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TO
MY WIFE,

WHO CONTRIBUTES MORE THAN SHE KNOWS,
OR I CAN TELL HER, TO ALL I TRY TO DO.



NOTE

WHEN certain of my father’s books were being ptepared for
republication it was found that for technical reasons this one
needed re-setting. ‘That fact opened the question as to
whether any alterations should be made in the text where
allusions and references were obviously out-of-date. I con-
sulted several theologians and ministers (for whose ready
help I am deeply grateful) and I found that the consensus
of opinion was that the text should be left unaltered, with
this note of explanation and reminder to the reader. Though
the passing references may belong to 1917, it is held by
competent judges that not only is there nothing stale or
obsolete in the thought, but that on the contrary the book is
evidence of a prophetic genius which enabled the writer to
think so far ahead of his time that the present generation is
only now arriving at his theological position.

I should like to say how much I owe to the late Canon
Mozley for the vivid interest he took in the whole project
of republication, for his help and counsel throughout, and
most specially for the introduction to this book.

JESSIE FORSYTH ANDREWS



PREFACE BY THE REV. DR. J. K. MOZLEY

To write anything in connexion with the re-issue of the
theological writings of Dr. Forsyth is a privilege which I
greatly appreciate. More than twenty years have passed
since in two articles in The Expositor, afterwards included
in my book, The Heart of the Gospel, 1 tried to give some
account, and make some estimate, of his theology. As to
that, one thing at least seems to be perfectly clear; the
themes, emphases, moments, most characteristic of his teach-
ing, so far from becoming out of date, have more and more
come to their own. If I may use, while somewhat varying,
that famous metaphor of the ringing of a bell which Dr.
Karl Barth has employed in reference to himself, that very
bell had sounded in England long before it was heard on
the Continent, and the bell-ringer was Forsyth. I would
write no word of disparagement of the services which Sir
Edwyn Hoskyns rendered to Biblical, particularly New
Testament, theology. He was a great pioneer, explorer, and
leader; a new era in the study of the New Testament in
England dates from him more truly than from anyone else,
—yet, in respect of the fundamental nature of the New
Testament gospel and indeed of the Biblical revelation as a
whole, Forsyth had penetrated to as great a depth. Forsyth
was not primarily, like Hoskyns, a New Testament scholar,
but he was not less resolved than the younger man to bring
his teaching to the test of that word of God which was
declared and expounded by evangelists and apostles.

But I must not dwell further on Forsyth’s points nor
proceed to a general consideration of Forsyth’s theology.
My business is with this particular book, Lectures on the
Church and the Sacraments, yet without the obligation of a
critical reviewer, who must often insist on his disagree-
ments. Such indeed there are, and they must not fail of
occasional notice. But the value of the book lies, as is so
notably the case with all Forsyth’s work, in those illuminat-
ing disclosures of truth that is part of the common, univer-
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sal, Christian heritage, and of that alone. Here, as so con-
stantly in his writings, it is with the permanent foundations,
the unchanging background, of doctrines that he is more
concetned than with the exact exposition of a doctrine or
with a doctrinal system. It is this which explains much that
is most obvious but not always most understandable or,
anyhow at first acquaintance, most attractive in his treat-
ment of his subject and material. He goes round and round
like a thunderstorm; again and again he returns back on his
tracks as though he could not bear to be out of sight of the
lights of home, the home that Christ made for men by His
Cross, the home which in a very real sense for Forsyth was
the Cross. Iam not surprised, though I was almost shocked
at the time, that a scholar of fine quality reviewing this book
in an eminent theological journal saw in its author the
preacher rather than the theologian. He had, as he told me,
no previous knowledge of Forsyth’s writing, and it is not
difficult to realise how strange Forsyth’s manner of theolo-
gising appeared to him. Certainly this is not the usual way
in which theologians have discoursed on the Church and
the Sacraments; it is as though someone were to start map-
reading by a method all his own—which is very much what
Forsyth did in the great theological field. That is at least
part cause of the very unacademical character of his books,
and a casual reader or a reviewer with no previous ex-
perience of them might well fail to appreciate the large and
manifold knowledge that lay behind what he wrote; it
comes out in 2 word here, a reference there; but it is never
obtrusive; there is no array of footnotes to signpost his
learning. Yet of gnosis he had abundance, though gnosis
was not what he valued most, nor was it the sectet of his
theological greatness.

A pointer towards the understanding of The Church and
the Sacraments comes in the first two sentences of the Pre-
face: “My position is neither current Anglican nor popular
Protestant. I write from the Free Church camp, but not from
any recognised Free Church position . . .”” And he describes
“the ruling tendency” of his work as “‘an effort to moralise
this and other parts of theology by interpreting instead of
abolishing”. This reference to “moralising” is entirely
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charactetistic. No one was less likely to substitute morality
for religion; but, equally, no one was more intent on the
moral character and leanings and issues of all true religion.
He took the moral aspect of life and truth (and aspec# is a
feeble word in this connexion) as seriously as did either
Butler or Kant, and from Butler he borrowed the words
which he prefixed to his greatest book, The Person and Place
of Jesus Christ: “Morality is the nature of things”.

All that moral reality meant to Forsyth was bound up
with its central and decisive point of revelation in the Cross.
And all that Christian doctrine meant for him was to be
expounded through its relation, as 2 whole, and in any
particular article of theology, to the Cross. It was in the
reference to Calvary, whether the reference was immediate
or more remote, that he found the light he needed or the
illumination and exposition of his subject. Church, ministry
and sacraments were not additions to the Christian creed
and life which involved nothing of crucial consequence.
The book is continually concerned to refute any such idea
by exhibiting them as resting upon and derived from
Christ’s redemptive and atoning work, and as conveying
the fruit of that work (in which they themselves are in-
cluded) to the souls of men. It is against any reduction of
them to the level of merely human associations and con-
trivances that the book is directed both on its critical and on
its constructive side, far more than against what Forsyth
regarded as wrong ways of expressing their supernatural
character.

As against the view that chief among philanthropic
associations are to be placed “the Churches, as societies for
the promotion of worship, goodness, fraternity, or
humanity”, he insisted on “the Church as supernatural, as
the society whose life is the Eternal and Holy Spirit”. What
a difference it would make if all thinking about the Church
were along the lines of the long note, as it is in effect, with
which the chapter on “Church Theory for Church Unity”
ends. I do not assent to everything in it; Forsyth’s con-
trasts, which came natural to his dialectical mode of think-
ing, often lead to question-marks in the mind, and perhaps
in the margin. But in these two pages there is profound
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insight into the New Testament conception of the Church.
How entirely he is at the centre from which, and from which
alone, any true doctrine of the Church must develop when
he writes, “What the Apostles planted was not Churches
but stations of the Church; what the Gospel erected was
not a crowd of Churches but the one Church in various
places”. For him both Church and Bible draw their exist-
ence and their authority from the Gospel. So in a later
chapter we find a kind of summing up of the meaning of
Bible and Chutch in relation to that fundamental, creative
fact which is the proclamation of the act of God, that calls
for a return ““to that which makes the Bible the Bible’’; and
that means “back to the Gospel of our moral redemption
through faith in the pure grace and mercy of God in Christ
crucified”. It is this “the most certain thing in Christianity”
which (“and no dogmatic of it”) “must regather and merge
the sects and Churches to the great Church which is iden-
tical with the Kingdom of God”. An Anglo-Catholic who
ventured to make use of those last, almost astonishingly
bold words would puta meaning into them of an institutional
character which Forsyth would not have accepted: even so
it is language that would profoundly surprise all those
Christians within the Church of England and the Free
Churches who exalt as of primary importance the idea of
the Kingdom but are ill at ease with any exaltation of the
Church, and may regard any emphasis upon it as a sign of an
approximation towards Roman Catholicism rather than as
a faithful recovery of the religion of the New Testament.
There are two particular reflexions of a critical character
which I think it right to make before passing from the
book’s first part, devoted to the Church and the Ministry.
With the first many readers will disagree, as they would
with my general belief as to the place of the episcopate in
the Church. I will just state it and leave it. Forsyth holds
that there was nothing in the nature of a canonical suc-
cession to or prolongation of the Apostolate, the only
prolongation of the Apostolate being the New Testament,
and the only succession the Evangelical succession. This
reading of the matter does not appear to me to be immune
from serious criticism, whether from the side of history or



PREFACE xi

of theology, and T do not accept its validity. With the
second reflexion there may be much more extensive agree-
ment. The book was published in 1917, and much has
happened in relation to Christian unity and reunion since
then. So when, in the chapter, “The United States—of the
Church”, Forsyth declares that “the sects have grown to
Churches of equal right; and therefore union can only be
by federation”, and that federation ““is the religious solu-
tion, the solution prescribed by a2 common fai#h”’, he speaks,
as it seems to me, in the language of a past generation. The
people most closely connected with the subject, whether by
way of exploration or in terms of definite schemes, have not
been and are not looking at federation as though the key
were to be found there. Reunion on any large scale may
still be a very long way off, but the conviction has, I think,
been growing that federation is a substitute for real unity
and not the method of its achievement. The great ideal
which Forsyth expounds for the Church’s authority in the
world and witness to democracy needs a weight, a dynamic
within it, which is more than any federation, however
“effective”, can possess.

