is not as truly and as firmly held by us as by them. We are with them in holding and advocating the following items of doctrine:- 
1. The divine inspiration of the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments. 
2. The revelation of God, especially in the New Testament, in the tri-personality of Father, Son and Holy Spirit. 
3. The alone-sufficiency and all-sufficiency of the Bible, as a revelation of the divine character and will, and of the gospel of grace by which we are saved; and as a rule of faith and practice. 
4. The divine excellence and worthiness of Jesus as the Son of God; His perfect humanity as the son of man; and His official authority as the Christ - the anointed Prophet, Priest, and King, who is to instruct in the way of life, redeem us from sin and death, and reign in and over us as the rightful Sovereign of our being and Disposer of our destiny. We accept, therefore, in good faith, the supernatural religion presented to us in the New Testament, embracing in its revelations:- 
(1) The incarnation of the Logos - the eternal Word of God - in the person of Jesus of Nazareth. 
(2) The life and teachings of this divinely anointed Lord and Saviour, as the highest and completest unfolding of the divine character and purpose, as they relate to our sinful and perishing race, and, as an end of controversy touching all questions of salvation, duty and destiny. 
(3) The death of Jesus as a sin-offering, bringing us redemption through His blood, even the forgiveness of sins. 
(4) His resurrection from the dead, abolishing death and bringing life and immortality clearly to light. 
(5) His ascension to heaven, and glorification in the heavens where He ever liveth, the mediator between God and men; our great High Priest, to intercede for His people; and our King, to rule until His foes are all subdued, and all the sublime purposes of His mediatorial reign are accomplished. 
(6) His supreme authority as Lord of all. 
5. The personal and perpetual mission of the Holy Spirit to convict the world of sin, righteousness, and judgment, and to dwell in believers as their Comforter, Strengthener and Sanctifier. 
6. The alienation of the race from God, and their entire dependence on the truth, mercy, and grace of God, as manifested in Jesus, the Christ, and revealed and confirmed to us by the Holy Spirit in the Gospel, for regeneration, sanctification, adoption, and life eternal. 
7. The necessity of faith and repentance in order to the enjoyment of salvation here, and of a life of obedience, in order to the attainment of everlasting life. 
8. The perpetuity of Baptism and the Lord's Supper as divine ordinances through all ages, to the end of time. 
9. The obligation to observe the first day of the week as the Lord's day, in commemoration of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ, by acts of worship such as the New Testament teaches, and by spiritual culture such as befits the memorial day. 
10. The Church of Christ, a divine institution, composed of such as, by faith and baptism, have openly confessed the name of Christ; with its appointed rulers, ministers and services, for the edification of Christians, and the conversion of the world. 
11. The necessity of righteousness, benevolence and holiness on the part of professed Christians, alike in view of their own final salvation, and of their mission to turn the world to God. 
12. The fullness and freeness of the salvation offered in the Gospel to all who accept it on the terms proposed. 
13. The final punishment of the ungodly by an everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory of His power. 
Now such a list of particulars in which we all agree, if kept well in view, should help considerably to prepare the way for further approaches. When we talk only of our differences, it is not surprising if we get the impression that our differences are comparatively greater than our agreements, and we fail to have the sympathy with each other that the vast amount of very important truth held in common by us is calculated to produce. I remember being present, in my young days, at a Presbyterian social meeting, when there was on the platform an evangelical Church of England vicar. The quaint old Presbyterian minister, remarking on the pleasure of having the vicar with them, said to this effect: "The Church of England has its thirty-nine articles, and we have the Westminster confession. There is little difference between them, and they are both 'unco dry.'" Well now, the joke and the form of it aside, there is an underlying truth of great value here. I believe the true cause of the amount of agreement is that we all use the same Bible. The particulars I have mentioned are all easily found in Scripture. Happily, many members of churches having creeds, learn from their Bibles rather than the creeds. As a happy example of the extent to which vital facts and truths are held, we may mention the various hymn books. It is not merely that the same songs of praise are in them all, but that the same hymns are favourites in all parties. We may instance those beginning: 
Come, O my soul, in sacred lays 
Attempt thy great Creator's praise! 
Our God, our help, in ages past, 
Our hope for years to come. 
Rock of ages, cleft for me, 
Let me hide myself in Thee. 
Jesus, lover of my soul. 
Jesus shall reign where'er the sun 
Doth his successive journeys run. 
These are sung everywhere, and with the same peculiar joy and Christian feeling. Such common faith and emotion should increase at once our regret that we are divided, and our hope for ultimate union. But, in addition to this sympathy, we may observe that the cause of union is helped by noticing that we have, in common, great all-embracing principles, which will serve as means or standards, according to which we may adjust our differences. To exemplify what is meant, we take four of these:- 
1. The view we all hold of the Bible. The sixth article of the Church of England gives what is the common understanding among "evangelicals." It reads:- "Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation; so that whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man that it should be believed as an article of the faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to salvation." Whatever creeds have been formulated, the Articles of the Church of England, the Westminster Confession, the Standards of Methodism, and the Congregational Declaration of Faith, are all subject to this qualification; they are not held as ultimate truth, except so far as they are in agreement with the Bible. Surely, this deference to the Bible as the only standard gives us some ground to work upon. What we need to do is, not to shun looking at our differences or weakly compromise what we hold to be Bible truth, but to state the differences fairly, to consider first whether the Bible favours one or other of us, and at any sacrifice to give up what is not scriptural and accept what is. 
2. We are agreed that Christian Union does not embrace agreement on everything mentioned or alluded to in the Bible. This is taught in the Bible itself. Paul, who gives the seven units - one body, one Spirit, one hope, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father, also indicates the duty of Christians receiving each other to the glory of God in spirit of differences on minor matters. Let me quote a few sentences from two writers, considerably apart in some things, in which this matter is referred to. John Stoughton, D.D., in his pamphlet on "Unity of Faith," one of the Present Day Tracts says, "Let us remember that a law of proportion is to be observed in our estimate of theological opinions. Some things are essential, and other things, not altogether unimportant, are unessential. Rightly to measure the difference between them in certain cases is very difficult; yet an attempt in that direction is a matter of Christian duty." I am unable to give the name of the writer of my second quotation, but it is from a leading article entitled, "Is the Church of England a compromise?" in The Church Times, well-known organ of the Church of England Ritualists. This writer concludes thus:- "The spirit of the Roman church is one that demands - and gives - an answer to every question that the curiosity or impatience of man may lead him to ask. When this is backed up by a splendid organisation which knows how to make its answers accepted as obligatory, you can secure an apparent agreement. But it is secured at the price of individual freedom. You make it a solitude and call it peace. The method and ideal of the Church of England is far better. Unity is secured by insisting on the pure Christian faith. Freedom is allowed for by leaving the rest open. This system has its difficulties, but they arise not so much from the system as by its being misunderstood by those who should first grasp it and then carry it out." 
Recent events, discussions, and books have shown that "the pure Christian faith" is needing to be "insisted on" more than it is. But the principle is rightly stated, and upon it all evangelicals are agreed. The great point is to have some authoritative statement of the things on which our Lord would insist as a basis of Christian Union. The distinction which is generally admitted, between what is essential to unity, and what is not, we as a people usually speak of as the difference between matters of faith and matters of opinion. Matters of faith are those things on which we have a clear "Thus saith the Lord;" matters of opinion are those things which have not a "Thus saith the Lord." 
3. We all claim the right of private judgment. Were we asked to define what is meant by being unevangelical, there are two points none would leave out. 1st: the acceptance and practice as part of the faith, of things not contained in the Word of God. It is this, for instance, which distinguishes the Ritualistic portion of the Church of England from the Evangelical portion. The "evangelicals" refuse to accept certain Romish doctrines and practices which some of the Ritualists themselves acknowledge cannot be taught from the Word of God. 2nd: the refusal to accept any interpretation of the Word of God such as that of a pope, a council, a synod, or conference as binding. We claim the right to read and understand the Bible for ourselves, and if in the course of study and enquiry we find certain things are not supported by the Bible, we follow our own judgment and not that of any official, or human creed, or church. This is very important, but I need not dwell upon it. The only alternative to this is practically to submit our reason and judgment to that of others; to be guided, not by the Bible, but by what others tell us is in the Bible, and that is often a very different thing. All this shows that as evangelical, we all claim the privilege of_adjusting ourselves to any increase of Bible knowledge which our own study or that of others may bring to us. The relation of this to Christian union is obvious. We (for here at least the Churches of Christ we have referred to may class themselves with the "evangelical") find ourselves in agreement on a great many important doctrines and practices. We agree that it is our duty to be united on all essential points in which we differ. On these points our common views as to the Bible leave us free and indeed under the highest obligation to submit the points of disagreeement to fresh Bible study, and to yield where we are wrong. If this were done, I, at least, think that the Bible will be found to respond gladly to careful enquiry, and no insurmountable difficulty would be found in recovering the basis of union on which the early church was manifestly a unit. We should become ONE IN CHRIST JESUS OUR LORD. 
4. We are agreed on the duty of yielding absolute submission to Jesus Christ as Lord. It will be seen that all these four general truths give a foundation from which we may test who is right in the points on which we differ, and submit, not to each other, but to divine authority; especially to that authority as presented to us in the person of the one Lord whom we all profess to love supremely. We shall see in following lectures that unqualified submission to Jesus Christ is the centre of the unity which obtained among the early Christians; that just as at first Paul could say, "where there cannot be Greek and Jew, circumcision and uncircumcision, barbarian, Sythian, bondman, freeman; but Christ is all and in all;" so also when we all give Christ His place, we shall agree that there cannot be Episcopalian, Presbyterian, Congregationalist, Methodist, Baptist, but Christ is all and in all. 
_____ 


LECTURE II.

_____ 
POINTS OF DISAGREEMENT WITH PARTIES CALLED EVANGELICAL. 
_____ 
In resuming the course of Lectures begun a week ago, there is a temptation to offer a summary on what was advanced on our agreement with parties called evangelical; but as we shall need all the time to deal with the points of disagreement, it seems better to proceed at once; especially as we must in the first place consider a question which will remind us of some of these points of agreement. I refer to the meaning of the word evangelical. 
