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THAT THE WORLD MAY BELIEVE
Prompted by brother Woodcock's recent letter (published August issue) I have

been thinking about this question of Unity, and apparently, many others have been
doing the same. It is always worthwhile to regularly re-examine our positionon any,
and every, issue. There are, I am told, over 300 (perhaps more) different religious
denominations in the world, and in one country several different 'brands' of 'Churches
of Christ'. This is a bleak picture indeed and must raise the question, "What caused,
such a situation to come about." It is surely a good approach to the consideration of
Unity to sit down and try to identify the causesof dis^onity (noting that a 'Divinity'
education is no defence against it, and that much of the deviation is perpetuated by
highly-educated theologians, and clergymen.) Why are there so many denominations
and what are the causes of division.? We can look at this in its broadest sense and
then narrow down the enquiry by looking at our own experience: i.e. of the British
churches of Christ. Was divisioncaused by Bro. W. Crosthwaite, and the others, when
they broke away from the Co-operation Churches and embarked on the road to the
'Old Paths'? Should they have remained where they were and tried to effect change
from within? Would that have been possible? Should Martin Luther have remained
in the R.C. Church? Bro. Woodcock mentions the instrument, and individual contain
ers, but only twenty-five years ago the 'Old Path' churcheswere badlydivided by the
introduction of these containers (and the concept of a located ministry). Who did such
a thing and, why? At the time, strenuous efforts were made to prevent it. Indeed.
Bro. Albert Winstanley probably did more than anyone else in trying to avert this
catastrophe. He initiated a letter which pleaded with the two churches using the
containers to desist therefrom in the interests of unity. This letter was.signed by many
brethren from various churches (including Tunbridge Wells, Scholes, Wigan, Hindley,
London, Newtown Wigan, Blackburn, Haddington, Dalmellington, Goole, Ilkeston,
Tranent, Dewsbury, Heanor, Kirkby-in-Ashfield, Eastwood and Loughborough) but
it fell on deaf ears. Many of us still have copies of all the correspondence that passed,
and the events of the time are largely chronicled in the Bound Volumes of the "S.S."
around 1961. And so, to the question "How can division in the church happen", the
answer is, "It can happen very easily indeed". Similarly, it is now simply a question
of historical fact as to why, and by whom, the instrument was introduced, and the
divisive affect it has had in the U.S.A. upon the body of Christ. I daresay, men being
men, there are numerous other issues in the pipeline, which in the fulness of time will
become stumbling-blocks to the brethren. And so we need not puzzle at such things
happening: but we should seek to profit by asking WHY they happen. Is it a selfish
spirit within us (Rom. 8:13) or just a genuine, but misguided, desire to enhance the
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way, the end^TCsuit can^be and diviapn. j ^
•••l '-- •A.tACKOE.EOVE^ .
.. . Was therea lackofbrotherly love onthepartofthefew who insisted onimporting
the;5^nti^ers.^ Irbm^ly i ch^ged at^e time, and even today, that the many
wh0jrefuse to iiselthe container^manifest a serious lack ofbirotherly love. (Brp, Aif
deak with this in: "Q\B.") If a brother seriously believes a certain practice h^s no
sanction from God can he be expected to partake in it.? Do we expect it? Can we
teach against it and practice it both at the same time? Brotherly love is not involved.
Jesus often castigated certain types of people but it would be wrong to say that Jesus
did not love all men. If we were to see a man beating his son we might conclude that
'love' was missing: but a father beats his son precisely because of his love for his boy.
Likewise, God chastens those whom He loves. Parents with a son who is into the drug
scehe are unlikely to join their son in drug-taking but this is not becausethey dp not
love their son. Those who have no wish to worship God with an instrument, or
individual containeis, are very unlikely to join those who do so: but love has little to
do with it. There is a conscientious objection to the practice: not the people. In Thomas
Campbell's 'Declaration and Address' one of the stipulations was that "Nothing ought
to be received into the faith, or worship of the church, or be made a term of conununion
among Christians, that is not as old as the New Testament". There are some brethren
who really believe that an invention by a medically qualified clergyman, in 1893, is
not remotely as old as the N.T. and therefore has no place on Christ's table. 'Love'
for the brethren has nothing whatsoever to do with this conclusion. Few brethren are
likely to be found, on a Sunday morning, in the local R.C. Chapel, or Mormon
Temple, and love has nothing to do with Aat circumstance. If a brother genuinely
believes, as many do, that the instrument has no sanction in God's infallible word,
how can he be expected to use it? Love or fellowship has nothing to do with it: his
priority is to God's word. Some might pity his ignorance, or weakness, but they should
be slow to charge him with a lack of brotherly-love. Paul and Barnabas went separate
ways for a while: did Paul not love Barnabas?