Forsyth’s teaching as to the sacramental character of the
Christian ministry—since in preaching, pastoral work and
liturgical worship the ministry is “God’s human sacrament
to man’’,—prepares the way for the following interpretation
of the Sacraments of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. One
may be quite sure that a theologian who says of the Ministry
that ““it comveys God in His grace” will not be content with
any treatment of the sacraments which represents them as
no more than symbols in the modern sense, which is not
the sense in which the equivalent Greek and Latin words
were used in the early Church. The notion that in those
rites nothing really happens, but that they exist as signs or
pictures or mere memorials, promises of what God will do
or reminiscences of what Christ has done, was wholly
inacceptable to him. Anything of that kind did not seem
to him true to the New Testament (here he as theologian
was fortified by the powerful article in which his colleague
Dr. Andrews, 2 New Testament scholar, expounded St.
Paul’s sacramental teaching) or adequate for the life of the



xii THE CHURCH AND THE SACRAMENTS

Church. He clinches his argument as to the value of the
participation in Holy Communion even “if we go away
feeling much as we come”, by the final sentence of the
paragraph, “We have only to think of the state, tendency,
or prospect of spiritual life in those communities which
belittle Sacraments”’.

His interpretation of the relation between the grace of
God and the two sacraments of the Gospel was not that
which would be found in Roman Catholic doctrine or in
much Anglican teaching. There were points of great
importance, and not only in connexion with the Church
and the sacraments, where Forsyth was definitely in oppo-
sition to characteristic notes of Catholic theology. His
sacramentalism did not involve for him belief in baptismal
regeneration or in the eucharistic sacrifice or in the real
presence of Christ “in” or “with” elements after consecra-
tion and before communion. It is true that as to this last
matter there is a good deal of rather curious wavering in
the way he writes, and he obviously is prepared to allow
for the inclusion in Pauline sacramentalism of ideas which
were taken up into Catholicism. It is also extremely in-
teresting to find him affirming in contrast with “a whole
type of piety represented by the Fourth Gospel, which
detaches the Eucharist from the atoning death of Christ
and connects it with the spiritual appropriation of His
person, regarding Him as food rather than Redeemer” (of
which he writes that “it would seem to be both Anglican
and Quaker” that “we cannot call this Catholic off-hand,
for it is not the view of the central point of Catholicism—
the Mass with its Agnus Dei”. Still, it would be quite
wrong to represent Forsyth as in line with Catholicism on
the question of what I might call the sacramental method.
His thought is sufficiently expressed, so far as his general
attitude to the discussion of Eucharistic theology goes, in
his words, “the great matter is to recognise the real Presence
in holy and saving action; the minor matter is the rationale
of His procedure”. But where he is insistent is as to the
continuance of the power of Christ’s redeeming work, “the
self-assignment of Christ in His act of atoning sacrifice”.

So he can say of Christ that “Himself offered to God for us
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on the Cross is in the rite His own legacy and gift to us”.
The sacraments are “the acts of Chris# really present by His
Holy Spirit in the Church. It is Christ doing something
through the Church as His body”. So he writes in one of
the chapters on Baptism. It is this emphasis upon the divine
action, upon the reality of God’s grace at work in the
sacraments, and upon the Church and not just the individual
believer as involved in the operation of that grace, which
runs through his exposition. As I have already suggested,
it is with his contrasts that I often part company, and there
are not a few of them in those chapters where he interprets
what he believes to be the true meaning of Baptism and
Holy Communion. But Forsyth knew very well that error
in interpretation was not a final error; after all, the Sacra-
ments were not dependent for their virtue upon the way in
which those who used them thought of them. And Forsyth
could express the common faith of Christians in a manner
which leaves no room for dissent, but only cause for pro-
found thankfulness that a great truth should be stated so
truly. It is with such a passage taken from the chapter
entitled “Communion” that this preface may most rightly
end:

“They were invited to eat the bread. So they were
invited to assimilate Christ, not as ideal but as crucified,
not as hopeful but as final. As life is action it feeds on the
divinest Act. He is broken in vain if He be not, as crucified,
eaten and commingled fully with our life and soul. He is not
for us effectually till he is in us, He does not fully bless till
He occupy us™.

J. K. MOZLEY

Woodland Place,

Bath.
Michaelmas Day, 1946.



AUTHOR’S PREFACE

My position is neither current Anglican nor popular
Protestant. ,I write from the Free Church camp, but not
from any recognised Free Church position—having regard,
so far as I can, to the merits of the case, to early history, and
the experience of religion. The ruling tendency is an effort
to moralise this and other parts of theology by interpreting
instead of abolishing.

The view here taken is neither memorial and Zwinglian
nor is it High Catholic. It is sacramental but not sacra-
mentarian, effective but not sacrificial. The Sacraments are
not emblems but symbols, and symbols not as mere channels,
but in the active sense that something is done as well as
conveyed. Account is taken of the early influence of the
pagan mysteries. The audience is Free Church, but the
treatment means to be Great Church.

It may be expressly noted in advance that the Word does
not mean the Bible, but the whole medium of communica-
tion between God’s soul and man’s. As this was gathered to
a head in Christ, Christ is the unique Word of God. And
since Christ is gathered to a head in the atoning and redeem-
ing Cross as the incarnation not of love only but of grace,
the Word is there in the most pointed way. It is the Word as
an act and not simply as an exposition of God, Who acts not
as a genial Father but as a redeeming Father. But as this
crucified Christ comes home to a man it makes him active,
and it makes him vocal. So he preaches God’s gospel Christ.
The Word that was preached from God to him he preaches
to the world. The Word works faith, and faith works the
word. We repeat with interest what God says to us. The
Word is, therefore, God’s new creating act on us, and then
it is the act of our word through which God new creates.
Since it comes from God it is pre-eminently a deed, as all
the Creator’s words are; as it goes out from man it is pre-
eminently a word, through which God’s deed works in a

sacramental way. As it comes from God the Word is the
v
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Son; as it comes from Christ through His Church it is
the Spitit, the Gospel.

The Lectures were in substance delivered to students and
not to scholars. This it is hoped may help to explain, where
it may not excuse, two things: first, some amount of repeti-
tion; and second, a thetic rather than a dialectic note. The
occasion was one for instruction rather than discussion.

There is something which Roman Catholicism and Pro-
testantism in their extreme forms underprize, and that is
the Gospel as the power of a Holy God for our moral
redemption in a kingdom. The Free Churches have tended
to idolise /berty at the cost of the truth and power which
makes liberty—at the cost therefore of reverence, penitence,
and humility. They have made a good servant a bad master.
The Catholic Churches have tended, on the other side, to
idolise #mity, to sacrifice the Church’s holiness to her
catholicity, and to lose the moral power of the Gospel in
a type of piety or in canonical correctness of procedure.
They have sought unity in polity. That principle is here
held to be fundamentally as wrong as the other, which secks
unity objectively in a mere moralism, or subjectively in a
frame of mind. As to the sacraments, it may be surmised
that the writer holds a mere memorialism to be a more
fatal error than the Mass, and a far less lovely.
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PART 1

THE CHURCH



THE CHURCH AND THE
SACRAMENTS

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTORY

HOLY CHURCH, FREE CHURCH, AND SOUND
DEMOCRACY

Church must have a positive and featured faith—it has to do not with mere
spirituality but with Holy Spirituality, centring in the Atoning Cross
of the Bternal Son of God. Every soul is born for the Cburch, which
has the secret of society. Real offsets to the apparent weakness of
the Church.

The special need for the Free Churches to court the idea of the Church’s great-
ness to save them from atomism, and from the negation of an ultra-
protesting spirit. The need for more positive knowledge and use of
the Bible to keep the Church from being but a caterer to the public,
a tribune of the people, an asset of democracy, and a client of its
favour. The limits to the democracy of a Church with Christ as King
and holiness for the standard of love. Spurious laicity. The escape
from orthodoxy is by deeper doctrine, not poorer. The Church is
made by the type of its belief and not the mere amount.

The alleged loss of influence by the Free Churches would matter little if it rose
from more Christian belief. The service of women for the Church.
Spirituality the fruit of regeneration—love the blossom on faith. The
first liberty of a Church is evangelical, and not rational nor political.

¢

ow is it that, among the great and classic notes of the

Church of a liberating Gospel as One, Holy, Catholic,

Frecs and Apostolic, there is not the great modern note of
ree:

In the opinion of many the Church has had its day, but it
lingers on partly mischievous, as in the case of Rome, partly
negligible, as with the evangelical Churches. We hear im-
patient questions whether religion cannot go on without a
Church. To which the answer is that religion might, but
Christianity could not. Not only does Christianity need a
Church negatively, for protection against the world, but the

3
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Gospel necessitates it positively, for the exercise of faith
and growth of service. Christianity put into men a new
power that compelled a Church by its racial nature. If
Christ had not founded a Church, the thing He 4id found
would have done so. He created the new life, the new
Covenant which, by its nature, was bound to crcate the
Church, So, if it is asked, “What is the security for in-
vesting our souls’ sympathies and energies in this concern,
the Church?”’ we answer, first, that the question is one that
no Christian could ask and no worldling would; and, second,
that no amount of subjective religion secures the Church, but
the creating Word of a positive Gospel.