For one to say that on certain points he disagrees with the "evangelical" parties, seems like condemning one's self. That is the reason I prefer to say parties called evangelical. Etymologically the word evangelical means "according to the Gospel." For instance, if we speak of evangelical doctrine, we mean teaching in accordance with the Gospel; or if we speak of an evangelical preacher, we mean one who preaches "according to the truth of the Gospel." When in Gal. ii. 14, Paul says that certain Jews "walked not uprightly according to the truth of the gospel," he says exactly what we should mean when we say that certain persons are not evangelical. In religious conversation and newspapers the leading denominations, who hold the Divinity of Christ, justification by faith, etc., are spoken of as evangelical. The use of the word may be noted in connection with the present agitation in the Church of England. There is the evangelical party, and there is the other party. Now what characterises the non-evangelical or Ritualistic party? It is that they have departed from the principle of the sufficiency and authority of the Holy Scriptures. They advocate, and to some extent teach and practice, doctrines and practices not found in the Bible, and they make "the Church" the authoritative interpreter of the Word of God. That is what is meant by being unevangelical. Now so far all is clear. The leading denominations are called evangelical because they profess adherence to the Bible as the only authority; permit none to come between them and the Scriptures, and on many things, such as the thirteen points of agreement enumerated last week, are obviously in agreement with the Scriptures. Well now, what I want to say in reference to the points wherein we differ is, that at these points the popular bodies in question are not evangelical, they are more or less out of agreement with the standard by which the difference between evangelical and unevangelical is, by common agreement, to be fixed. Of course I am aware that our religious neighbours can return this criticism and say: No, we are the evangelical, it is you who are out of agreement with Scripture. We are reminded here of a similar fight for the word Orthodoxy. Each party is apt to think it is orthodox, and those who differ from them are heterodox. As was wittily said, Orthodoxy is my doxy, and heterodoxy is your doxy. 
The right position is certainly this, they are evangelical in the proper sense of the word on any point who are in agreement with Scripture; and they are unevangelical who hold anything which is untaught in or renders void the Word of God. It is not of importance to us who is or who is not allowed to be evangelical. What is of importance to us all is that the only evangelicalism worth anything is that which is in agreement with the Word of God. The points of agreement between us I hold are evangelical, not because the parties called evangelical hold them but because they are in agreement with the Scriptures. If the points I now enumerate and which we do not agree with, are in accordance with Scripture, then those who hold them are evangelical at these points also; but if they are not in Scripture or make void Scripture, then we claim that, in these particulars we are more evangelical than the parties called evangelical. A rather homely illustration suggested itself from a bit of conversation I had lately. Some one was asking a gentleman who had recently met the brother of one of our Birmingham friends, what the brother was like. "Oh!" was the reply, "he is very like his brother here, only more so." That is about our position. We claim to be as evangelical as our neighbours, "only more so." This, of course, sounds boastful. "Is it likely," it will be said, "that the few, obscure believers are right and the great majority wrong?" At least it must be admitted majorities are not always scriptural. And this is a matter which, according to evangelical principles, must be settled, not by counting heads, but by appeal to Scripture. I have elaborated this point rather fully because it is as necessary to the succeeding lectures as to this one. Let me now state our points of disagreement. 
1. We do not agree that the Old and New Testaments are of equal binding AUTHORITY on Christians. As already said we accept the whole Bible as the inspired Word of God. But in our view the Old Testament was of authority with Jews, the New Testament is of authority with Christians. We make full use of the Old Testament to support the New and to explain it, and under the guidance of the New we use the examples and lessons of righteousness and holiness which are found in the Old; but as a book of authority to teach us what we are to do, the New Testament, as embodying the teachings of Christ and His Apostles, is our standard. 
Now we maintain that in making this distinction we are following the lead of the Bible itself, and that not to make this distinction is to throw everything into confusion. Paul exhorted Timothy to study to show himself "a workman that needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of truth," and this right division of the Bible is essential to any clear conception as to what Christianity really is. What, then, we maintain is this: That Revelation has been gradual, or as Paul says, "God, who at sundry times, and in divers manners, spake in time past unto the Fathers, by the Prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son." We distinguish in the Bible the record of three Dispensations, and from the nature of the case no man can be under any two of these at once. Thus in the book of Genesis you find God approached by the father of a family. Each builds his altar and offers his sacrifice, is in fact his own priest. But under Moses a different system was established which we call the Mosaic dispensation and which continued until the Christian took its place. Under the Mosaic arrangement none but the priest could officiate. Even the great king Uzziah was severely punished - struck with leprosy - for attempting to burn the incense in the temple. Then, under Christ, there is no longer any animal sacrifice, nor material incense, nor special order of priests. Every believer is a priest, and Jesus Christ, as the one Great High Priest of the Christian Confession, has abrogated for ever the Jewish arrangement. 
The truth of the matter is very well indicated by the names which have been adopted, by common consent, for the two divisions of the Bible - the Old Testament and the New Testament, the full meaning of which is - the Scriptures of the Old Covenant and the Scriptures of the New Covenant. What I want friends to note and remember is, that the Bible itself carefully makes this distinction and points out that the establishment of the New Covenant involved the abrogation of the Old Covenant. Thus in Hebrews, after quoting Jeremiah xxxi. for the promise of a New and Better Covenant, the writer remarks: "In that he (God) saith a NEW Covenant, he hath made the first OLD. But that which becometh old and waxeth aged is nigh unto vanishing away." The same thought is either implied or expressed in the following Scriptures:- "For the Law was given by Moses, grace and truth came by Jesus Christ" (John i. 17). "For ye are not under the Law but under grace" (Rom. vi. 14). "But now we have been discharged from the Law, having died to that wherein we were holden; so that we serve in newness of the spirit, and not in oldness of the letter" (Rom. vii. 6). "But our sufficiency is of God; who also made us sufficient as ministers of a New Covenant; not of the letter but of the spirit; for the letter killeth but the spirit giveth life" (2 Cor. iii. 5, 6). "But before faith came, we were kept in ward under the Law, shut up unto the Faith which should afterwards be revealed. So that the Law both been our tutor to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified by faith. But now that faith is come we are no longer under a tutor" (Gal. iii. 23-25). "For the priesthood being changed there is made of necessity a change also of the law" (Heb. vii. 12). "But now hath he (Christ) obtained a ministry the more excellent, by how much also he is the mediator of a better covenant, which hath been enacted upon better promises" (Heb. viii. 6). This last passage is from the same chapter which concludes by commenting on the word Old, saying that "That which becometh old and waxeth aged is nigh unto vanishing away." 
The Law and the Prophets were until John, but since then the kingdom of heaven is preached - we have announced a new dispensation - a new kingdom - a new covenant; Moses and Elijah lay down their commission at the feet of Jesus, and a voice from heaven says, "This is my beloved Son, hear ye him." 
Now I do not say that the parties called evangelical do not know of this distinction between the Old and the New. Many of their writers at times seem to grasp it fully. But it is not practically regarded, not used to determine what Christians should do or not do; and when proof is asked for a national church, or a separate priesthood, the distinction of clergy and laity, the wearing of vestments, the use of instrumental music, the baptism of infants, the Old Testament is quoted as if what was enjoined upon Jews was also enjoined upon us. We insist that to play fast and loose in this way, is to bring back the Law, and to give us an incongruous mixture of Law and Gospel, the Old and the New. 
2. We do not agree with the use of human authoritative creeds. We think that here we act in harmony with that great common position of evangelicals, that the Bible furnishes an all-sufficient revelation of the Divine will, and a perfect rule of faith and practice. We think that the human creed is not consistent with that point of agreement. If there is more in the creed than is in the Bible, there is too much in it; if there is less in it than in the Bible, there is too little in it; and if there is the same in it that is in the Bible, there is no need for it. It may be said that there is need for some statement of leading items which a convert should accept, and on the acceptance of which he can be received into the church. We shall see presently that this need is provided for in the Bible itself. The following are some of the principal objections to human creeds:- 
(1) They set aside the Divinely-furnished confession of faith. The full meaning of this will appear under my third point of disagreement. 
(2) They give the prominence to the imperfect expressions of men which should be given to the words which the Holy Spirit teaches. We hold that experience has shown that Paul named an important matter when, speaking of the things that were freely given to him and others from God, he adds:- "Which things also we speak, not in words which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Spirit teacheth" (1 Cor. ii. 13). As an instance of what is meant, take the attempt to define the revelation of God as the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, which is made in the Athanasian Creed. We do not object to men reverently seeking to state their view of the Bible teaching on this or any other subject; but we affirm that untold harm is done when such complicated, scholastic and speculative definitions, are made up into an authoritative creed of which it is said, "This is the Holy Catholic Faith which except a man believe, he cannot be saved." 
(3) They tend to perpetuate error. Being human it is likely on general principles that the most carefully made creed will contain some error. The human mind swings from extreme to extreme - in one century God is an awful God of justice, in another a rather ineffective conception of infinite love of the too-fond-father type. And the creed-makers reflect the ideas of their time. Their creed embodies these ideas, and thus succeeding ages are tied up to conceptions which a former age thought to be the teaching of God's word. A recent simple example of how the thing works came to my notice a few months ago. A lady came to me to ask what I thought about the shorter catechism of the Church of Scotland. She said in effect, "I learnt this by heart when I was a child. I never thought of questioning it. Lately my attention has been called to the question of its scripturalness, and I have been looking at the texts of Scripture given at the foot of the page, and I find that passages are given in support of infant baptism and such like, which I have long seen contain no proof whatever." Now, if we were left to our Bibles, we should soon get at the truth; but the creed and the catechism are taken as the Bible, and their error is thus perpetuated. 
(4) They stand in the way of Bible study. The creed presents the things the church holds, a persons finds himself committed to them, and there is thus a great impediment in the way of making these the subject of Bible investigation. The person who, in his Bible reading, gets a glimpse of the truth not in the creed, is deterred from following it up, by a presentiment of the inconvenience which would result from his coming to see that a part of the creed was inharmonious with the Word of God. 