UNITY IN DIVERSITY

There are many articles written on this theme and it seems to have become a
popular concept in recent years. Most of the writers of these articles seem to feel that
unity is well nigh an impossibility and that we shall have to settle for something less:,
and indeed some try to show that "diversity" is actually beneficial to the church.' It is
very true that we can not expect everyone to agree about everything, or anything, as
any business-meeting of the church will prove. We can hardly get agreement on the
colour of paint for the door of the meeting-house, and so, some ask, how can we hope
to achieve unanimity on doctrinal matters? 'Unity' and 'Diversity' are, of course,
partly contradictory terms and we would have to define them carefully. Some, by
unity, mean that we try to get along with one another despite our differences, and
indeed, most 'Unity' initiatives amongst the denominations require that they ignore,
or conceal, their differences. This is surely not unity in the sense that Jesus had in
mind. When the Pope talks about unity he means that wayward protestantism should
return to the R.C. fold. And so, everyone has their own idea of 'Unity' but surely
we must search'for the scriptural concept of it, and pursue that. Another catch-phrase
is that 'Unity is not Uniformity' and again this is true, but only partly true, and depends
upoii what we see as "unity" and "uniformity." Yes there is diversity amongst the
members of the church. Yes we all come from different backgrounds. Yes we all have
different occupations and differing outlooks on life: differing political persuasions.
Yes we have differences in I.Q. level, some are ready students, some are slow. Yes,
some have had different ethnic origins; and racial prejudices. Yes, some have had



THE SCRIPTURE STANDARD 147

different upbringing and varying experiences. Yes, some come into the kingdom of
God late in life, and some early. Yes, some are aged and seem to fail to understand
'the young' and vice versa..Yes, some are well off, and some are exceedingly poor.
Some even have tuneful voices and some certainly not. Yes, some are married and
interested in the future of their children and some, perhaps, don't like noisy children.
Yes some are the 'outgoing fresh-air types' and some are the studious and sensitive
types. Some were bom with a generous spirit and bright personality, and some are
introspectiveand real 'worriers'. We could, I suppose, spend all day listingthe various
kinds of diversity (if this is what we mean by diversity) amongst members of the
church, but at the end of it all we might have the urge to say, "So what". Once we
become members of the Lord's church we must surely subbom any 'differences' we
have to conformity with the teachings of Jesus and His appointed apostles. The only
advantage of this 'Diversity' amongst the members is that all the multifarious talents
in the church can be brought together in the cause of Christ and in the wellbeingof
the congregation. The member who is a carpenter, or painter, can help maintain the
meeting-house, the member who is an accountant can look after the finances, and the
sisters can use fheir many special talents in looking after the needy and the sick. At
the end of the day, however, all our 'diversity': all our differences in background,
outlook and experience must be dissolved and our sole aim in life must be to discover
what Jesus requires us to be, and to do, and to be it and to do it. There could have
been no greater difference in background in N.T. times than the difference between
Jew and Gentile yet both were required to come together and forget those differences.
True, God was patient in the early years of the church with those who could not
entirely grasp this fact (even with Peter) but it came to pass nevertheless and now, in
Christ, there is no such things as Jew, or Gentile, neither bond nor free, male nor
female. The rich who came to Christ would have to be generous, the soldier who
came would have to consider whether he could take life; the African who came would
have to reconsider whether he could retain several wives; the cannibal would have to
giveup hispartiality to humanflesh;the alchoholic wouldhaveto giveup hisaddiction;
the atheist would have to change his ground and so we could go on. Any difference,
or 'Diversity' we might have, which is not in conformity with the teaching of the N.T.
would have to be abandoned: and all personal foibles and opinions subjugated to the
word of truth. We surely understand that, nothwithstanding our diversity, we must
all obey the laws of the country, and it's no excuse to say "I'm different." Paul would
be quite conversant with the fact that people were coming into the church from all
kinds of backgrounds and conditions but he does not seem to encourage them to
pursue their individuality but rather, he says, "Now I beseech you, brethren, by the
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that we all speak the same thing, and that there be
no divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind
and in the same judgement." (1 Cor. 1:10) Many articles have been written on this
passage and many have watered it down until it is fairly meaningless, but if words
have any meaning at all, unity, rather than diversity, would seem to be what the
apostle had in mind. I read, somewhere, that the church is to be a seamless robe, not
a coat of many colours.