A Church building is the outward and visible sign of a
local society. The spiritual has there a local habitation and
a name. It has a positive and cognisable centre. And that is
what religion must bave spiritually also—a positive centre
of fact and reality, local in time, as it were. What these
buildings are on the ground, that the great events and
doctrines of salvation, its great historic facts and intelligible
fabrics, are for the soul. They are creative points and lines of
power. We gather to them by their own compulsion, and
we go out from them with power to endow and command
the World. Christ, the Incarnation, the Cross, the Atone-
ment, the Resutrection, the Spirit, the Church—what a
vague, rambling, feckless religion we have without such
things! A brotherhood dies out which never meets: it has
no father, no focus, no force. And can it live without think-
ing?¢ You cannot have Christian communion without the
Christian community, nor the Christian community without
its centres, its laws, and its truths. We cannot be organs of
the religion of God’s will without its organisation in a
Church and a doctrine.

A warm spirituality without the apostolic and evangelical
substance may seem attractive to many—what is called un-
dogmatic, or even unconscious, Christianity. It will specially
appeal to the lay mind, in the pulpit and out. But it is
death to a Church. With mere spirituality the Church has
little to do. What it has to do with is far more positive.
The Christian revelation is not “God is a Spirit”; and so
the Christian religion is not spirituality. Nor is the Christian
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revelation simply “God is Love”; and so the Christian
religion is not simply charity. There are many cases when
charity submerges righteousness and betrays truth. The
Christian revelation is that the spiritual, personal, and loving
God is holy, and only therefore eternal; so that its answer-
ing religion is the religion of the Holy Spirit; it is Holy
Spirituality. And the site and source of that revelation, that
gift, is the Cross of Churist, as the crisis of God’s righteous
judgment, holy grace, and new creating conquest of the
world. The supteme revelation of God is the holy; and the
central meaning of the Cross is less God’s love than the
holiness of it. We have no guarantee for the supreme thing,
the divine thing, the eternal thing in God, namely, His
holiness, except the Cross, which alone enables us not only
to love His love but to trust it absolutely and for ever.

Every year of life it may be seen more clearly—and
especially does it grow clear as age begins to discern the
outline of the hills beyond the great sea, and we are moved
as we used not to be moved by the thought of the celestial
harpers harping on their harps,—we see more clearly, 1 say,
that the great issue within Christianity is not between
systems or doxies, but it is a battle for the body, as the one
all inclusive gift of Christ, and for those intimate po'wers and
public features in Christianity which are indispensable to
such a revelation. To grasp that would be to lose the
spiritual feebleness which eats the heart out of the Church’s
progress in so many directions. And we find it at one source
only—the creative source of the atoning Cross. The Cross
was required not simply by God’s love, but by His holy
love. It was requited by His holiness and given by His
love.

The Church lives on what founded it—on this positive
New Testament Gospel, on the Cross of holy, judging, sav-
ing love. Its spirituality is founded on that Gospel’s content
of standing fact and saving truth. Of these powers the
Church is the one trustee. How false it is, therefore, to say,
‘Be spiritual, and you may believe anything.” ‘Do good, and
you can believe as you please.” An effective Church and a
positive theology of the holy stand and fall together. Where
a Church ceases tobe a reality, and becomes a mere religious
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company or an audience, thete positive belief tends to be
despised, and forsaken for various magnetisms and sym-
pathies. And, where theology or the knowledge of the holy
is so despised, there the Church sinks to a genial and passing
association, with nothing royal to suggest God’s Kingdom,
and nothing solemn to suggest His throne.

The Church will be just what it is made by the Gospel
Word which created it. But that Word is universal and
final. Therefore every soul is born for the Church. For every
soul is born for society; and it is also born for redemption; and
therefore it is born for the society of redemption. The Church
has a right to every life. Not every Christian should be out
saving souls, but every Christian should be a living member
of the Church whose first great business that salvation of
souls is. We are interested, of course, in the amelioration of
society; and much is gained for its amelioration that we are
so. But what society radically needs is sefvation; and it is
salvation that the Church offers to all. ‘The Church alone has
this secret—the Church, the greatest product of man’s past,
and the only trustee of his future.

It is singular to many that the society with the secret of
society should be in such a minotity and such neglect as it
still is. But, when we have written off the Church’s mistakes
and wickednesses, past and present, which we are not likely
to be allowed to forget, let these things also be remembered.

1. Let us remember its historic work after all; in spite of
its defalcations its survival to-day in such power and bless-
ing; the lie given by its immortal remnants in every age to
the principle of the big battalions; its minority victory
through the ages; its principle of an elect, its consecration
for the many’s sake of the choice few. Politics must work
by majorities, but religion works most powerfully by a
minority, an elect. State and Church are found as radically
different here as elsewhere.

2. Yet is the true Church not in a huge and standing
majority among the powers that settle things at last? For
before God the Church in heaven and on earth is one.
There is not an organic severance. The Church in the
Unseen comes in aid. The dead we call the majority; and
surely the number of those who now live to God, seen and
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unseen, exceeds those around us on earth who are God’s
enemies.

3. But let us also add always to its numbers Christ Him-
self. If the presence of Napoleon on the field was worth
50,000 men, what is the value to the Church of His presence
Who is more than worth the whole human race?

4. Consequently, the Church is the only society on earth
whose battle is already won. The Church chiefly exists to
certify that that battle was won in what was done by Christ,
and that we have but to follow the victory up. Here again
we see the radical difference between Church and State.
The State only works forward through history to a life and
a freedom always # be won; the Church works out a freedom
already won once for all. The State can do with the legacy
of the past what it will; the Church has, in its final Gospel
from the past, a trust which it may not tamper with, which
fashions and colours all it wills to do.

5. That is to say, the Church is the only society with a
fulcrum outside the world; and therefore the only one that
can move the world as a whole. Every true Church has the
whole true Church at the back of it, and the one full salva-
tion. It has all the Catholicity of the Gospel with it. It
has behind it, in its Gospel, what is the true power of the
very Catholicism that would not call it a Church at all, or
even give it a right to live.

§

The Free Churches need to cultivate a sense of the great
Church, if their freedom is not to lose all its greatness, and
they are not to go down in corporate egoisms or social
programmes. This is a historic sense (to lose which is to
turn fantastic gnostics or fancy sectaries); but it is still
more an evangelical sense (which to lose is to become
fractious individualists). It is the sense and faith of the
common Word of grace. And here there is much to learn,
and much to do.

One recognises heartily the unspeakable service of the
Free Churches to local and personal religion. But, in the
first place, they have been much too afomist. The independ-
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ence of each congregation or each member has been over-
done. This is a fertile source both of their practical over-
lapping and their theological confusion. Their multiplica-
tion paralyses them in many a place. What might be 2 power
is a scandal. And their theology, their truth, becomes a by-
word as they lose the sense of the great Church whose
ordered self-consciousness any worthy theology is. It is the
vast personality of the Church that wins its battle. What
victory can await a religion whose regiments have on them
the curse of the clans and go each its own way with some
pride, following a chief and losing a Head? Each single
Church is entitled by the Gospel to no more independence
in the great Church than each individual man has in the
small, where they are all members one of another. And each
Church has the right to live only in virtue of the contribu-
tion it makes to the great Church.

In the second place, they are apt to be too megative in
their note. Protestantism finds it hard to get over the first
oppositional tone forced on the Reformers by the situation
of their day. It is too much engrossed with the note of
challenge and of suspicious vigilance. It suspects even the
early creeds and their atmosphere. It is tempted to make
more use of its liberty to attack clericalism or ecclesiasticism
than to develop either the Ministry or the Church within
itself. It is in danger of overdoing its protest against a
false Church, of spending more on that protest than on
realising a true Church, of denouncing a priestly Church till
it lose its own sense of the essential priestliness of the
Church. The ministers of the Churches it opposes are, on
the whole at least, as earnestly spiritual as they. They are as
sure they have the truth, and as loyal to Christ as the truth.
Which Church in this land practises most self-sacrifice for
Christ, His Word, and his Kingdom? Mere spirituality,
mere devotion, is not the test of truth. We protest against
much—what do we protest for? Is it for liberty, or for
the truth which makes liberty? Liberty for what? Some
are actually afraid for liberty if we state the belief which
makes liberty. Does that not mean that their liberty is not
created &y truth, and is not spiritual, but is natural liberty
applied to truth? To this point I will return.
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§

To maintain such a Church and message as we cherish we
must use our Bible much more than we do. And by using
it I mean much more than being interested in the wonderful
new knowledge and exposition of it. If we are not going to
use our Bible, it is of no use building our Churches. We shall
come to think mote of our Church than of our Bible, and
more of both than of Christ. And is that not Romanist?
Most people make so little personal use of the Bible that
they do not know if an interesting preacher is preaching the
Gospel or not. The real strength of a Church is not the
amount of its work but the quality of its faith. One man
who truly knows his Bible is worth more to a Church’s real
strength than a crowd of workers who do not. If we ask
the preacher, he will tell us among whom he finds his real
strength. Our poverty is not in the amount of our work,
but in the quality of our religion. Our religion does not
make us do what patriotism does—sacrifice and die for
it; else the work would be more productive. And that is
not denying the passion and sacrifice that many of us do
make for our Church. But is it for #be Church?

If we are preoccupied as we should be with the One, Holy,
Catholic, and Apostolic Church of the saving Word, thete is
a very present danger which we shall escape. We shall not
be the slaves or the caterers of the public. We shall serve
it, but not follow it. We shall not treat the word as the
vassal nor as the colleague of the word.