(5) The creeds create and perpetuate divisions. Of course I know they are often thought of as bonds of union. But they have acted differently, and a little reflection shows they naturally tend to division. This is how the thing works: a dispute arises as to the Scripture teaching on given points. Finally, the majority formulate their idea so as to exclude the error of the others. The minority do the same. Thus you have two parties, both accepting the Bible language, but divided by their different opinions of its meaning. As long as those two creeds are regarded as authoritative, there will be those two sects. It is thus the creeds perpetuate divisions. But in one of these churches with a human authoritative creed, there may arise a man who disagrees with some part of the creed. Being a human creed, he does not see why it may not be brought more into harmony with the Word of God as he understands it. After much strife, he and others go off and form another party, and thus creeds tend to create new divisions. The only way to prevent the divisions is for the whole body to cease insisting upon conformity to the creed. But retaining a creed as a basis and yet not insisting that all believe it, is as bad as making divisions by insisting on conformity to the creed. Now-a-days, because it was found when the creeds were insisted on, new sects were made, the policy of looseness is largely adopted. But, surely, it is fatal to character for men to live under a creed and to sign it as their belief, when it is understood some things in it are not accepted. Far better, we submit, cease to sue human authoritative creeds altogether. 
3. We do not agree with the Christhood and Sonship of Jesus being made a mere item of doctrine - it is the central truth of Christianity and, in an important sense, the creed of Christianity. This is the one fundamental which we are jealously careful to guard from all compromise. It is to our mind clear that the place of Christ Himself in the Christian system cannot well be exaggerated, and is not in modern churches what it was in the beginning. Take the New Testament. What is the purpose of the first four books - the Gospels? John gives the design of his. "These things," he says, "are written that ye may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God." From different points that is also the design of the others. Take Matthew. His genealogy is to show Jesus is descended from the patriarch Abraham and the King David, as the Christ must be. The enquiry of King Herod put to the scribes, as to where the Christ was to be born, brings out the fact that Jesus was born where the Christ was to be born - at Bethlehem. At the Jordan God charges the atmosphere with the good confession, "This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased." All must feel that in chapter xvi., the central question is discussed when in answer to Christ's enquiry, "Who say ye that I am?" Peter gives the answer in contrast to the inadequate answers quoted from others. Peter confesses, "Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God." The appreciative way in which Jesus received the spoke of that confession, shows it to be the central truth, the divinely revealed central truth of Christianity. "And Jesus answered and said unto him, Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-jonah: for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven. And I also say unto thee that thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church; and the gates of Hades shall not prevail against it." In this confession there are two elements, a general and a particular. Generally, there is the great truth that Jesus is the Christ. The whole New Testament defines that to be: Jesus is the great Deliverer expected at that time, whom they spoke of as "The Christ." To say then that Jesus is the Christ, is to say Jesus fulfils all those predictions and is all they promised. Further, as the word Christ, in itself, means the anointed, to confess Jesus to be the Christ, is to confess Him to be God's anointed, the Prophet, Priest, and King anointed of God. Further there is the particular element - the Son of God. This was added to guard against the false idea of the Messiah as merely man, and to remind us that the Messiah was to be David's Lord as well as David's Son. 
When the claim of Jesus to be the Messiah was fulfilled and evidenced in His death and in His resurrection, then the Apostles began to preach that God had made Him Lord and Christ. A significant place here is the conversion of the Eunuch. "See," said the Eunuch, "here is water, what doth hinder me to be baptised? And Philip said, if thou believest with all thy heart, thou mayest. And he said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God." The evangelist then baptised the confessor. My time will not allow more, but before passing on I would remark that this Divine Creed produces a unity that nothing else does. All who enter the Kingdom are convinced that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God - they therefore accept His teaching and guidance. This leads to unanimity in reference to the Bible as the Word of God, the acceptance of the teaching of the Apostles, the ambassadors of Christ. So that this Creed of one article leads to unanimity on a variety of others. But we demand no other faith in order to Baptism and Church membership than the faith of the heart that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the Living God. All who trust in Jesus as the Son of God and obey His commandments are our brethren no matter how wrong on minor matters; and all who do not trust in Jesus as the Son of God and obey His commandments are not our brethren, however intelligent and excellent they may otherwise be. It will be a happy day when Protestants generally recognise that within the Bible which we may call our Maximum Creed, there is a Minimum Creed, a Divine Basis, namely, that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God. 
4. We do not agree with the place assigned the Lord's Supper by the parties called evangelical. If there is one thing which the first Christians attended to statedly on the first day of the week, it is this institution. The Gospels contain the account of our Lord's instituting the feast. Of the first Church it stands written that its members continued steadfastly in the Apostles' doctrine, the breaking of the bread, the fellowship and the prayers (Acts ii. 42). A highly instructive incident is mentioned in Acts xx.:- "When the disciples came together to break bread, Paul discoursed with them." And in Corinthians, where Paul speaks of their assemblies, he says, "when, therefore, ye assemble yourselves together it is not possible to eat the Lord's Supper?" This means, of course, that the principal object of their assembling was to eat the Lord's supper, and that by their manner of attending to it, they frustrated the very object of their assembling. Now the thing we say is, that the Lord's Supper was evidently a central act of worship, and it is the thing we have most evidence to show the first Christians came together to attend to. Yet now, while evangelical bodies have singing and prayer and preaching every first day of the week, the Lord's Supper is attended to once a quarter, or once a month, and then often by only a few of the church. I was pleased to see that Dr. Dale expressed himself strongly in favour of attending to this ordinance once a week. No sermon can ever be to those who love the Lord what this memorial feast is:- 
No Gospel like this feast, 
Spread for Thy church by Thee, 
Nor preacher nor evangelist, 
Preach the glad news so free. 
One of our brethren has enriched Christian hymnology with one of the finest hymns for these occasions of spiritual union and flow of soul. Its concluding lines are:- 
Dear Lord! what memories crowd 
Around the sacred cup! 
The Upper Room! - Gethsemane! 
Thy foes! Thy lifting up! 
Oh! scenes of suffering love, 
Enough our souls to win, 
Enough to melt our hearts and prove 
The antidote of sin. 
Without making a separate item of it, I may mention, that we do not agree with the common confounding of the Lord's day and the Jewish Sabbath. This is a point involved in what has been said about the abrogation of the law. 
5. We do not recognise in sects, branches of the Church of Christ. There is but one institution divinely called the Church of God. We nowhere read of the Church of Christ as having branches - though we are aware individual Christians are compared to branches - Christ said, "I am the true vine, ye are the branches." But when we hear it said, the Wesleyans are one branch of the Church of God; the Presbyterians another branch; the Church of England another branch; the Lutherans another branch, we can find nothing like that in the New Testament. Indeed the New Testament presents an altogether different state of things. It is true the word church is used in the plural; but it is used for a number of churches which were institutionally the same. Each was simply the Church of God in that place where it assembled. There were no sectarian names, indeed all such are distinctly rebuked as carnal, so that Paul could say, "There is one body, and one Spirit, even as ye are called in one hope of your calling, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all." We must not be understood as questioning the piety of these various denominations. We simply urge that, if we go by evangelical principles, sects, with sectarian names, symbols, and terms of fellowship, must be recognised as unscriptural and anti-Christian, and as, therefore, to be abandoned for the one Church of God which the New Testament reveals. 
These then are points in which we differ. You will see that all we plead for is simply a more consistent and less arbitrary walking by the general principle, the Bible, the whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible, which is said to define the religion of Protestants. The chief are:- 
(1) That the distinction which the Bible itself makes between the Old and New Testaments or covenants be consistently kept in view. 
(2) That human creeds as authoritative statements of the faith of God's people be abandoned. 
(3) That the Messiahship and Divine Sonship of Jesus be regarded as the Divine foundation. 
(4) That the Lord's Supper is an important part of the Lord's-day worship of the church. 
(5) That the Church of God is a unit, and sects are not branches of it. 
We name these things as needing to be recognised, not because we think them important, and did we thus plead, you would do well to scorn our plea; nor because great Christian scholars of the denominations have spoken in favour of most of them, though it could be shown that they have done so; but because the Word of God requires their recognition. In this way alone, i.e., by submitting to Christ and His Apostles, can Christians find a common basis of union; and the Saviour's prayer for a manifest oneness of all who believe through apostolic testimony, be realised, and the world be led to believe that God sent Jesus into the world not to condemn the world, but that the world through Him might be saved. 
_____ 
LECTURE III.
_____ 
POINTS WHEREIN WE AGREE WITH SOME, BUT NOT 
ALL, OF THE PARTIES CALLED EVANGELICAL. 
_____ 
A remark of John Locke's on memory, is that Ideas are impressed on the mind by being accompanied with Pleasure or with Pain, or by Repetition. Whether you experienced Pleasure or Pain in listening to the two foregoing Lectures, I hope one or other has enabled you to remember them, as Repetition is not possible to any adequate extent. I must, however, name again a few general principles from the close of the first lecture. These are that Evangelicals, and we with them, agree 
(1) In regarding the Bible as an all-sufficient rule of Faith and Practice. 
(2) In claiming the right to read the Bible for ourselves and the duty of following our own understanding of its teaching and requirements - in short, the right of Private Judgment. 
(3) In regarding agreement on certain essentials as necessary to Christian Union, but not agreement in opinion on everything mentioned or alluded to in the Bible. 
(4) We all admit the duty of unqualified obedience to the Lord Jesus Christ. 
In my second lecture, it was explained that they are evangelical who are in harmony with such general principles as the above, and on five points wherein we differ from the parties called Evangelical, we ventured to express our conviction that we are, and our religious neighbours are not, in agreement with evangelical principles. These five points are:- 
(1) The great distinction, so far as teaching us what we should do is concerned, between the Old Testament and the New. 
(2) The abandonment of human authoritative Creeds. 
(3) The great confession, Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the Living God is not a mere item of doctrine among other items, but is the fundamental and central truth of Christianity. 
(4) The Lord's Supper is a central part of the worship of the Church of God on Lord's day. 
(5) That sects are not branches of the Church of Christ, but are condemned in Scripture as contrary to every idea of the church. On each of these points we endeavoured to show that we are fighting under the Banner and ’gis of the New Testament - we are in fact in the highest sense evangelical. 