THEY ALL MAY BE ONE

I agree with brother Woodcock that we are all different, but would add that we
must smother our differences in the interests of the church. Some, however, go as far
as to say that wecan never have unity (and indeed produce scripture to prove it) and
point out that even Barton W. Stone looked upon unity merely as 'our polar star'. It
is suggested that just as it is desirable to convert every single person in the worW to
Christ, it isequally unlikely. Globalconversion istheoretically possible (anddesirable)
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but extremely unlikely. Similarly it is claimed, church unity is possible and desirable,
but men being men, is extremely unlikely. To many, unity simply means general
agreement on the death, burialand resurrection of Christ: akd that allothersmatters
are open to personal preferences. Indeed, many teach that the above passage (1 Cor.
1:10) refers only to the basic doctrine concerning Christ's deity. There is, however,
surely one passage in the New Testament, spoken by Jesus, incapable of being watered
down, and that is Christ's prayer for unity in His church. If any prayer can be rightly
termed the "Lord's Prayer" surely this is it. Jesus prayed "Neither pray I for these
(the apostles) alone, but for them also which shall believe on Me through their word.
That they all may be one; as Thou, Father, art in Me, and I in thee, that they also
may be one in us: that the world may believe that thou hast sent Me." This prayer
was made generally (and not in response to the correction of any particular false
doctrine) and calls for a very close and compact form of unity. How close? As close
as Father and Son - "As thou Father art in Me and I in Thee." This is the quality
of unity required and, by no stretch of the imagination could it be termed 'unity in
diversity'. There are those who would even try to dilute the meaning of this prayer
and who say that Jesus simply meant that we should be 'one in purpose* but not
necessarily one in any other sense. It surely must be a dangerous game to qualify the
words of Jesus in this way, for certainly Jesus could, Himself, have so qualified them
had He so desired. True, we shall never equally have the same degree of knowledge
of God's word (for some study more than others) but this fact does not militate against
unity: it just means that some brethren are more knowledgeable than others. The
unity for which Jesus prayed was not simply a general acknowledgement that Jesus
was the Christ, but was a unity THAT CAN BE SEEN by the world. "That the world
might believe that Thou hast sent Me." Could there possibly be a more vital reason
for real unity (not just a closing of the eyes to serious differences)? It is not enough
for the religious world to say that 'at heart' we believe fundamentally in the same
things. The world can easily see the paper over the cracks. On a Sunday, churchgoers
can readily be seen passing one another, as they go in all directions, to their various
places of worship. This has exactly the effect Jesus said it would have. Surely there
is no other source of skepticism so fruitful as sectarianism, and division amongst
Christians. Christians should seek unity for this very reason alone: that the world might
believe in the Son of God. Twenty-six years later, when we can calmly reflect upon
the division the 'Old Paths' churches have suffered, we can see how very destructive
it all has been and how completely unnecessary. Certainly nothing has been gained,
but who can estimate what has been lost; and who can foot the bill?

"Behold how good and how pleasant it is for brethren to dwell together in unity."
(Ps. 133:1).

EDITOR.