We shall not look upon a Free Church merely as the
religious side of the democracy. That is the most recent
form of Erastianism, and the particular form of it from
which the Free Churches are liable to suffer most subtly. The
old Erastian position regarded the Church as the nation on
its religious side. Now the Free Churches are in no danger
from that view. They have existed to protest against it. And
it is a view which has no longer real vitality, though it is the
hollow root of an Established Church, and makes the
anachronism of it. But there are other ways of establishing
a Church than by law. A Church may be established in
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practice, when it is not in law. It may be the victim of the
establishment principle even when it has not an establish-
ment by privilege. The Free Churches can succumb to
establishment in another form than that secured by Parlia-
ment. A parliamentary Church is not their nearest danger,
but a parliamentary religion may be. They may come to
think mainly in terms of public or social life—to say nothing
of party. They may come to care more for social work than
for public worship. A Church may be on quite happy terms
with the world; and its Christ may be made welcome chiefly
because He is “so human,” or so democratic, or His wor-
ship is the correct thing. Thus a Church becomes established
by the world even when it is not by the State. It does become
so if it has no distinctive message over against the world;
if it treat itself but as the consecrated part of the world;
if its chief object is to effect and serve the world rather
than to worship and glorify and commune with God; if it
cease to regard its fundamental relation to the world as
miraculous; if it regard its Gospel merely as the consumma-
tion of the best spiritual instincts of Humanity and not as
a new creation; if its Word is simply the gathering up of
the best in other faiths; if it make its final appeal to the
courts of comparative religion; if it cherish the principle
that its most precious thing is what unites it with other
faiths and other movements, instead of what makes it
different and commanding; if it is supremely concerned to
have the cachet of the general heart, reason, and applause.
What makes Christianity Christian is that grace of God
which marks it off from other creeds, makes it descend on the
instincts of man instead of rising from them, and secks from
them absolute obedience as truly as sympathetic recognition.

What I have just described may be called the rationalist
establishment of the Church. But the Church succumbs to
the democracy especially when it is tempted to forget its
Holy Word, and trim it down to the happy world and the
ideals of an age and culture. It is exposed to the peril of
that phase of Socialism, in which the Church would be not
the nation on its religious side, but democracy suffused by
religion. In so far as it then survives, it does so as a branch
of the public service, valuable chiefly for its social contribu-
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tion. In such a state of things the minister would become,
not an officer of the State, indeed, but still, a public servant,
not indeed a civil servant but a social servant, the pastor
of the people instead of the minister of the Gospel, the
organ of the human fraternity rather than the oracle of the
divine Word. He would be not so much the organ of God’s
grace and God’s demand to the people as the tribune of the
people’s cause, the advocate of their rights, leading a divine
sanction to their ideals, their grievances, their programme.
He would be the champion of a social movement, rather
than the representative of a supernatural economy, or the
apostle of a holy salvation. His effect, and therefore his
value, would be gone when he went out of favour with his
public. He would not be free to rebuke them in God’s name,
nor to call for their repentance as a first condition of the
Kingdom. (It is the Church’s call for repentance that is the
deep source of its disfavour with the democracy.) He would
be hesitant about making demands which do any violence to
human nature, or that cast any cloud upon burning interests.
He would be constantly tempted to appeal to men’s sym-
pathies rather than their conscience. His influence would
depend on their favour, which he must have for his leverage
to do good. Some beneficent scheme might be endangered
if he were perfectly clear and explicit about his Gospel and
its requirements. Schemes must be financed, and he must
not alienate supplies. He would not have a position inde-
pendent of public favour. He would popularise his Gospel
till he secularised it.

I am not, of course, describing a situation which exists,
but one which would certainly come to exist if the Church
with its Gospel were not the minister’s first concern, and the
democracy only came after that. He is the minister of the
Word, #o the Church, for the people. It is his Church and
his Message, and not his views nor his programme, that must
save the people. The democracy, after all, is but a social
phase, section, or movement. It has the present hour, and it
controls the future. All that is in God’s good providence,
on the march to the Kingdom. But the more the democracy
acquires control, the more urgent is the question what is to

control it,
3
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§

And that is the great question now—not how the demo-
cracy can be served, but how it can be led, controlled, sub-
dued to God’s Kingdom. The more Humanity prevails as
an ideal, the more we must ask what is to prevail with
Humanity. The war! compels us to ask what is to cope with
the cynical negation of Humanity to which the cult of
Humanity has come. Democracy, after all, is but another
of the ocracies which have come to the top in the history of
mankind; and it is not the last. Despotism, monarchy,
aristocracy, plutocracy, and so forth—they have all had
their hour. And the Church has had to resist every one of
them, though it has also, more or less, succumbed to every
one. Is it democracy alone that the Church is never to
resist in the name of its King? Must it be fatal to the
Church to lose its favour, or the favour of any social move-
ment? Does the society of Christ depend for its life and
its right on the goodwill of any society of men in the world?
Sooner or later a great struggle will come between the
Church and the natural democracy; and then those Churches
which, being supernatural in principle, have yet in practice
become dependent on that democracy, will find themselves
stripped of that support, torn asunder, and distressed beyond
measure.

The great antithesis of Christianity in the world is
“civilisation.” The World, the mere mastery of nature and
of man, is the chief obstacle to Christianity in the wozld.
Well, democracy is but a phase of civilisation on its way to
the Kingdom of God. It is nearer the Kingdom than the
rest, perhaps not far from the Kingdom, but yet of itself
not in it. To say that the Christian Church is but the
religious side of democracy is to say that it is human nature
turned pious—which is certainly no description of New
Testament Christianity. And now that civilisation has gone
to pieces in the great war, is it that part of it called demo-
cracy that is to regenerate Society?

Besides, no society which gives Christ the regal place the

1The First World Wer.
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Chutrch does can be a democracy. Itis an absolute monarchy.
Less might be said by us about freedom, and more about
obedience in the spirit of freedom. The Church is much
mote bound up with the obedience of the democracy than
with the triumph—its obedience, not indeed to the Church,
but to Christ, His Kingdom, and His Gospel. No triumph
of democracy weighs with the Church in comparison with
its obedience to Christ, and to the whole, full Christ, the
holy Christ crucified, and risen, and reigning, and saving.
For this purpose of submission the character of Christ is quite
inadequate; and even the Person of Christ is not enough.
We must be broken to a grateful submission to the Cross, in
which the Person of Christ comes to a head and has far more
than an ideal, @sthetic, or hallowing power; it has its judging
and saving, its humbling, miraculous, and new-creative
power. That is the element which gives Catholicism its
strength. But the religion as well as the politics of a demo-
cracy always tends to wreck on its determination to own no
authority which does not proceed from itself, and to hold
nothing true but what it can promptly understand and prove
on the individual scale to an untaught logic. It tends to
resent excellence, to be at home with mediocrity, to idolise
comfort as the rich do luxury, and to be suspicious of the
king, the competent, and the prophet. It is journalist. But
the first condition of religion is authority. It is an authority
before it is a liberty. The fundamental difference between a
Church and a democracy lies thus in the principle that no
numbers can create a real authority such as the Church
confesses, whereas democracy as such will listen to no
authority but what its numbers and majorities do create.
So, if we ask why the Church does not at once attract the
democracy, we must answer that its faith is not democratic.
It demands a ready and willing and absolute submission to
authority, it demands obedience, which a democracy gives
but partially, grudgingly, critically, or temporarily. The
Church does not win the democracy because it is not a
democracy. It is not based on natural right, or natural
fraternity, or natural ideals. It is based on total surrender
to an absolute monarch and owner in Christ, which is not
natural and not egoist, and not easy. If it be further asked
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whether the Church can trust the democracy, trust the
people, before we answer we must know for what it should
trust them. Is it for political and social reform, the progress
of civilisation, or for the Kingdom of God? If it is for the
last, then the answer must be both “Yes” and “No.” “Yes,”
if we are to trust it for the movements which would get rid
of the abuses, oppressions, and grievances a democracy
feels; “Doubtful,” if we think of those grievances it inflicts
and does not feel; and “No,” if we mean the constructive
moral relations and purposes which create the Kingdom of
God. So far as it has gone, we cannot trust it to abolish the
huge antichrist of war. It transfers it at best to industrial and
civil war.

When we have to choose among social systems, truly it is
the democracy that lies nearest to our heart and hope. It is
not the Kingdom (indeed it must be taken in hand by the
Kingdom), but it offers most possibility for the Kingdom if
taken in hand. But, if Church or Gospel should identify
itself with the democracy in the sense of giving itself up to
its natural ideals, it would commit the same error in principle
as when it staked itself upon a dynasty or an aristocracy.
It would be risking itself upon the phase of society which
happens to possess the hour. It would be canonising a pass-
ing stage of civilisation. It would be leaving the Word and
choosing the world. It would be courting men at the
expense of command over them.

And it would be producing a race of religious leaders with
a genial way and breezy charity, who would lead only as they
spared and indulged their followers, and told them what fine
fellows they were; whose speech was of rights far more than
of duty; who would sacrifice society to their class or sect, and
who were so full of the wrongs these endure that they had
no word against the sins they cherish, or the wrongs they
inflict. If it is the case that none can lead the democracy
but those who lay themselves out for its applause and vote,
who are of an infinite good nature, and see but one side of
every question; if it is the case that no one can lead it who
tells it as plainly and kindly of its great faults as of its great
destiny in God’s name; then the ministers of the Church
cannot lead the democracy except at the Church’s cost and
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the Gospel’s. If a rebuking and demanding Church must be
an unpopular Church, then the Church must accept its
unpopularity. It must be prepared to go into the wilderness
with Christ; it must suffer outside the camp; it must show
itself independent of the world it would chiefly save and
bless, and perhaps be crucified by it. The Free Churches
are not in so much danger from men who, in the name of
religion, openly exploit the public; but they are from its
caterers, from the men who follow and humour it, who
minister to its ideals and sympathies at the cost of any holy
discipline to its conscience.