In reference to subjects (of which this third lecture treats) on which "evangelicals" differ among themselves, everybody must see that before Christian Union is consummated, something must be determined. Different plans are suggested which will be brought into view next lecture, but meantime I remark that there is but one plan at once honourable and in agreement with our general principles:- If the subjects are not essential to new Testament Christian Unity, we must agree to receive each other notwithstanding such differences; just as we do now, for instance, whatever view we take as to the Bible teaching on the final destiny of the wicked. But if the subject is one that we can ascertain from the New Testament we ought to be agreed upon, then we should search the Scriptures and amicably seek to secure union by all finding our way to the Bible view of the matter. What then I am to do in this lecture is to show what, on a few of these questions, the New Testament teaches. There can be no doubt that agreement on this subject is necessary, for in his list of items on which there was union, originally, the Apostles includes "One Baptism." 
1. The action of Baptism. The questions I deal with tonight would each require at least a night to itself for exhaustive treatment, so that I confine myself to the statement of such phases of them as are likely to give some idea of the chief differences and the Scriptures that decide them. It is agreed on all hands that the word baptism denotes an action to which water is necessary; that that action is an ordinance commanded by Jesus and is to be attended to before the ordinance of the Lord's Supper. Here the agreement ends. The Congregationalist, the Wesleyan, the Presbyterian, etc., will allow that sprinkling with water is baptism; the Baptists deny it, and say that the action denoted by the word baptism is immersion. 
(1) The question is not as to the present-day meaning of the English word baptise. As a fact that word is used by some to mean immersion, by the great mass of the people to mean sprinkle, and by some to cover both - so that they talk about baptism by immersion and baptism by sprinkling. Accordingly, Chambers's English Dictionary thus defines Baptism - "Immersion in or sprinkling with water as a religious ceremony." 
(2) The question is one of translation - what is the definite equivalent in English of the Greek baptisma - the Greek word rendered by the indefinite English word Baptism? Was the Greek word baptisma variously used; or had it a definite, specific meaning? Baptists say, and we agree with them, that the Greek verb baptizo means to immerse, and the Greek noun baptisma means immersion. 
(3) It should be noted that no word can mean at once sprinkling and immersion. There may be several ways of obeying a command, but if so the world of command does not mean any one of these different ways. Thus if I say, "Go a mile," you may carry out the command by walking or running or riding, but that shows that go does not mean either walk, run or ride. If I say walk a mile, you cannot do that by running or riding. In the same way no word can mean both sprinkle and immerse. If baptizo means one of these, it cannot possibly mean the other. 
(4) That baptizo means to immerse is proved by the concurrence of evidence from various sources. The Greek Lexicons give to dip, to plunge, to immerse. Ancient and modern versions, when they do translate the word, give something equivalent to our word immerse, never to our sprinkle. Church historians say immersion was the apostolic practice, and a volume could be written giving the admissions of p‘do-baptist affusionists. The Church of the East, nominally perhaps one hundred millions, has always immersed. But to the many who are acquainted only with the English New Testament, the circumstances in which the word is used are sufficient to prove to them that the word must have meant immersion. Take for example Mark i., John's Baptism was administered in the river Jordan." Would they be in the river to sprinkle? Then verse eight reads, "I baptised you with water," but on the margin the Revisers say "or in," that is, "I baptised you in water," and the American Committee's note at the end of the Testament reads, "After baptise let the margin 'or in' and the text 'with' exchange places," showing that they thought the proper rendering to be, "I baptise you in water." Still more utterly irreconcilable with sprinkling in verse nine, "And it came to pass in those days that Jesus came from Nazareth in Galilee, and was baptised of John in the Jordan." Now the preposition here rendered is a different word to that rendered "in" at verse 5, in the phrase, "in the river." And the Revisers give its full force on the margin. The Greek they say means "into." Very well, if that is the meaning, let us have it. Jesus then "was baptised of John into the Jordan." Now "immersed of John into the Jordan" makes good sense, but "sprinkled of John into the Jordan" gives a ridiculous idea which cannot, of course, be the right one. 
Proof of this kind is to be found in almost every place in the New Testament where baptism is mentioned. When the word is used figuratively, the same literal meaning is evidently implied because no other meaning makes the figure suitable. Thus our Lord calls His sufferings a baptism (Mark x. 38, 39). Now can anyone imagine, if baptisma meant "sprinkling," Jesus would have used it to convey to His disciples an impressive idea of the greatness of those sufferings, and that was evidently His intention? Surely not! Had he wished to make light of those sufferings He might have called them a sprinkling; but to represent the greatness of His sufferings, immersion was the very word - an overwhelming in a flood of suffering. 
Before leaving the action, I may mention that I have recently happened on two references to present-day baptisms in the Jordan, each accompanied by a small picture reproduced from a photograph. The one is in the March number of The Wide World Magazine for 1898, where it is said: "The ceremony of baptism and the waters of the Jordan have been associated ever since the days of Christ, but it is only of recent years that the fashion has sprung up of making pilgrimages to its banks for the purpose of undergoing actual immersion in the river ... people of all ranks and from all parts of the globe undertake these pilgrimages to the Jordan and subject themselves to complete immersion." The other is the immersion of a gentleman in the Jordan by no less a person that Dr. Talmage, and is described by the latter in his recent book "From the Manger to the Throne," as follows:- Yesterday, on horseback, we left Jericho, and having dipped in the Dead Sea, we came with a feeling we cannot describe upon the Jordan, a river which more people have desired to see than any other. On our way we overtook an American who requested me to baptise him by immersion in the river Jordan. We dismounted at the place where Joshua and his host crossed the river dryshod. We were near a turn in the river, and not far off from where rocks and sand are piled up in shape of cathedrals, domes, and battlements. We pitched our tent, and after proper examination of the candidate for baptism, I selected portions of Scripture appropriate. One of our Arab attendants has a garment not unlike a baptismal robe. With that garment girdled around me, I led the candidate down under the trees on the bank, while near by were groups of friends and some strangers who happened to be there. After a prayer, I read of Christ's baptism in the Jordan, and the commission. 
With the candidate's hand in mind, we waded deep into the Jordan, and I then declared, 'In this historical river, where the Israelites crossed, and Naaman plunged seven times for the cure of his leprosy, and Christ was baptised, and which has been used in all ages as a symbol of the dividing line between earth and heaven, I baptise thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. Amen.' As the candidate went down under the waves and then rose, I felt a solemnity that no other scene could have inspired." 
On this point, then, the Scriptures prove that the one baptism was immersion, and we, therefore, find ourselves in agreement with the Baptists. For the same reason we agree with them on 
2. The subjects of Baptism. These we hold the New Testament shows were penitent believers, and, therefore, infants who cannot believe and repent are not scripturally eligible for baptism at all. The testimony is so uniform that Prof. Beet, when he sought to support infant baptism a few years ago in the British Weekly, granted that there was no instance of infant baptism recorded in the New Testament. This fact we regard as a necessary consequence of the fact that baptism, from its very purpose, could only be intended for persons old enough to have a sense of sin and an intelligent faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. This was anticipated even in John's baptism. Thus we read that those who came to him were baptised "confessing their sins," and his baptism is called "The baptism of repentance for the remission of sins." Now, confession of sins and repentance (change of mind) are both impossible to infants. Another proof of the intelligence needed for John's baptism is found in Paul's description of it:- "And Paul said, John baptised with the baptism of repentance, saying unto the people that they should believe on him that should come after him, that is, on Jesus." That is, John required them to promise acceptance of the Coming One. Such promise no infant could give. 
The necessity of intelligence and conviction is equally clear in the interesting record we have of the baptism administered by the Apostles during our Lord's public ministry. "When, therefore, the Lord knew how that the Pharisees had heard that Jesus was making and baptising more disciples than John (although Jesus Himself baptised not but his disciples), he left Judea, and departed again into Galilee" (John iv. 1). Take careful note of those words "was making and baptising more disciples" - they imply that before anyone could be baptised he must be made a disciple. This is of great importance, because the great commission shows that in this respect the baptism instituted by Christ after His resurrection was identically the same. The commission as given in Matthew commences:- "All authority hath been given to me in heaven and on earth, go ye, therefore, and make disciples of all the nations, baptising them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit." First, make disciples; secondly, baptise the disciples. Now, surely there is no room for opinion here. A disciple of Christ is of course one who believes in Him, and is determined to follow Him as His humble, loving, grateful disciple. Jesus Himself defined a disciple as one who loved Him more than he loved any other friend. Such then and such only are the subjects of baptism. To reverse that and baptise infants who may (or may not) become believers in Christ when they grow up, is to change the ordinance altogether; introduces into Christianity a carnal element quite foreign to it, and calculated to destroy the spirituality of the church, as indeed it has done. 
Mark's record of the commission, though shorter, is to the same effect; for there, too, faith precedes baptism - "Preach the Gospel to the whole creation, he that believeth and is baptised shall be saved." Moreover, Mark illustrates Matthew; this preaching of the Gospel commanded in Mark is the equivalent of the make disciples commanded in Matthew. That is, preaching the Gospel is the means by which disciples are made. Persons capable of hearing the Gospel and becoming by its sweet persuasion disciples of Christ, are alone contemplated by the commission. In accordance with this, "the Acts of Apostles" gives account after account which are all substantially the same as that brief statement about the Corinthians:- "And many of the Corinthians hearing, believed and were baptised" (Acts xviii. 8). The case of the eunuch shows that the preachers required faith before baptism. "And the Eunuch saith, Behold! Water! what doth hinder me to be baptised? And Philip saith, If thou believest with all thy heart thou mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God." The baptism then took place. This, of course, implies that Philip had it as a fixed rule that only believers were eligible for baptism. Some have thought that in the mention of the baptism of households they had a proof that infants were baptised. They argue that if there were infants in these households they must have been baptised. But there are many households in which there are no infants, and before the reasoning would be of any value, it must be shown there were infants in those particular households. That cannot be done. Further, if we knew that there were infants, unless it were positively said they were baptised, there would still be no proof. Because if a statement is made of a whole which from the nature of the case could only be true of a part, we understand the whole is meant with the exception of that part to which it cannot from its nature apply. If I say, "John Wesley was sent for to the house. When he arrived he found the household consisted of the father and mother, and eight children, two of whom were infants, and five servants. He preached to them and they all believed and rejoiced in the truth." Would any one suppose that to mean that the infants believed and rejoiced? Certainly not! you would say, of course, all here referred to all who could understand. Quite so, and in like manner if we knew that there were infants in any of these households who were baptised and also knew that faith was a required condition for baptism, then we should understand that the infants were excepted from the nature of the case. But as it actually happens in all the cases of household baptisms we have indications that those who were baptised could and did hear the Gospel, so that those who use this argument are without excuse. In his commentary on 1st Corinthians, Dr. Beet, the well-known Wesleyan professor, says, after discussing the households, "Consequently, these passages render no aid to determine whether the Apostles baptised infants." 