GLEANINGS
"Let her glean even among the sheaves." Ruth 2:15

PERFECTION IS A RELATIVE TERM

"Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father in heaven is perfect." Perfection
is a relative term. "A thing is perfect when it precisely and fullymeets what is reasonably
required and expected of it." The machine is perfect which, to the extent of its power,
does the work for which it was constructed. In like manner the Christian attains unto
perfection when his life measures up to the standard which is in Christ Jesus - when
he performs all that is reasonably required and expected of him."

H.G. Harward.
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MAN'S INHUMANITY TO MAN

"In times when vile men held the high places of the land, a roll of drums was
employed to drown the martyr's voice, lest the testimony of truth from the scaffold
should reach the ears of the people —an illustration of how men deal with conscience,
and seek to put to silence its truth-telling voice."

Amot.

CONSECRATION

"Consecration is not wrapping one's self in a holy web in the sanctuary, and then
coming forth after prayer and twilight meditation, and saying: "There, I am consec
rated." Consecration is taking all advantage of trust funds - as confidential debts
owed to God: it is simply dedicating one's life, in its whole flow, to God's service.

H. W. Beecher.

THE GOSPEL IS 60D*S EVANGEL

"The Gospel is God's Evangel. This is the inspired word itself, in English form.
It well deserves a place in our vocabulary, for several reasons. By its relation to angel,
messenger, it reminds us that it is a Message, and as the word angel in Scripture usage
is generally appropriated to denote a divine, a heavenly messenger, so is the word
Evangel generally taken to represent the divine Message from heaven, of which, by
anticipation, no human mind could have conceived. Moreover, he who gives himself
to the work of proclaiming this Evangel is an Evangelist, while they to whom it is
adequately made known are Evangelised, and all that relates to the Evangel is truly
Evangelical. Our more common English equivalents are Gospel, Good-News, Glad-
Tidings. But if we have supreme regard to the full meaning of the original Greek
word. Glad or Joyful Message is perhaps the most adequate designation that our
language will afford."

J. B. Rotherham.

THE MEANING OF CONVERSION

"'Convert' may be said to be a Latin word in English dress. Taking the root part
of the word, 'vert,' we note its meaning as 'turn.' In numerous words 'vert' may be
seen to have this meaning. To 'advert' is to 'turn to'; to 'revert,' to 'turn back'; to
'subvert,' to 'turn under,' i.e., upside down; to 'pervert,' to 'turn in a wrong direction.'
So in 'convert' there is the idea of 'turning.' TTie prefix 'con' denotes company, in
conjunction with, as in congregate, to gather together; and in connect, to tie or fasten
together. It is the same as co in co-operate, operating together, working harmoniously.
'Convert,' therefore, according to its component parts, indicates a turning in company
with some one, a turning to go along with another. But con is often intensive, as in
commotion. 'Convert' might hence mean a turning of a most complete or thorough
nature."

Alexander Brown.

CAN CHRIST BE RICH AND I POOR ?

"As I read I saw it all! 'If we believe not; He abideth faithful.' I looked to Jesus
and saw (and when I saw, oh, how the joy flowed!) that He had said: 'I will never
leave you'. 'Ah, there is rest,' I thought. 'I have striven in vain to rest in Him.T'll
strive no more^For has He not promised to abide with me - never to leave me, never
to fail me?' And, dearie. He never will. "But this was not all He showed me, nor one
half. As I thought of the Vine and the branches, what light the blessed Spirit poured
direct into my soul! How great seemed my mistake in having wished to get the sap,
the fulness out of Him. I saw not only that Jesus would never leave me, but that I
was a member of His body, of His flesh and of His bones. The Vine now I see is not
the root merely; but all - root, stem, branches, twigs, leaves, flowers, fruit; and Jesus



150 THE SCRIPTURE STANDARD

is not only that: He is soil and sunshine, air and showers, and ten thousand times
more than we have ever dreamed, wished for, or needed. Oh, the joy of seeingthis
truth!"

Hudson Taylor.
(A letter to his Sister)

Selected by Leonard Morgan.