The form of Christianity which founded modern demo-
cracy and its liberties laid more stress on the holy demand
of God than did all the tyrannies which deduced the king’s
right from God’s. Democracy was made by a Calvinism
which did not humour human nature, and did not believe in
it till God had done with it. It was the Arminians, the
human-naturists, who stood by the Stuarts and the divine
right of such kings.

§

It all comes back to be a question of the type of religion
that rules the Church for the hour. And a religion of love
and sympathy alone will never guide this fierce democracy,
never win its respect, never control it. It is a credit to the
democracy to have little sympathy with a Gospel so soft as
they too often hear. If the democracy hates hard Church,
it despises soft Church. But such has been the tendency of
much recent religion in its reaction from hard Church.
What has dropped out of our creed is the element that
compels respect, the element of noble demand and solemn
judgment. And that loss comes to a head in our view of
the Cross. As our Cross is, so will our Church be, such will
our Gospel be, and such will be our control. And if we
drop from the Cross any satisfaction of God’s holy demand,
any reference to His holy judgment, we lose the royal
thing from our moral centre. We lose what makes faith a
controlling power. We are left with no more than an
exhibition of love, or an apotheosis of sacrifice, which only
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cheers man by showing him himself at his best, instead of
humbling and quickening him by the salvation of his worst,

The Church will be for the world just what it is made by
its theology of the Cross. And a theology which leaves us
at the mercy of our religious subjectivity, a theology which
canonises a mere spiritual experience regardless of its supet-
natural content, a theology which just makes sacrifice divine,
will leave us in the end with a Church which would simply
be a sycophant of the public heart, and a waiter upon the
providence of the crowd. It will be a courtier of the popular
vote, and a client of political parties. And spiritual realities
and distinctions will be to it but subtleties of the religious
pedant. We are bidden beware of medical men who read
books, and neglect experience of disease. We should beware
also of the mind which, because it is interested in democracy,
or civilisation, or culture, reads more about religion than it
experiences, is more attracted by it than saved, is more con-
cerned in social eugenics than in salvation by faith, knows
pedagogics but cannot teach, and dissects the psychology of
the child but has none of its soul. The laicising of the
ministry is one of our chief perils. Let us especially beware
of that laicity of mind which never experiences soul-disease
and its healing, but lives only in a religiosity of interest or of
feeling, whose faith is a sympathy and not a salvation, whose
piety is mindless temperament and not intelligent conviction.
There is much mischief done when a young and budding
personal experience is submerged by the books of thinkers
who have none. They do not think beyond a visible point.
Their sentiments are Christian, but their foundation is only
rational or humane; and they are impatient of anything
which breaks up human nature for God to rebuild. The
once-born are the chief spiritual peril in the Church, the
religious-minded without the religious experience, with a
taste for religion but no taste of it, who treat Christianity as
an interpretation of life rather than a recasting of the soul,
and view the Church as the company of the idealists rather
than the habitation of the Spirit.

The danger of such an hour is to mistake the zsthetic
for the spiritual, and the spiritual for the holy. A choral
service may be so enjoyed that we think we have been en-
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gaged in an act of worship. A fraternity of gentle and creed-
less pietists might seem to themselves the elect remnant of
the true Church. And worship which is but fine in its feeling
and mystic in its note may lead people to think it is even
more pleasing to God than positive faith could be. A
beautiful prayer from one of George Macdonald’s novels
often seems to the inexperienced soul a more divine and
Christian thing than a prayer of Augustine or Luther, or
more moving than all the Litany. We may take a rapt
religion for an exalted faith, the grace of piety for the
power of the Spirit, mere calmness of nerve, mere aplomb,
for confidence before God, subjective affections for objective
trust. And we may think that to be /ike Christ is really to
be in Christ. But the best of the spirits must be tried whether
they be of God’s historic Christ.

§

Many who have a wide knowledge of the Churches are
impressed with their spiritual powerlessness, their decay in
virility, moral and mental, their loss of influence with the
world because of their attempt to conciliate the world by a
colourless and inexigent creed. They are depressed by the
world’s poor opinion of the persommel of the Church’s
ministry, and its poor respect for the influence of its mem-
bership.

It is true we have gained much in realism, in service, in
social sympathy, in good taste. But have we gained in
reality? There are the defects I have just named (without,
I hope, turning from a loyal critic to a common scold), and
there are worse. And to deal with them seriously is to go far
beyond spiritual precepts, suggestions, devices, and experi-
ments. These will be tried, will galvanise up certain efforts,
and will then, in due course, wear out. We must go beyond
that to something more radical, more searching, more per-
manent, more creative. We need what the Cross of a holy
Christ alone gives—a more clear sense of the Lord’s contro-
versy, of the sharp issue between God and man, Christ and
the world, the Church and civilisation, the Gospel and the
ideal, the true and the false in belief. We should take
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sanctity more seriously. There should be less vague talk
about cultivating charity and the spirit of Christ, and more
certainty cultivated about His Holy Spirit of our regenera-
tion. Christian charity is, indeed, the rose-bloom of
Christian faith. What is so commonly overlooked is that it is
Christian faith that flowers there; that the flower will only
come if we tend the root; first righteousness, then peace;
and that a very definite Christian faith must be cultivated to
produce such a bloom out of human nature in such a world.
Charity which does not grow out of positive faith is but a
sentimental tolerance, fashionable for the hour, and some-
times part of its cant.

The process should be arrested by which the frontiers
of belief are being erased, and the Church is opened to every
@sthetic adventurer of the soul, or to free trade in every
opinion. Everything, it is now said, is more or less true;
and so everyone is more or less good, and we know not
under what king they are. We have no right, indeed, to
exact from the world all that our fathers did, or to denounce
as they did other religions. But are we losing that power
which was the real nerve of their Gospel? Surely there was
that in them which we must now reach by going deeper
than even they did, and not by going round them. And
the practical confession of that dynamic core we must ask
from the world. We must urge submission to that Gospel
—and submission to it we must ask, and not only sympathy.
A Gospel which is not exclusive will never include the
world, for it will never master it. No religion will include
devotees which does not exclude rivals. Half-Gospels have
no dignity, and no future. Like the famous mule, they
have neither pride of ancestry nor hope of posterity. We
must make it clear that Christianity faces the world with
terms, and does not simply suffuse it with a glow; that it
crucifies the world, and does not merely consecrate it; that
it recreates and does not just soothe or cheer it; that it is
life from the dead, and not simply bracing for the weak or
comfort for the sad.

The Churches must be more concerned about conversion
and less occupied with diversion; more interested in faith
than in either sentiment, philanthropy, or theology. The
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Bible should be something mote than a volume of “Every-
man’s Library.”” The pulpit should draw more from its
Bible than from its circulating libraries, so that the pew
can trust their preachers more than their press. It is not the
ptcachers’ business, indeed, to shock and scold, and the
true martyrs do not provoke martyrdom, they accept it.
But more men are needed with a Gospel that will judge their
people, and make them uneasy in a way the preacher himself
dare not. The Church must realise that the hour has come
when the question, “What do we believe?”” is more great
and urgent than “What should we do?”’ For the best we do
is in the service of the things in which we most believe. If it
is manhood the Churches are lacking, that means that we
lack in the matter of choice, of will, of making up our minds
on the greatest things, and taking our side. For the purposes
of manhood, the few central issues need to be sharpened and
not softened, so that we can take a man’s stand.

Few things are needful or one. What is it? What is the
one thing that makes the soul God’s and the Church
Christian? What is the one message?

The age is by when liberty had to be claimed. It is there
now. What have we in it? What is the guarantee of its
permanence? What is the root from which it grows, and
must grow? What is the foundation it stands on? What
feeds it? What is the justification of its existence? What
does it serve? If everything is to serve our liberty, that
means that nothing serves, or that in the end we serve out-
selves. It means indulging self and brandishing liberty (or
rather our natural recalcitrance) instead of plying a regener-
ate vocation to freedom.

The remedy for the existing state of things is not one
which affects primarily either individuals or congregation,
but the whole type and staple of belief. Something we do
need, something which shall not be a rival nostrum, shouted
against the other booths, but 2 new baptism in that region
which lifts the Churches out of rivalry with each other and
Wwith every other agency, as Christianity is above rivalry with
all other creeds. A new baptism we need; meaning by that,
however, not a new piety, a new subjectivity, a mere revival.
We need a new Spirit, but in the sense of a recovered Word.
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For out present belief hardly supplies us with a Word. What

Word we inherit we cannot translate into the mental and
moral speech of our time. Yet the new Word does not
mean a new revelation except of itself. If we could only
reach a truer interpretation and deeper grasp of the old,
make a revised version of the old Word, and put a new
accent into the old truthl!