3. The design of Baptism. The question which we are frequently asked, whether baptism is necessary to salvation, is one that is best answered by presenting the Scriptures which bear on the subject. The relation of baptism to salvation may be gathered from the commission in Mark, "And He (Jesus) said unto them, 'Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to the whole creation. He that believeth and is baptised shall be saved; but he that disbelieveth shall be condemned.'" Salvation stands after faith and baptism, not after faith alone. 1 Peter iii. 19-22, after saying that Noah and his family in the Ark "were saved through water" adds, "which also after a true likeness doth now save you, even baptism, not the putting away of the filth of the flesh, but the interrogation of a good conscience toward God, through the resurrection of Jesus Christ." 
Now to many people this idea of baptism being thus linked with salvation is very repugnant. The think it is baptismal regeneration. The Baptists, notwithstanding these passages and others I shall call attention to, deliberately deny that there is any connection, and claim that a person must be saved before baptism. Now, while ourselves abhorring what is called baptismal regeneration, we cannot with these Scriptures and others before us, deny a connection between the believer's baptism and salvation; so on this point we differ with the Baptists and are at one with the almost universal acknowledgement of the relation of baptism and salvation. But we have tried to understand how it is that the New Testament does link baptism and salvation, and find that there is nothing in the connection at all like what is called baptismal regeneration. Baptismal regeneration means that a priest baptising an infant changes its heart, puts the germ of a new life into it. Now in believer's baptism, the person baptised is already a penitent believer, that is, his heart is already changed, his heart's desire is to live a new life. The baptism then does not regenerate him by changing his heart; the Gospel has already changed his heart. That clear, let us look at other passages which show the design of baptism to the believer. These will show how baptism is related to salvation. They are almost all passages where the purpose of the baptism is indicated by the Greek particle eis, meaning into, and sometimes also translated for; 
"Baptising them" (the disciples made) "into the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit" (Matthew xxviii. 19). This represents baptism as an initiation, an inducting into the divine Being as revealed as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Well, then, before baptism. Well, then, before baptism the disciple is not in the Name of God; after baptism he is. Now is not that the reason that the baptised believer is said to be saved? He is in God, united to Him. Baptism is simply the appointed ceremony for uniting the penitent believer to God as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 
"Only they had been baptised into the name of Jesus Christ" (Acts viii. 16). 
"All we who were baptised into Christ Jesus were baptised into his death" (Rom. vi. 4). 
I take these together as they are practically the same; baptism here introduces into the name of Jesus Christ, into Christ Jesus, into the death of Christ. The same inference is necessary. Before baptism persons are not in the name of Jesus Christ, not in Christ Jesus, not in the death of Christ, but after baptism they are. Baptism then is a divine institution in_which a penitent believer is united to Christ, united to His death and resurrection. 
"Repent and be baptised every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ unto the remission of your sins." In the Common Version we have "for the remission of sins." The original is the same preposition, eis, in the passages already quoted translated into. Now many people who have no difficulty with baptism into the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; into the name of Jesus Christ; into Christ Jesus; into the death of Christ; stand puzzled when they find baptism into the remission of sins. But why should the one be more startling than the other? If a believer is "baptized into the death of Christ," that is the same as baptised into the remission of sins, for there can be no remission of sins out of, apart from, the death of Christ. Hence the early Christians who had all been baptised into the death of Christ did not ascribe their salvation to their baptism, as the procuring cause (neither do we) but to Christ, who shed His blood for the remission of sins and in Whom by faith and baptism they stood: "IN WHOM we have our redemption, even the forgiveness of our sins." Lastly, this explains how it is the very same words describe the purpose of Christ's death, and the purpose of baptism: "This is my blood of the covenant," said Christ, "shed for many, unto the remission of sins;" "Repent and be baptised every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ unto the remission of sins," said Christ's Apostle. The believer's baptism being an induction into the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; into the name of Jesus Christ; into Christ Jesus; into the death of Christ, brings him into the full enjoyment of the great blessing procured by the shedding of Christ's blood - the remission of sins. So all is most harmonious; baptism is rightly thought of as in order to salvation, yet there is no more merit in baptism as a condition of salvation than in the other two conditions - faith and repentance. The heart is changed by the Gospel not by baptism, but the state or relation is changed by baptism. A man and woman come to the ceremony of marriage. The woman's love is already given to the man. Marriage will not change her heart. But she cannot before marriage be called by his name, or lawfully claim his protection and support. They are married. The ceremony does not make them love each other the better, but it changes their whole relationship to the law of the kingdom. So in the Kingdom of Heaven, the man and woman are the Lord Jesus and the penitent believer. The latter loves Christ but is not yet formally inducted into Him; he cannot, according to the laws of the kingdom be said to be married to Christ. He is baptised, and all that Jesus is as Saviour He is by the arrangements of the kingdom of God to the baptised one, just as a man is all he can be as a husband to the woman who has lawfully been married to him. 
4. A definite date for the commencement of the Church of Christ. It is rather difficult to ascertain just what the parties called evangelical hold on this important point. We therefore put our position thus, that we agree with those that hold the Church of Christ was not yet established during our Lord's public ministry, but was established on the day of Pentecost, immediately after His ascension. Although many of the leading writers recognise this, it is not the view held by any of the parties as such. Many speak as if the Jewish people and the Church of Christ were one and the same. I need not repeat what was said about the importance of the scriptural distinction of the two covenants. This question of the commencement of the Church is the same. The Church of Christ had no existence in the Old Dispensation; it is an institution, new on Pentecost, not national, but universal in character, built on the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, appointed by Christ, and Christ Jesus Himself being the chief corner-stone. 
5. In regard to the conception of the Church, what is usually spoken of as Church Government, we agree in the main with Congregationalists and Baptists. I may remark that these sectarian names are not only unlovely signs of divisions condemned by the New Testament, but they fail to mark off distinctions in some cases and, what is worse, hide the degree of agreement in others. Thus the churches called Baptist are many of them a mixture of baptised and unbaptised, while we, who reject the name as unscriptural, are churches composed entirely of immersed believers. Then again Baptists and ourselves have the same conception of a church as a local independent body of believers in Christ, which gives its name to the Congregationalists. 
The main point of agreement, and it is most important, as it takes away the very foundation upon which the Papacy is built up, is this: We hold a church is a local assembly of Christians who acknowledge Christ as the head, and acknowledge no other religious authority whatever. Any number of such churches we hold may associate to help each other, but no central authority such as Pope, Council, Bishop, Assembly or Conference can legislate for any one of these churches. Each church, where it has a divine law, is ruled by Christ and His Apostles and teachers in the New Testament; where they have no law, in matters of expediency, the will of the majority is followed. There is no outside authority whatever. As I have said, it could be easily shown that the tremendous priestly system ripened when that original democratic, or Christocratic, order of things was lost sight of, and there was first the bishop in one church, and then that bishop was allowed to extend his jurisdiction to other churches. Thus by departure from what is now called Congregationalism, the primitive order in the churches planted under the Apostles, there came Presbyterianism, Episcopalianism, and finally the Papacy. There is a view often expressed - that this was a natural development, and that none of these orders is specially binding. We do not hold that. We think that the organisation deliberately adopted at first under guidance of the Holy Spirit, has surely a claim to our consideration on that account. We know that the development (so-called) ended in a priestly tyranny, in a general slavery of the conscience, immorality, and irreligion of the worst kinds. So we claim that the Congregational idea is Divine in its origin, is adapted to a spiritual religion, gives the widest scope to every individual Christian to serve the Church and the world, and the enjoyment of the fullest measure of liberty. 
Let me add that we find no Scripture for each congregation or church having its paid minister, who is usually invested with powers which none other in the church shares, and who often does almost all the praying and preaching and, especially, as it is called, dispenses the sacrament. We believe in all members ministering, that is the New Testament ideal, the body built up by that which every joint supplieth - all men and all women and children ministering to each other. This involves, so far as public prayer and speaking goes, that every one able to edify should have scope to use his gifts. It is pleasing to see that many in the religious world today are able to see the truth on this point. On March 2nd a letter appeared in the British Weekly from Mr. Augustus Birrell, Q.C., M.P., on what is to be done to check Romanism, in which he says, "I wish all ministers of the Free Churches would abandon the shreds and rags of sacerdotalism that still cling even to them; that they would give up ordination services and the title 'Reverend,' and that their sacraments should be frequently administered by those who are (absurdly enough) called 'laymen.'" 
6. The support of the work of the Lord. It may seem like an anti-climax to conclude with a reference to ways and means. Yet, after all, we have abundant proof that nothing is so fruitful of evil as a mistake about the acquisition or the use of money. The possession of wealth as well as of power, became at an early date the desire of the Church and the cause of its deterioration. The orders of monks began with a vow of poverty and comparative purity of life, but found ways of evading the oath, and as wealth accumulated, Christian character was lost, and awful corruption and worldliness ensued. In our own day, in order to build ornate chapels, pay large salaries, and send out missionaries, money has been solicited from every kind of person. Wealthy, unconverted men pay their seat rents and otherwise support by contributions, and the church dare not speak the whole counsel of God, lest the wealthy givers should be offended. The undignified little schemes carried out at bazaars and the like, make religion contemptible to some unconverted men, and soothe the consciences of others, who imagine that their gifts will stand instead of giving their hearts and lives to the Lord. On this point we turn to our guide the New Testament, and we find that the whole subject of giving is raised to a spiritual level; giving to support the Lord's work and to relieve the necessities of the poor saints, is one of the privileges of the Christian, one of the fruits to be manifest in his life, a grace resulting in those who know the grace of the Lord Jesus, who, though He was rich, for our sakes became poor that we, through His poverty, might become rich. So we make no public appeals for or collections of money, but teach that it is the duty and privilege of every member to give cheerfully as the Lord has prospered him for all the purposes the New Testament requires and approves. 