THE BASIS OF UNION
Writing on 'The Basis Of Union; (in the 'Scripture Standard' October, 1935),

brother Crosthwaite said, "More than a century ago our pioneers, with marvellous
clearness, marked out the ground on which Christian Union can be attained, and
nothing better has been or can be presented. But men arose claimingto be wiser than
the pioneers, and thinking the end could be obtained by more speedy methods, have
diverted the movementfrom its original purpose, caused division, and hindered prog
ress." He quoted instances of American movement in Britain which were failures.
Then he quotes Bro. James Anderson, in Conference Paper 1903, who said "Christ
ianity is a perfect, divine system, or it is a fraud".

If God has given it, it is worse than folly to try to improve upon it. All such
attempts have been failures, and must continue to be so till the end of time. When
the day comes that men willhave so much faith in God that they will not dare to take
from it, or add to it, or in any way tamper with the Faith that was once and for all
delivered to the Saints, then the day of Lfnion is at hand. It is God's place to speak,
it is ours to do or die. When we leam this lesson, union will come naturally as any
effect comes from its cause. It is impossible that it can come in any other way, and
absurd to expect it. Union must be based upon truth, error or time-servingpolicycan
never bring it about.

C.H. Spurgeon once said at an Annual meeting of the British and Foreign Bible
Society:-

"When we shall all become reverent subjects of God, and obedient to God's will,
as we find it in the Scriptures, we shall all come close to one another. All attempts
to create unity apart from the truth must fall to the ground and let them."

Be not deceived, God is not mocked, for whatsoever a man soweth that shall he
also reap.

SPIRITUAL BASIS FOR CHRISTIAN UNION
(1) The need for Unity.
(2) God's desire for Unity.

The need for unity is because the Church will not exist without it.
(United we stand. Divided we fall.)

Man was perfect in the beginning, but because of Sin he lost that state of perfection,
"or unity". Because in unity is perfect Holiness. (Hence the need for unity).

When the Children ofIsraelwere united in God and His ways, they were victorious.
When divided and against God they lost. God withdrew His presence from them.
"Hence the need and God's desire for unity".
PSALM 133:1.

"Behold, howgood and how pleasant it is for Brethren to dwell together in Unity.*'
EPHESIANS 4:3.

"Endeavouring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of Peace."
VERSE 13 "Till we all come in the unity of the Faith, and of the knowledge of
the Son of God, unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the stature of the fulness
of Christ."

Churches of Christ plead for the unity of all Christians by a restoration of Chris-
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tianity as revealed in the New Testament.
There are two parts to this plea:-

First there is a call to all who would follow the Lord Jesus to be united, and then
the wayin whichthis unitymaybe achievedis indicatedby a return to Christianity
of the New Testament.

Jesus prayed for His Disciples "That they all may be one."
TTie Churches of Christ seek to work for the fulfilment of this prayer of Jesus by
following the way that Jesus and His Apostles taught.
Since Jesus prayed that all His followers may be one, it is clearly the Lord's will

that His Church should be united. We can safely conclude that He has provided all
that is necessary to achieve that oneness.

A united Church is not an ideal which requires each Christian to be perfect before
it can be achieved. In the New Testament times was a oneness in the Church in spite
of very evident imperfections, so to-day the Unity of Christians is possible. So long
aswe live in this world there will be differences ofopinion amongst the followers of
Christ. But there is ample room for such differences, provided that all keep those
essentials which make for unity within the Church. The desired oneness can be as
much prejudiced by insisting on the acceptance of the opinions of men, as by departing
from essentials. Liberty and Loyalty are both needed. Liberty of opinion. Loyalty to
the principles of the Faith.
What are the essentials of unity:—
The Apostle Paul wrote to the Church at Ephesus about these essentials .saying:-

"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, who is above
all, and through all, and in you all."

Unity comes because there is:-
One Body of which all are members.
One Spirit who dwells in all.
One Hope which all cherish.
One Lord whom all obey.
One Faith which all believe.
One Baptism which all have received.
One God who is Father of all.

Since the unity of Christians is to be obtained by a restoration of Christianity, as
revealed in the New Testament, the authority for the doctrine is to be found in the
New Testament itself. Only the teaching of Christ and His Apostles, as preserved for
us in the New Testament, is to be regarded as being the One Faith.