It is not a new theology we need so much as a renovated
theology, in which orthodoxy is deepened against itself,
and not pared away. It is a new touch with our mind and
conscience on the moral nerve of the old faith. We have had
many new theologies in the last hundred years. Theological
enterprise has been turning them out freely. But the vein
of liberalism, which thus followed on the old Orthodoxy,
has been worked out for the preacher’s purpose. It is now
exhausted of religious ore. The spring has given out (to
change the image), and the stream runs thin, and whispers
softly among little pebbles, though once it roared among
great boulders now left behind in the hills. It is not sermons
we need, but a Gospel, which sermons are killing. We need
to go behind and beneath all our common thought and talk.
Liberal theology is a standing necessity and a rich growth;
but theological liberalism, abroad and at home, thins down
into Unitarianism infallibly. What we require is not a race
of more powerful preachers, but that which makes their
capital—a new Gospel which is yet the old, the old
moralised, and replaced in the conscience, and in the public
conscience, from which it has been removed. We need that
the Gospel we offer be moralised at the centre from the
Cross, and not rationalised at the surface by thin science.
We need that more people should be asking “What must I
do to be saved?” rather than “What should I rationally
believe?” We need power more than truth. We need a new
sense of the living God as the God whose eternal Redemp-
tion is as relevant and needful to this age’s conscience as to
the first. It is not a ministry we need but a Gospel which
makes both ministry and Church. The Church will not
furnish the ministers the age requires unless it provide them
with a Gospel which they will never get from the age, but
only from the Bible for the age. But it is from a Bible
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searched by regenerate men for a Gospel, and not exploited
for sermons by preachers anxious to succeed with the
public. It may be best to preach to the sinners and to the
saints and never mind at present the public, who feel neither.
If we do that well the public will respect us. If we think of
the wotld, let us think chiefly of the world as the arena of an
eternal Redemption, and not of a professional success, or
of a social revolution.

§

I have spoken of our sympathy with democracy, and I
have spoken of our concomitant loss of public influence in
spite of our gain of voting power—our loss as members of
the Church, our gain as members of the State. This is a
conjunction—loss of influence with gain of power—which
is familiar to people of moral insight; and it is forced on our
notice in connection with the effects of the feminist move-
ment. But it is so strange to some that I venture to return
to. the situation it creates, and to do so in the interest of
the Church. The Free Churches have lost influence with
the leaders of public affairs, and they have not gained it
with the working classes. As mediators in the great in-
dustrial war they are sometimes more anxious to be busy
than qualified to be weighty. Some are mere gadflies. It
is true many of the leaders of the working classes are con-
nected with these Churches; but they would lead as much
if they were not. It is not as members of the Christian
Church that they have their influence. It is not the influ-
ence of their Church working through them, except in-
directly. They lead in spite of their Church more than by it.
And at the other end of society there is a vast difference since
mid-Victorian days. Then the weighty names and moving
spitits of public affairs, especially in the provinces, were also
the leading members of the Free Churches. These Churches
were the backbone of municipal institutions and local life.
They represented the leading families of the city, and they
had often the chief share in the social life of the locality. We
had powerful men both in our pulpits and our Church affairs.
How much it is otherwise now may be indicated by one
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eminent witness who went about among these Churches a
great deal, and who said that their life was at present being
saved by the goodness of Christian women.

If that is so, it is something like a revolution. In so far
as it means that the religion of the man is feminised, it is
a positive misfortune. While, in so far as it means that the
best work and sympathy of the Church are left with the
women, it is not to be looked on as so much fresh gain, but
as showing up, by denudation, what women have all along
been doing. I mean that the life of the Churches has always
been very dependent indeed on their Christian women, and
the retirement of the men only brings the fact to light. In
the virile days of which I speak the women were well mated
with their men. The one was worthy of the other in the
homes as in the convictions and activities of Church life.
The wives and daughters of these stout Nonconformists
were of a like conviction and gravity to their men. It is not
so much that we have now more female Christianity, but
that we have less male. The Christianity of the men has
ebbed, and left the godliness of the women more con-
spicuous. It is realised how much has always been due to
them. The men have retired, the women have not (though
too many of them have). They seem to hold the position
not so much because they have been reinforced, but because
they are left to it even in reduced numbers. That is what I
mean when I say their conspicuous service does not so much
represent a gain as became revealed by our loss.

Nobody can question the statement, I think, who com-
pares the state of these Churches in the virile regions of Lan-
cashire and Yorkshire with what they were fifty years ago.
And some quarters are more prolific of small irritants and
prickly consciences than of effective leaders and large wills.

Speaking broadly, within the Christian pale the men have
tended to turn women in their religious type; while outside
the Church the women have tended to turn men. The
women of the Churches have in some ways been steadier
than either. And many obsetvers agree that there is growing
up a far more intelligent interest in their faith among women
than among men, especially among young women than
among youag men.
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If the remark I quote is true, it suggests two things:
(1) We should drop for the time a favourite but unpleasant
platform phrase that our Free Church Christianity is a
religion that pre-eminently breeds men. Virility is not for
the hour its current type or tendency. It certainly is not
its monopoly. Perhaps there is more real Puritanism of type
elsewhere. Nonconformity may be the sounder principle,
but has it any monopoly, or even preponderance, of
Christian manhood and the social power that goes with
manhood? Does its pulpit or its press show any manhood
more vigorous and Christian than is found freely in the
forms of Christianity that face it?

(2) If we ask what the cause is for the change we shall
find it at last in the type of religion. A Church is made by
what it believes. And the cause is in the type of Christianity
which has been at work lowering the pitch for more than a
generation. Of which, however, 1 have already said
much.

If it is asked what we are to do, precepts, as I have said,
are of no use. New devices avail not. We must go back to
the first deep, distinctive, and exclusive principles of our
faith, which horses and carts will not drag people to face.
Men will just be what their living faith and deep belief make
them. But, when we press these principles, these powers,
these realities, we are charged with being academic and
with offering professional theology when what is needed is
practical direction. But has the Church really come to
treat the moral soul’s whole reliance upon Christ’s judging
and saving death as a piece of professional theology? There
1s no practical direction in these matters, so fundamental to
the Church, but the guidance of the Holy Ghost back to the
Cross and its moral regeneration. And that means some-
thing definite, a fresh and powerful grasp of the positive
Gospel which alone makes Christians, and without which we
may have discipleship of Christ but not membership. And
Churches are not made of disciples (who turned traitors), but
of these who had gone through what made them apostles,
confessors, and martyrs.

What we need most is not direction but footing, not sign-
Posts but foundations. It is no guietive we need for a con-



24 THE CHURCH AND THE SACRAMENTS

science uneasy over the social question, but a new moral
motive, a new positive creation of the life of conscience,
We are not taking a positive enough attitude to the world.
We have not evangelical conviction for the purpose. The
largest and deepest reference of the Gospel is not to the
world or its social problems, but to Eternity and its social
obligations. A positive, eternal, creative Gospel for the
spiritual conscience is what we need—not a set of true beliefs
to contend with false, but the holy, living God of historic
grace to keep us from the idols of the religious mind and
the passing age. We are the victims of the religion of the
Spirit instead of subjects of regeneration by the Holy Ghost.
It is a religion too exclusively pathetic and sympathetic, of
personality rather than redemption—the religion of unsec-
tarian, undenominational belief; the religion of undogmatic,
unconscious Christianity, which means a Christianity with-
out conviction and therefore without power, only too self-
conscious and too little Christian. It is a Christianity more
concerned to be broad than deep, more able to please than
to convert, to interest than to control, to charm than to
search; where love is of a futile kind because it avoids judg-
ment, banishes fear, and blurs truth.

We turn some of the best people away from us because
our one concern seems to be to get as many as possible in.
We do not present clear issues, and therefore we do not
evoke sure decisions, and therefore we do not appeal to
manhood. We do not appeal to the strong men who have
insight and decision, and who demand a faith for the mind,
the conscience, and the will as truly as for the heart and for
the temperament. Religion has a far more positive word to
the world than politics has,a word more than critical, more
than sympathetic, more than helpful. Itis the word of 2 new
heart and not a mended earth. It has a Spirit, clear, sure,
incisive and decisive. Some minds, who are not at all ex-
treme, who would be more strong if they were more ex-
treme, never realise Christian truth except as the transfigura-
tion of the best instincts of the natural man. And, when
they handle that truth, it is like a2 man whose fingers are all
thumbs trying to lift a sphere of moist ice. Interesting
preaching may sometimes be more like the provision of a
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dainty meal than the word of a tingling call. We have no
bugle.

Igt is not a question of orthodoxy but of the Holy Spirit,
of a moral regeneration, and of power to keep a Church a
Church, and not a sect round a doctrine, or a group round
an orator., We lose what sense of a Church we had because
we come to think little, or to think wrong, about the
distinctive thing that makes a Church. A Church is not
made by Christian sympathies or affinities. Rather are these
made by a Church. A Church is made by the Christian
Gospel, its creative Word of the Cross, its Holy Spirit.
The religion that makes a Church is not temperamental
but evangelical. It asks whether we have received the spirit
of the new man, before it asks what spirit we are of in the
old. If is the evangelical element in Christianity that is
the Church-building element. I do not say we need less
evangelical pathos (though there are forms of it we might
well lose), but we do need more evangelical power, more
moral grasp of our Evangel, as a basis for our freedom, and
as a2 norm for our sympathies.