We humbly submit then what we have been able to say on these six points, the action, subject, and design of baptism, the beginning, the general conception, and the support of the Church, to the candid consideration of all present who desire to see Christendom united by a complete restoration of Primitive Christianity. We believe that both the letter and the spirit of the New Testament encourage us to return on these points to the ancient order of things and the faith once-for-all delivered to the saints. 
_____ 


LECTURE IV.

_____ 
POSITION IN REFERENCE TO CHRISTIAN UNION. 
_____  
We may remind you of what was said in the first of these Lectures, namely, that today there is happily a general agreement as to the desirability of Christian Union. Every now and again the subject is discussed favourably until people say that "Christian union is in the air." And when one considers the small amount of actual progress towards its realisation, we are reminded of the castles in the air, which the unpractical are said to build, and we wonder if it is "in the air" in that sense. But we need not despair, great buildings require strong foundations; and, once the foundation is laid, or rather, uncovered, the work of erection will go on rapidly. We say "uncovered" rather than "laid," for "other foundation can no man lay than that which is laid, which is Jesus the Christ. 
Of course where so many have spoken from different standpoints, there is at first sight great confusion, especially on the practical question how Christian Union is to be secured. But, after all, perhaps, while there are many schemes, those interested are all arrayed under two banners, on the one of which is inscribed ROME; on the other, CHRIST; in other words there are but two ideals of Christian Union; the one is that of Lord Halifax and the Pope, which may be called the ideal of the Middle Ages, the Mediaeval conception of Christian Union; the other is the ideal of the New Testament, the Apostolic conception of Christian Union. 
In the way of either of these, great obstacles stand. But one we believe is opposed to, and the other is in accordance with, the will of God; so that as it is a vain thing to fight against God, the Apostolic will ultimately triumph over the Medi‘val. One of the causes of slow progress is that so many who are interested on both sides do not see clearly the end to be reached. We regard as having their faces Romeward all those who are now urging forward or practising the Ritualistic movement in the Church of England, but we are sure that many of them do not realise it - they imagine it is a mere question of ‘sthetics - a plea for a more impressive service. On the other hand there are those who have taken part in the Grindelwald Conferences and the Free Church Federation Scheme. These are seeking more or less vaguely after a Bible basis; their ideal is a basis at least in harmony with the liberty from priestly control seen in the New Testament. 
An example of the Mediaeval conception may be seen in Lord Halifax. In 1895, his address as President of the English Church Union was entitled "The Reunion of Christendom." In that he discussed how dissenters are to be united to the Church of England, then how the Church of Scotland is to be united to the Church of England, then how the union of this enlarged Church of England with Rome is to be brought about. 
"Do not," he said, "let us be afraid to speak plainly of the possibility, of the desirability of a union with Rome. Let us boldly say we desire peace with Rome with all our hearts. Public opinion will never be influenced if we hold our tongues." Lord Halifax and those with him have assiduously pursued that policy. Overtures for union have been made to Rome. The Pope in his encyclical practically refused to recognise the Church of England as anything else but a religious sect, and declared their claim to a valid priesthood untenable. Yet in spite of this rebuff, union with Rome is still hoped for, prayed for, and worked for. The best proof of this is to be found, not in public avowments like those of Lord Halifax, but in the proceedings of those secret societies in the church which have recently been detailed in the work entitled, "The Secret History of the Oxford Movement." Here is revealed the true character of what many of both Nonconformists and Churchmen have regarded as merely a question of Ritual - spoken of contemptuously by dissenters on the one hand as a question of church millinery, and by churchmen, on the other hand, sympathetically as a movement for a more beautiful and impressive service. 
But that is the mere surface of the matter. In reality, to its moving spirits, it is a preparation to become united to Rome. In Rome there are certain miraculous claims made by the priesthood - these altars, candles, incense, vestments, confessional boxes, and orders, are but the outward show; the inner principles, of which these are the visible dress, is the power of the priesthood. And those who are creating and guiding this movement are working astutely, and with keen consciousness, to prepare the Church of England to acknowledge this priestly power, without which acknowledgement, Rome will not and cannot receive into her bosom the Church of England, even if the whole British people humbly desired it. 
Well, then, this ideal being the Reunion of Christendom under the Pope, a union such as existed (some "heretics" such as Paulicans, Waldenses, and Huguenots excepted) for many centuries before the Reformation, we may get some conception what the Reunion of Christendom means, if we learn what the Church of Rome was, and more especially what she claims to be today. No doubt the best idea of this is gained by reading history, but good service is done by those who endeavour to give the crucial part of the matter in brief form. Here are two pamphlets, "The Claims of Rome," by Samuel Smith, M.P., and "The Hidden Hand," published by Marshall Bros., the reading of which would convince anyone that such a union would mean the decay of civil and religious liberty, the recrudescence of monstrous superstitition, and for all who refused to bow to those claims, the revival of the fires of Smithfield and the horrors of the Inquisition. Rome, from her claim of infallibility, can never change. Semper eadem is her motto, both by choice and by the very basis of her constitution and claims. We regard Rome as Babylon the Great, the Anti-Christ, and we submit that what is called the Reunion of Christendom is in reality not an ideal of Christian union, but of Anti-Christian union. 
Turning now to the other host, upon the banner of which is inscribed Christ, we think that here are many companies not outwardly united, who are yet all more or less consciously aiming at the same thing, a Christian union based on Scripture. In this host I include the churches of Christ, whose views these lectures expound and whose ideal of union, consciously and positively, is that ideal and realisation of union which the New Testament displays. But there are others who at times have visions of the same thing. Perhaps what we mean may be illustrated by reference to the federation of "Evangelical Free Churches," and more especially to the noble presidential address of Mr. Hugh Price Hughes in 1896. Mr. Hughes described three classes who claimed to be "Catholics;" these were Roman Catholics, Anglican Catholics, and Scriptural Catholics. The speaker showed that Roman Catholic unity stopped short at "external subjection to the universal authority of the Bishop of Rome;" that there was an absence of inner spiritual unity and that even externally there were Dominicans, Franciscans and Jesuits often bitterly opposed to each other. He then referred to different parties under the name Anglican, the only unity being unity in the Crown, and then proceeded: "I come now to the Scriptural Catholics, the group which we represent. We are not one in the Pope. We are not one in the Crown. But we are one in Christ. The Roman Catholic stands for the supremacy of the Pope, the Anglican Catholic for the supremacy of the Crown, and the Scriptural Catholic for the supremacy of the Christ." 
"One in Christ!" "Scriptural Catholic stands for the supremacy of the Christ!" These are grand words! Were all to earnestly endeavour to bring themselves at whatever sacrifice into harmony with the supremacy of Christ, there would quickly come an end of denominationalism and of everything opposed to the will of Jesus the Christ, the Son of the Living God. If we submit that, from the practical standpoint, much more is involved in the ideals described by Mr. Hughes than has yet been attained, we only affirm the same conviction as that stated at the beginning of his address, by the esteemed speaker himself. Of this movement of the various churches informally represented at the Congress, he said, "Its scope, its ideals, its true significance are but little apprehended even among ourselves." 
It is this vagueness in the conception as to the meaning, and the value of Scriptural Catholic unity, and of its divine authority that every endeavour should be made to remove. We may note:- 
1. If a basis of Christian union can be found in the Scriptures, it should and would command the acceptance of all who accept the Bible as a sufficient rule of faith and practice. The immense advantage this gives over any scheme for Christian Union based merely on compromise or expediency must be apparent. The failure to appeal to all parties on the ground of Scripture authority has been fatal to many schemes for union. The conscience of a Protestant is regulated by the Word of God. In vain you ask such to unite on a basis which requires them to abandon some teaching or practice they are convinced has Scripture on its side. Conscience is against the concession. We can but commend and admire the conscientiousness of those who refuse to unite, if the terms of doing so require them to give up what they regard as required or taught in the Scriptures. 
But the very reverse action of conscience will be experienced if the basis of union be indeed "Scriptural." Let it be shown that the Scriptures exhibit the basis of Christian union, and every one who accepts the "supremacy of Christ" will find his conscience urging him to accept it. The reason is plain - a basis of union revealed in Scripture must be regarded as approved by Christ, and it appeals to the heart of every one seeking a basis of Christian Union, and who owns Christ as Lord, just as strongly as though they heard His divine voice in their ears calling, "This is the way, walk ye in it." Coming in this form the conscience of every one who owned the authority of Scripture and of Christ, would urge the sacrifice of everything that would prevent the union of all believers on the basis of union found in Scripture. Now this is exactly what human creeds and schemes of unity lack. 