The Bible is accepted as the Word of God. By that is meant that God speaks to
us through the Bible, and that we can learn from the Bible what is the will of God
for us. The Bible must be studied with proper care and attention. Like every other
book, its true meaning is obtained when it is studied in the light of the circumstances
in which it was written.

Why is the name 'Churches of Christ* used?
The local Churches are called Churches of Christ in no superior sense, but simply

because this Scriptural name fittingly describes local congregations which endeavour
to work according to the will of Christ.

Party names have been deliberately discarded because it is only when sectarian
namc» and the sectarian spirits are set aside that the unity will be achieved for which
Jesus prayed.

David Chalmefs,
Dalmellington.
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HOW LONG WERE THE DAYS OF GENESIS?
The allegation is frequently madeby thosewho affect to believe the evoiiitibnary

theories and the Genesis account of creatibn that the two may be harmonized with
the assumption that the "days" of the Mosaic record were, in reality, longgeological
ages,and not ordinary daysof twenty-four hours.Liberaltheologians havelongadvo
cated this view; and, we have been saddenedlately to note the disposition on the part
of some among us to give credence to this modernisticspeculation.

It is very true that the Hebrew yom, translated "day" has the sameambiguity as
our English wordday(the dayofadversity, thedayofprosperity, etc), andthe question
is not biie whichmay be settled either way by etymology. Other considerations how
ever, do settle the question and establishclearlythe fact that the "six days" of Gen.
1, were simply days, days of twenty-four hours each, days in the usual and ordinary
import of the term. Those who accept the premise that God did not need ages in
which to accomplish the workdesignated as having been done within that periodare
under no necessity of assuming that long geological ages were involved, and the
following considerations requirethat the usual and ordinary meaning of the wordday
be assigned.

^e day-age theory is a consequence of the evolutionary theory. But for that
speculative view sucha hypothesis would neverhavebeen advanced. The theoryitself
is patentlyopposed to other affirmations of the sacred writings; why, then, shouldwe
concede that there is merit to its imaginations in this area? Conservative
geologists(E.G., George McReady Price), have longsinceshown, in the most convinc
ingfashion, that the "onion skin" hypothesis and the geologic time-timebased thereon
are fanciful and false; we oughtnot, therefore, to givecredence to its suppositions in
an area where it is obviously in con^ct with inspiration. Itis not possible to force the
Mosaic account of creation into conformity with the evolutionary hypothesis. Life,
according to that theory, began in the water; life, according to the HolySpirit, began
on the land! Which shall we believe?

The "days"of Gen 1,are divided into lightand darkness,exactlyasischaracteristic
of the day known to us. "And God saw the light, that it wasgood: and God divided
the light from the darkness. And God called the light Day, and the darkness Night.
And the eveningand the morning were the first day." (Gen. 1: 4, 5.) This simpleand
sublime statement is decisive of the matter. Of what was the first day composed?
Evening and morning. Into what was it divided? Light and darkness. The Hebrew
text is evenmoreemphatic. The translation, "And the evening and the morning were
the first day," is, literally, "And evening was, and morning was, day one." The two
periods - evening and morning - made one day. The Jewish mode of reckoning the
day was from sunset to sunset; i.e. evening and morning, the two periods combining
to make one day. If to this the objection is offered that the sun did not shine on the
earth until the fourth day, it should be remembered that it is the function of the
heavenly bodies to mark the days, not make them! It is nightwhen no moonappears;
and the day is the same whether the sun is seen or not.

Botany, the field of plant-life, came into existence on the third day. Those who
allege that the days of Gen. 1, may have been long geological ages, must accept the
absurd- hypothesis that plant^ife survived in periods of total darkness through half of
each geoligic age, running into millions of years! Jehovah finished his labours at the
6nd of the sixth (jay, and on the seventh rested. The narrative providesho basis for
the assumptionthat the day he rested differed in anyfashionfromthose whichpreceded
it. It evidently was marked out and its length determined in the same manner as the
others. If it was not a day of twenty-four hours, it sustains no resemblance to the
sabbath which, was given to the Israelites. More-over, there is no indic£.tion that we
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