The greatest product of the Church is not brotherly love
but divine worship. And we shall never worship right nor
serve right till we are more engrossed with our God than
even with our worship, with His reality than our piety, with
His Cross than our service. It is well to dream and to talk
much of brothetly love. But the brethren who love best and
the love that loves longest are made by the Gospel. It is
this they confess in loving, as they confess it in other ways
also, Christian charity is not the sweet reasonableness of
culture, nor is it natural kindliness of temper. To the lover
of righteousness it does not come easy. It grows only on the
stem of Christian faith, which is the tree of the Cross and
its righteousness. The good live by faith and work by love.
Never did Paul dream that his song of Christian love would
be turned to belittle or to belabour the Christian faith on
which alone it grows. The Church is the greatest product of
history, and the greatest product of the Church is a holiness
answering the holiness that made it, which is Holy Love.
The first commandment of the Cross is “Be ye holy, for I
am holy.” Its call is for the confession, worship, and service
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of that divine Holiness of love which is the spring of our
Redemption. The service of God is the root, the service of
man is but the fruit. True, by their fruits shall we Anow
them; but not produce them. The fruits are the evidence, not
the principles. Love does more to show faith than to pro-
duce it. Grace produces it. We live by that faith in holy
Love whose fruit is to be a love not only kind, but, still
more, holy.

What then is the Church there for? The great product
of a Church, I say, is that which makes God God; it is holy
Love. The first business of a Church is to worship that;
then, through this confession in worship, public and private,
to acquire and to confess it in character and work, to repro-
duce it in person and conduct. It is to create holiness, then
to serve and bless man in that power. A very rich man, who
travelled first class through life, was asked what was the best
time he ever had. His answer was: “When I was in hospital
two months with typhus.” Asked ‘“What do you mean?”
he answered: “I had a nurse, an angel for sweetness and
patience. I can never forget her. I was a stranger. She
had many on her hands besides me, and too few to help her.
It was strain day and night. But in eight weeks I never
saw on her face anything but the same shining kindness,
never agitated, never morose. It was like heaven.”

Yes, heaven lies that way, and in nothing money can get.
You can hire a nurse, you cannot buy that. But the heaven
was not in the work she did, but in the way she did it. It
was not the service, but the soul in the service. And where
is that soul made, the sanctity in the kindness? By the
Gospel which makes the Church. There is nothing that can
continue to make Holy Love, to make love holy, steady,
and of everlasting kindness, but the Gospel of our regenera-
tion from human nature in Jesus Christ, and Him crucified.

There are but two alternatives, an evangelical Church and
a sacramental, i.e. a Church with the Word uppermost or a
Church with the rite. There is no doubt about the earnest-
ness and thoroughness with which the sacramental Church
take their line. There is great doubt about the earnestness
with which we either grasp or take ours. Yet there is no
hope for us till we are as deep, thorough, and convinced as
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they. The attempt of the hour, however, is to avoid these
alternatives by a reference to some form of the inner light.

§

Montesquieu says that each form of polity has its own
principle, and that it declines and falls if this principle is
either in excess or defect. The principle of despotism is fear,
and the tyrant falls either when there is no fear of him, or
when there is too much—when fear has made men desperate.
The principle of monarchy is honour; but honour is a
sentiment, and sentiment cannot keep itself noble, and the
monarchy falls when the love of honour becomes either
quixotry on the one hand or the pass.on for honours on the
other. The principle of a democracy is virtue, and especially
the public virtue of patriotism in peace, of public spirit; and
a democracy falls either in the absence of that spirit, or in
the Chauvinism, ending in the Napoleonism, of its excess.
The civic liberty of the Revolution ended in the Empire.
The absence of public spirit has put Germany at the mercy
of her army. The lack of chivalry (which is the vice of
democracy) has made the chief democracy of the world
a conforming if not a consenting party.

The same thing is true, matatis mutandis, of ecclesiastical
polity also. Rome is weakest where she seems outwardly
strong—Dby the fear she commands, by her claim to control
the eternal destiny of souls, by her power of excommunica-
tion, and her asset of hell. " Anglicanism has also had its
weak side in its identificarion with the monarchical system
and its honours, both historically, in the case of Laud and
the Stuarts, and theoretically, in the episcopal system, the
grades of office, the hope for promotion, and its whole
aristocratic note. Independency has for its principle liberty,
and, while it was weak enough in the eighteenth century
through the abeyance of that principle, its peril to-day
Is in its excess and abuse.

But it will protect us from much misunderstanding if we
are clear at the outset about what the principle really is.
However democracy may mean the principle of the nation

and its liberty, that is not what Independency means. It
‘
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does not mean religious liberty in the sense of freedom to be
[franc-tireurs, free-lances, entitled to hold any opinion about
God or none. That is liberty with which in its civic form
Independency has had much to do, but it is not its own
principle. It is but civil liberty on one side of it. It is liberty
in the State, and not in the Church. In the Church mere
latitudinarian liberty is not the principle. No Church can
survive on the liberty to hold any views we think fit about
religious matters so long as they are held in a religious spirit,
or subject to the *“‘great general truths of religion.”” They
may make any groups they please on such a basis, but these
would not be Churches, nor have any moral right to the
property or the position of Churches. A Church has a
historic and positive base. And in so far as Independency
claims to be a branch of the true Church, its principle is not
rational liberty, nor spiritual liberty, but evangelical liberty,
which is the true Catholic tradition. It is a liberty not in-
trinsic to us but to which we must be redeemed and reborn.
It is liberty for all thought or action which is compatible
with the genius and finality of the Gospel Word, however
traditional custom or theology may be affected. It is liberty
for all that is created by that Gospel with its central, social,
and entire Redemption. It is not merely a liberty which
the Gospel does not impugn, which it finds and consecrates;
it is liberty which the Gospel creates, in speech, act, or
thought. The liberty of Christ is the fulness of the new man
in Christ. It is not civil liberty on its religious side. It is not
spiritual liberty sans phrase. It is not liberty, either civic or
mystic, for Christ. But it is liberty i# Christ, and Christ’s
work for the race. It is an experienced liberty which grows
out of an authority, and, as its authority is, so will its liberty
be. The first interest of liberty is authority.



CHAPTER II

THE CHURCH AND ITS UNITY

A Church—how different from a club. Causes leading to the present erasure
of frontictrs between the Church and the world; the influence of com-
parative politics and comparative religion. The creative centre of the
Church is not simply Christ but Christ crucified. The creator and
charter of the Church is the moral Gospel of grace redeeming by
atonement and answered by faith. We belong to a Church because we
belong to Christ, not vice versa. The needed recovery of the evangelical
note—especially in the laity. Is the Church of the average layman
equal to the tremendous moral situation? Is variety a sign of spiritual
li?e? The loss of the idea of the great Church from the neglect of
history—from the Protestant ignoring of Catholicism and the Catholic
ignoring of Protestantism. Church and Sect. A Church is not 2
bouguet of individuals. There is more in a body than the sum of its
parts. The first step to unity is Federation, to subdue denominational
egoism. Uniformity of polity not the unity of the Church. Episco-
pacy optional. The analogy of a University.

WHAT is the Church? is a very old question, and it will

be very much older before it is settled to general

satisfaction. Many have no difficulty in defining
the Church as the company of Christ. But, owing to the
variety of loose ways in which Christ is understood—some-
times as no higher than a historical character, or a winsome
saint—His company may mean no more than an associa-
tion gathered about a religious figure, as Lutheranism rallies
round Luther, or Wesleyanism about Wesley, as Islam is
gathered about Mahomet, monasticism about Francis, or as
a philosophical society might be called the Aristotelian. But
even when His person is held to be supernatural it is yet no
more than a static person in whom the soul rests; and then
we have a Church devout but inert; pious but dull. So that
Itis a great concern to many and a grief to some to think
that what were once Churches among us are ceasing to be
such, and are becoming but religious groups loosely or-
ganised for family comfort, spiritual culture, or humane
action. This is a danger that threatens in particular a body
like Congregationalism, which, if severed from a positive

doctrine of Christ and His regenerative work, would readily
29
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subside into a group of mere Christian clubs, creedless but
press-led, without the feature that marks a Church off from
all societies besides, religious or other. The voluntary
nature of the membership tends to reduce such Churches
to contractual association, in the sense which the law puts
on such a phrase, without a subduing Presence or an inform-
ing Spirit, without a reality, powet, and right both super-
natural and supernational. But it may be asked by some
ingéns what else a Church is than a religious club. To that
it might be admitted that for some members on the roll it is
little else. In a club the membership is egoistic. It is co-
operative egoism. The individual joins in order to utilise
for his convenience and comfort the like desire in a number
of other people. They pool their social self-interest. Anda
Church may be joined and used for a like reason—for the
religious good to be had from religious association rather
than out of the love of a common Lord or the sacrificial
service of His Kingdom. It may be composed of a number
of people who have been persuaded that it would be for the
good of their souls. But that is not a community, but only
a combination. It is not a Church. The member does not
come in to magnify Christ and serve upon His trust. He
does not undertake responsibility, and does not with all his
heart seek the others’ good, a world’s rescue, ora Saviour’s
glory. Such a group does not exist for a cause, but for a
comfort. Nor is it created by any Gospel in which self is
lost. Nor is it tenanted by one indwelling, overruling, and
organising Presence.

This is a descent that constantly troubles the more
thorough and earnest minds among us. Some of our critics
put it down to the lack of an episcopate or an apostolic
succession. And many of our friends try to remedy it by
urging such things as a more serious use of the Church
meeting—forgetting that, so to meet, the society must
really be a Church already; it must know itself to be, and
know what is meant by being, a Church. Our critics are
right in so far as they mean that the chief necessity is a2 more
clear, arresting, guiding and commanding theory of the
Church and its ministry. A club has no theory, nor has a
fraternity a principle. But there is nothing we need so much
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—so long as it is not a mere academic theory but a reflection
of the social nature of the Gospel. The absence of such a

ractical conviction about the society which has a first claim
on Christians cannot be made good by any amount of social
theoty, nor any interest in civil society and its politics. And
our Nonconformist members of Parliament might bear the
suggestion that spiritual and intelligent conviction on this
subject is of the greatest moment in many practical junctures
round us or waiting for us.