2. The importance of studying the Bible on the subject of Christian Union, and of all studying in the same correct way. As we saw, it is generally perceived by all parties that in Scripture there are things which we must hold, while on other things it is not necessary to union that we should all hold alike. Now the trouble is to fix the limits of that essential chapter. It cannot be done unless the Bible itself is allowed to settle the matter. Owing to the practice of the unreasonable method, according to which a person takes his notions to the Bible to find support for them, there is a feeling that the Bible has no definite teaching in it on any subject. The importance of this matter has been seen, and among Churches of Christ it is recognised that in order to ascertain the teaching of the Bible on any topic, the Scriptures must be studied inductively. That is, just as in the natural sciences, the first step is to collect the facts and then observe their relation to each other, thus getting the actual truth and, if the induction is complete, the whole truth; so in the Bible we must collect all that is said on a topic and let the sum total be accepted together with any necessary inferences that may be drawn therefrom. If this were done with topics generally, and with Christian Union in particular, the feeling of uncertainty as to whether the Scriptures contain definite teaching would vanish like mist before the sun. The difference in the results between the common methods, such as going to the Scriptures to look for proof of a position, or taking a few passages which some chance brings to the enquirer's notice and building on those as if they were all, and the inductive method, which gathers all teaching bearing on the subject, and builds upon it all, may be illustrated thus:- Supposing a schoolmaster desires three pupils to find the cube contents of a certain vessel. They all, without consultation, proceed to measure and calculate, and to their surprise, on comparing the results, it is found one has five gallons, another six, another seven. Perhaps for a moment they may incline to think the vessel really has no definite capacity! But if they incline to blame the vessel, the schoolmaster is likely to take another view. He will examine their work and show where two, or it may be all three, have failed to calculate correctly. Now really it is the same with the Bible; it is absurd to think its exact teaching on any subject cannot be ascertained. But nothing save disagreement can be expected so long as one takes one set of Scriptures on the topic, and another takes another set. They must all take all, and then they will see eye to eye, and stand shoulder to shoulder. 
We had hoped, in an appendix, to give the reader an example of the method of Bible study, in application to the topic of Christian union, by a reproduction of sheets suppled to a large correspondence class; and although in a form suitable to the student rather than the general reader, and limited somewhat by the exigencies of class work, it is sufficiently clear and full to give to anyone an idea at once of this method of study, and of what the Scriptures contain on the subject of Christian union. Space not permitting this appendix to appear, we shall present here the main features of the Christian union seen in the New Testament in outline merely, with such remarks as seem called for. 
As we read and re-read the New Testament, we find no room to doubt that the Church was a union of Christians which came into being by the will of Christ, and through the operation of the Spirit of God. The Church of God in Christ Jesus is, therefore, the union of Christians, which is according to the will of God. On this general truth, we are glad to note, Anglicans of all kinds and Nonconformists of all schools, and even Romanists, are practically agreed. The trouble is to fix authoritatively the features of the Church of God, as divinely established and approved. We earnestly declare our conviction that these have been fixed in the New Testament, and that the general conception will be found to be in complete contrast and antagonism to the Mediaeval conception of Lord Halifax and the Pope. In discussing New Testament Christian union we must consider:- 
1. THE STATE OF THE QUESTION. 
There are two terms around the correct understanding of which, it may be said, a right understanding of the New Testament conception of Christian Union gathers. These are Christian and Church. The Church is, as already said, the union of Christians Christ approves. The Christian is the unit. Christian union is the union of a number of Christians into the Church. But manifestly, if we apply the word Christian to persons different from those to whom the term is applied in the New Testament, we shall have in the union of these, a thing unknown to the Word of God. And then, even if we have the right persons - Christians in the New Testament sense - we must also have them united in the same manner as Christians are represented as united in the New Testament. 
No right basis of union can be perceived until these terms, Christian and Church, are understood in one and the same sense; and moreover, that sense must be such that everyone will bow to it as the sense which has divine authority. 
It is important that this state of the question should be realised, so we will try and impress it by an illustration. Suppose that in the United States of America confusion had arisen on the question of American union. Politically the people had got into parties, each party maintaining a different view of the Commonwealth; some maintaining that all persons in the country were equally entitled to the rights of American citizens, others holding that many immigrants were not; some holding that one State had priority and authority over all the rest, others repudiating this and claiming that there was equality. In such a case, it is manifest that the unit of which each State is made up must be defined. It must be seen what constitutes an American citizen. Then it must be made out on what basis the separate States agree to unite. And these and all such necessary points could be settled, not by considering what was expedient or what certain great leaders thought best, but by reference to the constitution. If any objected that, as the constitution had been made by the limited wisdom of men, a better basis of union might be devised, the answer would be : "This is the only basis agreed upon and it must be observed as the authority, until set aside by the power by which it was first devised and accepted." 
Now apply this to Christian union. In American union, the unit in the State is the citizen; in Christian union, the unit in the church is the Christian. As the whole conception of American union depends on what constitutes an American citizen, so the whole conception of Christian union depends on what constitutes a Christian. Further, as the question, What constitutes an American citizen? is fixed by referring to the authority of the constitution, so in order to any agreement on the question of Christian union, the question, What is a Christian? must be fixed by some authority all acknowledge as final. That authority is the New Testament, as containing the will of Christ through His ambassadors. In this way a great step would be taken. The persons are ascertained who should be united. 
Here emerges the second question. In what manner are Christians to unite? Are all the Christians in the whole world to form one great empire, with some earthly centre and authority, such as that union contemplated by Romanists and some churchmen? Or is the form of external union a much more simple arrangement; an institution which two or three Christians can unite to exemplify, the external unity being seen in that each group of Christians so united, present the same characteristics - both in those things deemed essential to fellowship, and in those things not counted necessary in a fellow-member of the body. 
This second question must be settled by the authority of the inspired workmen. The Church of God, as pourtrayed in the New Testament, must be seen and regarded as the Divine answer to the enquiry, How are Christians to unite? 
2. WHAT IS A CHRISTIAN ACCORDING TO THE NEW TESTAMENT? 
Though the question, What is a Christian? must evidently be answered before we can say what Christian union is, yet most people shrink from giving it a definite answer. No one likes to discover that he himself is not, in the Scripture sense, a Christian. No one likes to refer to definite Scripture teaching which when applied to those now passing as Christians shows that some are not entitled to be so called. Yet painful or invidious as the task may be, the question must be answered on grounds which have the Divine sanction before the phrase "the union of Christians" can be understood according to the Scriptures. 
It is of little use turning to the dictionary to ascertain what a Christian is. The dictionaries do but give the present-day meanings of the word. But then, what we desire is the meaning the word "Christian" had in the days of the Apostles. If the present-day meaning of "Christian" is the same as in the new Testament, well and good; but if not, when we speak of "the union of Christians" that has the approval of God's word, we must employ "Christians" not in its present-day, or popular sense, but in its biblical acceptation. 
Ogilvie's comprehensive dictionary is at hand, and its definition shows what all must partly realise that, in common use, the word varies a very great deal. The word is thus defined:- (1) A professor of his belief in the religion of Christ. (2) A real disciple of Christ; a believer in Christ who is characterised by real piety. (3) In the general sense, the word Christian includes all who are born in a Christian country, or of Christian parents. 
When, then, we speak of "the union of Christians," in which of the above three ways are we to use it? Do we mean the union of all who profess belief in the religion of Christ, whether they are pious or not? Or do we mean only those who would come under the second sense - the real disciples, those believers in Christ who are characterised by piety? Or do we mean all born of Christian parents, or even all born in a [so-called] Christian country? 
It is, we think, evident that those who, like Lord Halifax, plead for the reunion of Christendom, the union of Christians on the Mediaeval rather than the apostolic basis, employ the word "Christian" in the general wide sense. Indeed there are very few sects who do not in their system, in theory, include children of members who have been baptised in infancy, apart from the question of their faith and piety. 
However, as we have said, the popular use can only be adopted if it is found in agreement with the use of the word in the New Testament. We may hope, therefore, to get out of the indefiniteness of modern usage by studying God's word - unless, indeed, it should turn out that the New Testament usage is as loose and varied as that of the present day. 
The word Christian only occurs a few times in the New Testament, but the materials for learning the characteristics of those so-called are abundant. The name evidently came to be used for those who composed the Churches of God in the apostolic age. Thus we read that the disciples were called Christians first at Antioch, implying that when Luke wrote the disciples everywhere were called Christians. It was the name by which Agrippa distinguished those who accepted and followed Jesus as the Christ: "And Agrippa said unto Paul, 'With but little persuasion thou wouldst fain make me a Christian.'" This implies that persons were made Christians by having the truth about Jesus addressed to them; and Paul, in his noble, earnest reply, endorses this view: "And Paul said, 'I would to God, that whether with little or with much, not only thou, but also all that hear me this day, might become such as I am, except these bonds.'" Paul evidently admits that before those not Christians could "become" such there must be persuasion, little or much. Peter also uses the name Christian in such connection as to show that this was the name by which the followers of Christ were known. He is speaking of the sufferings they are called to endure from those who were not of their number, and after exhorting them not to suffer as murderers, or thieves, or evil-doers, or meddlers, he adds: "But if any man suffer as a Christian, let him not be ashamed; but let him glorify God in this name." 
Now these Scriptures show that we may regard all that is said about the marks of Christ's disciples ("the disciples were called Christians"); all that is said about the change which the members of the Church had undergone on the ground of which they were regarded as Christians or disciples; all that is said about entrance into the kingdom of God, as helping to answer the question: What is a Christian? 
A few statements may be quoted here, and the reader will do well to read the New Testament for himself. Our Lord several times indicated what he required in a disciple:- "If ye abide in my word, then are ye truly my disciples; and ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free" (John viii. 31, 32). Again: "If any man cometh unto me and hateth not" (that is, "loveth not less than he loves me") "his own father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and his own life also, he cannot be my disciple. Whosoever does not bear his own cross, and come after me, cannot be my disciple" (Luke xiv.). 
It is obvious, then, that men are not disciples such as Christ requires, by being born the first time, even though in a so-called Christian country. The truth about Christ must lay hold of them and make them Christians. Hence we read that disciples were made - "Jesus was making and baptising more disciples than John" (John iv. 1); "Go ye, therefore," said Jesus to the Apostles, "and make disciples of all the nations, baptising them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit." The Acts of Apostles shows how this was done. Christ was preached, hearers believed, repented, and were baptised and were then numbered among the disciples or Christians (See Acts ii. 36-47). Remembering that according to the commission (Matt. xxviii. 19, 20) the disciples were to be baptised into the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, it must be noted that a Christian is one who by faith in the Gospel of Christ and baptism is united to God. This is the very central thought of New Testament Christian Union - union of each individual to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, is the essential pre-condition of their union with one another. All this is in fine harmony with our Lord's Prayer. "Neither for these only [the Apostles] do I pray, but for them also that believe on me through their word; that they all may be one; even as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be in us: that the world may believe that thou didst send me" (John xvii. 20, 21). 
We may say, then, in a word, that Christians are those who have believed the Gospel of Christ, repented and been baptised (immersed) into Christ. It will not be found that any others are recognised as such in the New Testament. But when we distinguish them as Christians, because they have believed, repented, and been baptised, very many people will fail to realise what a change of character and of state this implies. Baptism, especially, they cannot think of as anything but a mere external rite. But these things - faith, repentance, and baptism - will be found to be parts of a process, wherein God, by the Gospel of His Son, so changed men that they were said to be born again, to have passed from death into life, to be a new creation. To this change Paul refers thus:- "In Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything, nor uncircumcision, but faith working through love." "But far be it from me to glory, save in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, through which the world hath been crucified unto me, and I unto the world. For neither is circumcision anything, nor uncircumcision, but a new creature" (or creation). "If any man be in Christ, there is a new creation, the old things have passed away, behold, they have become new." 
All this reminds us of our Lord's words, "Except a man be born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God." To sum up, Christians are persons regenerated, born again; persons who have died to sin, been crucified with Christ, and have risen to walk with Christ in newness of life; they have been baptised into and are thus united to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and any union of persons not thus changed in character and state is not in the New Testament sense, a union of Christians. 
3. THE UNION OF CHRISTIANS IN THE CHURCH. 
Having ascertained the proper New Testament unit, it only now remains to observe the kind of union of these established by the Apostles of Christ. If we mistake not, this unity is even called "The Unity of the Spirit." When Paul urged the Christians at Ephesus to keep the unity of the Spirit (Eph. iv. 1-6), what did He mean? "The Spirit" referred to is, we think, the Spirit of God. This view is that of the Revisers who print the word Spirit with a capital. The meaning, therefore, cannot be that they are to keep the Spirit Himself united. When, therefore, the Apostle says "OF the Spirit," he means "which the Spirit has originated." There can be little doubt that the "unity" which is here attributed to the Spirit of God was the unity of Christians in the Church. The preceding context suggests this conclusion. Paul is speaking to them about the feelings they were to cultivate towards each other:- "With all lowliness and meekness, with long-suffering, forbearing one another in love; giving diligence to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace." It is implied here that by long-suffering and forbearance with each other they could keep the unity of the Spirit; that is, if they preserved unity with each other they, by doing so, kept the unity of the Spirit; in other words, the unity of Christians in the Church is the unity the Spirit has originated. This conclusion is confirmed by the words which follow, which are evidently meant to illustrate what he means by the unity of the Spirit:- "There is one body and one Spirit." The Apostle first names the one body and the one Spirit that creates and animates that body, and then adds the units recognised in this Spirit-formed body, viz., one hope, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God, and Father. 
According to Paul, the present dispensation is the dispensation of the Spirit; that which was done from the Pentecost when the Spirit came was the Spirit's work. The grand outcome of the Spirit's agency was the Church - the body of Christ. In the Church men and women were brought into a brotherly union with each other. Here classes previously estranged were made one. Not merely, as at Jerusalem, different classes of Jews, but even Jews and Gentiles were one in Christ, one in the church, the body of Christ. In a previous chapter in this Epistle the Apostle had dwelt upon the way in which this was brought about, and Jew and Gentile alike built upon the one foundation. This union of Christians in the church fills him with admiration and enthusiasm. It is not man's work, but God's. It is the unity originated and wrought by the Spirit of God. So he urges the church at Ephesus, and every church to which his Epistle should come, to give diligence to keep thus unity of the Spirit in the bonds of peace. 
Now this is the very thing that our age needs. There is a cry for union. Different bases of union are propounded here and there, but they lack the one thing necessary to arouse the conscience in their favour and secure their practical acceptance - they lack divine authority. This the unity of the Spirit has; the union of Christians in the Church which existed in the Apostles' time was of divine origin, had the divine approval. Our plea is then for that union which existed in the first century. It is possible, for it existed then; it is in accordance with the will of God, for it is the Church of Christ and His Apostles; the Church "built upon the foundation of Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief corner stone." 
It is to be regretted that those who desire Christian Union do not patiently study the New Testament to learn what the Church, as instituted by the Spirit through the Apostles, was. Those who think of "the church" as a material house would learn that it is a society, an organisation of redeemed people; not a literal building, but a people, as the original word, ekklesia, suggests, a called-out assembly, a people the Lord has taken out of the nations for His name. True, this Church is figuratively represented as a building. Jesus thus represented it - "Upon this rock I will build my church." Paul thus represented it - "Other foundation can no man lay than that which is laid, which is Jesus Christ," "Built upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief corner stone." Peter thus represented it - "Unto whom coming, a living stone, rejected indeed of men, but with God elect, precious; ye also as living stones, are built up a spiritual house, to be a holy priesthood, to offer up spiritual sacrifices, acceptable to God, through Christ Jesus." No Scriptures, other than those which represent the Church as a building, better show that the Church is living and personal - composed of believers in relation with their living Lord and obeying the teaching given by Him through Apostles and Prophets. 
The Church of the New Testament is evidently a body of Christians, in the New Testament sense already exhibited. Among other consequences of this is this important fact; it means that societies where infant baptism and infant membership are in vogue, whose members have not all been born again, are not the union of Christians called "the church" in the New Testament. 
Again, the simplicity and unworldly character of the true Christian union would appear, if it were taken to heart that the Church of the New Testament is a local body of Christians. Take for illustration what the Apostle named "the church of God which is at Corinth." This was evidently a body of Christians in that city who were acquainted with each other's names, convictions, manner of life, and who met to worship God statedly. The two letters all through give evidence of this. And in the same way the word is frequently used, as "The church which was at Jerusalem" - "the church which was at Antioch," etc. 
The usage of the word church in the inspired writings is enough to show that its idea was fulfilled in the local body in any one place. Paul could not have said, "the church of God which is in Corinth" if the Christians there had only been a unit of the church. The word in the plural, as "the churches in Galatia," shows that the Christians in each place constituted, completed in themselves, independently of all other Christians, the idea denoted by the word "church." No man could write "the CHURCHES of Galatia" who thought that it took all the believers in Galatia to constitute the CHURCH in Galatia. 
Again, the frequent comparison of the Church to the human body points to the Church being simply a local assembly of Christians. Read such a chapter as 1 Cor. xii. Think of the "church" as meaning all Christians in all the world living at the same time, and great difficulty (to say the least) will be found in seeing how, because they are ministering each to the other and each to all, they can be compared to the human body. But for a local body of Christians no ideal could be more appropriate. The ideal is indeed actually, if imperfectly, realised by many churches; the members know each other personally, and sympathise with each other, and help each other in time of trouble. 
This conception of the church as simply a local society of Christians is of great moment. It proves the unscriptural character of that conception of the church, which requires, for its completion and realisation, uniting and subordinating under one head the nations professing the Christian religion; the view seen in Lord Halifax's address on the "Reunion of Christendom," and in existing unions of that character not carried quite so fully out, as in the Presbyterian and Episcopalian systems. In all of these systems there is a membership not entirely, in the New Testament sense, Christian; the congregation in any one place does not, in itself, fulfil the system's conception of the church - is but a unit in the church, if it is even that much; this again leads to a number of offices and dignitaries which had no existence in the primitive Church, and could have none now if the Church were conceived as simply a local organisation of Christians. 
The bearing of this on "church government" (so-called) is incisive. Many now teach, as did Dr. Cunningham in some lectures delivered in Edinburgh, that no form of church government has divine approval and that Congregationalism, Presbyterianism, Episcopalianism, Roman Catholicism are just a normal evolution, no one of them more divine than the other! This is all wrong if our definition of the church is according to the New Testament, and we are sure it is. The church begins and ends with the congregation. To talk of a Congregational Church, from the New Testament standpoint, is a gross pleonasm equal to speaking of a human man. We cannot believe the church our Lord built was so constituted that it could evolve naturally into the papacy! And it will be seen that the church of the New Testament, an independent assembly of believers in Christ, is incapable of such an evolution by the very nature of the case; and that not only the Roman Catholic Church - a vast universal organisation, under the Bishop of Rome, but also the Presbyterian and the Episcopalian systems, steps towards the Roman ideal, are shut out by the New Testament conception of the Church and can only be regarded, not as an evolution, but as a departure from the Church as established by the Apostles. 
There are many things to say regarding the church, its ministry and such like, but for the present we must be content to have shown the general conception. The New Testament conception called "the church" is the divinely originated and approved Christian union, which we oppose to the reunion of Christendom, that infatuation of many Church men, and also, with less clearness of perception, of many Nonconformists. 
The Christian is the unit in New Testament union. The church is composed of such units, those only who have been crucified with Christ, and have risen with Him to walk in newness of life. They are all consecrated to the service of Christ, and, for His sake, to the service of the church and the world. 
The Church is the society of Christians living so near each other that they can meet together on the first of the week, and can attend to the worship and work the Lord requires from "the church." The church is figuratively represented, as a body of which Christ is the head. The simile is, however, only so far applicable. The human body has a fixed number of members; not so the church. The first churches evidently varied much in size, from the thousands at Jerusalem to "the church which is in thy house." It may be but two or three gathered in the Name that forms the church; it may be two or three thousand. But few or many, it fulfils in itself the idea of "the church," and so long as they attend to the teaching of Christ and His Apostles, they need no recognition nor commands from pope, or arch-bishop, or assembly, or synod, to constitute them the Church of God in Christ Jesus. Such a church can no doubt find example in the New Testament for co-operating with other Churches of Christ in the work of the Lord; but when it concedes to any but the Lord authority over its faith and obedience, and consents to be a unit of a church instead of "the church," it ceases to be "the church" of the New Testament. 
The realisation of this "Union of Christians" would be a great change. Sectarian names would all disappear. There would remain only disciples or Christians and the unconverted world. There would be but one church - the Church of God - realised, as at the first, wherever two or three, or more, were gathered into the name of Christ. Many great titles and offices would pass way; but it would be known that such never were in harmony with the will of Him who forbade titles of honour, and taught that the only greatness allowable in the kingdom of God is the greatness of service. And in "the church," as realised in small and large groups of Christians, there would be scope for the complete employment of the talents alike of that servant who had ten and of him who had but one entrusted to his care. 
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