These and the following words, then, are spoken in the
conviction that for some of the Free Churches, and norc in
one communion alone, the sense is being lost of what makes
a Church a Church. And the loss is especially serious in the
pew. The note is the note of levelling down. As thus:

In other than ecclesiastical regions (in regions like com-
parative religion) we have been busy erasing difference,
tracing continuity, and reducing collision; till the positive
features of Christianity have come to be merged in a general
religiosity, which is described as the action of one Spiritina
variety of forms, all much in a parity. And this is by some
praised as the catholic temper in religious belief—though it
is really not more than cosmopolitan. The favourite word
is “broad,” and the general result is thin. The true
catholicity searches deep. It has a lamp given into its hand
in the Gospel of Grace that nothing can put out or pale;
and with that torch it explores other creeds, deeply inter-
prets them, and gladly brings their truths or aspiration to
light. But a mere cosmopolitanism has no torch, no stan-
dard, no absolute sense of relative value; it just basks in the
religious weather of each climate that it finds as it roams
from land to land or age to age.

Now, the like temper and method have invaded our
ecclesiastical interests also. We are everywhere alive to
the value of combination. We start all kinds of societies
and associations of a voluntary kind, movements gathering
about an idea, or clubs with a project of benefit for culture
ot for society. Or, taking another line, we see a large field
of history covered by nationalities with similar institutions,
and polities with an equal right. We study comparative
politics for the fundamental social type. Or we found
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journals in such interests. Or at conferences we compate
notes about forms of social co-operation or general eugenics.
We are specially interested in the various philanthropic
agencies which take the shape of societies. And chief among
such associations we place the Churches, as socicties for the
promotion of worship, goodness, fraternity, or humanity,
The Church, in its various forms, we take to be but another
of the many associations that men make and unmake. And
we lose the sense of the vital and eternal differentia which
marks off the Church from every other society, from a club
upwards to a nation. In the law’s eye we of the Free
Churches are but associations; and I cannot say that in this
the law is not taking us at our own vague valuation in a
growing number of cases. Either we do not really believe in
the Church as supernatural, as the society whose life is the
Eternal and Holy Spirit, with an atmosphere quite different
from public meetings or business assemblies; or, if we so
believe, we do not grasp the significance of our belief and its
bearings. For the Church is not differentiated from all
other societies as these are distinct from each other—by its
tradition or its purpose, but by its creative Gospel and
indwelling Holy Spirit. It is a body with a personality that
they have not; first because it was created by an act of
Redemption into which the whole perfect and final person-
ality of its Creator was put; and, second, because it not only
wears His stamp but it is inhabited by His personal Holy
Spirit, which, and no mere genius, is its life principle. A
mere club or association has no personality; it does not
reflect a personality; it has but a more or less arbitrary
cohesion. And that is all that some Churches are coming
to have.

§

It is impossible to sketch here a theory of the Church. 1
hope to do that elsewhere. And indeed, as I have said, it
is more than a theory we need, more than a theory of social
religion. Itis a theology, both as a source and as an expres-
sion of the corporate consciousness of the Church. It is an
intelligent corporate faith which is a power for the common
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life. Both Church and Sacraments draw their meaning from
our actual relation to a Christ Who can only be stated in
more or less theological terms. If He is but a historic figure,
both the Church and its rites come to the ground. The
Chutch especially is then but another of many human and
voluntary associations, only with a religious colour and
interest stamped on it by a founder. Apart from a super-
natural and atoning Christ, the Church is only a natural
body, and therefore a body fickle and perishable. Apart
from a supernatural Christ, it is non-spiritual; apart from
an atoning, it is non-cthical. No cross no Christ, only a
saint.

Where does the supernatural and Church-building ele-
ment in Christ lie? It lies not in His character and teaching
but in His office and work—in His atoning Cross and
Resurrection, in His Redemption from moral death to
eternal life. There He is the Son of God with power. His
spirituality is evangelical. It is moral power so radical and
revolutionary that it is regenerative and nothing less. He is
the Christ of the Holy Father not as the Ideal of the pure, but
as the Saviour of the lost. What makes Christ Christ is what
He did as His life’s crowning work; not how He was bomn
or grew up, not even what He said and did from day to day
—except as such words and deeds take their consummation,
and have their last meaning, in His condensed word and
summary work of the Cross.

It is not 2 question simply of living in the Person of Christ,
like much clean and earnest piety, as if He were God’s
Temple with a niche for every soul. The Person of Christ is
not a standing Temple but an Almighty Power. As in every
moral personality of the first rank, it has its meaning and
power in the work into which it was all put. As the Holy
One He went wholly into His work of the Cross for the sin
of the world. The whole value of Christ’s Person for the
world entered it by that strait gate. He is our God because
He is our Redeemer. Our approach to Christology is
through the office of Christ as Saviour. We only grasp the
real divinity of His person by the value for us of His Cross.
Ihope the great war?, which is doing so much to shatter our

! The First World War.
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easy optimism and our dreamy ““charity,” to reveal the man
of sin and the kingdom of evil, and to carry home the damn-
able wickedness of evil and of man, may accordingly deepen
much dainty, and comely, and natural religion, and give usa
new moral sense of what a World-Redeemer is and must do.
And, in so far as it does this, its judgment will be a blessing
to every Church that has enough conscience left to profit
by it. For the first concern of every Church should be
Christ’s. And that was not the hearty but the holy. The first
charge that He served was not the love of men, but the
righteousness, the holiness of God, to Whose Kingdom all
things, including love, are added. First righteousness, then
peace.

The Church’s one foundation, and the trust of its ministry,
is not simply Christ, but Christ crucified. It is not His
Person as our spiritual superlative, or even as our spiritual
home and clime, but His Person as our Eternal Redeemer
in His blood. It is evangelical. It is mystical, but with the
mystic action working at the heart and height of moral
things in a world morally wrong. The Church rests on the
Grace of God, the judging, atoning, regenerating Grace of
God, which is His holy Love in the form it must take with
human sin. Wherever that is heartily confessed, and goes on
to rule, we have the true Church. The Church is not made
by men. Itis no creature either of humane sympathy or of
voluntary association, even though these give it a Jocal and
practical form. It is not put together by consents, contract,
or affinities. It is 2 new creation of God in the Holy Spirit,
a spiritual organism, in which we find our soul. Men unite
themselves with the Church because already united with
Christ, and because they are, in that very act of union with
Him, already in spirit and principle organised into the
great Church He created, and whose life He is.

In so far as the Church is a creature, it is the creatute of the
preached Gospel of God’s Grace forgiving, redeeming, and
creating us anew by Christ’s Cross. The Church was created
by the preaching of that solidary Gospel, and fortified by
the Sacraments of it, which are, indeed, but other ways of
receiving, confessing, and preaching it. The Church is the
social and practical response to that Grace. Wherever that
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Gospel is taken seriously, and duly, and statedly, there is the
Church. Itis theliving organism (I avoid the word organisa-
tion) of the worshippers of Christ, created by His redeeming
Gospel in Word and Sacrament. There is therefore but
one way of recovering the idea of the Church. It is by
regaining, ona scale worthy of it, the evangelical faith which
made and makes the Church always. To lose that is often
too easy. But it isa very hard thing to regain.

Everything appears to me to turn upon a real recovery of
the evangelical note; but its recovery in a far more ample
and searching sense than the phrase has sunk to denote in
gatherings of Evangelicals so called—though I do not find
the pitch raised in what is called the “lay Christianity”” which
most resents such Evangelicalism. For the Church’s unity,
confidence, and effect on the world, it seems to me quite
necessary that the objective and moral value of the Cross
of Christ which made the Church should be replaced (with
whatever reforms) at the vital centre of religion. From
thence it should work in such a creative way that the Thing
there done by love in judgment should prescribe the whole
deep tone and form of the Church’s word and action with
the world. Our religion needs a reality at once moral and
imaginative. The source of Christian ethic must be the
same as the source of Christian worship. And that is not
the Sermon on the Mount, but the moral inwardness and
creativeness of the Cross, which the Sermon but illustrates.
It is moral weight that we have lost, because that is what
has been lost from our conception of the Cross. We consent
to call the Cross the centre of our faith, and yet we rather
recognise it as the classic sacrifice than realise it as #e creative
moral crisis of history ; the point where God and Man, Time
and Eternity, Past and Future, Nature and Conscience, Judg-
ment and Grace meet for a new Creation, This is a difference
which alters the whole type of teligion, and most vitally
affects our relation to Church, Ministry, Sacraments, and
the State. It is a difference that involves theology; and the
layman will not have theology.

_To some whose working capital is but religious impres-
sionism the mention of the word evangelical suggests
nothing but what they have learned to distrust, or even
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desplse, as theological bias of an arid sort. Now, Evan-
gelicalism, as a movement, has weaknesses, which at such a
time as this are all but fatal. The chief of these have been a
facile familiarity with spiritual things, falling to irreverence;
its archaic treatment of the Bible in defiance of the Holy
Spirit’s gift of critical scholarship; and its religious indivi-
dualism when the same Spirit was moving the Church to
social concern. On that individualist basis, however, its
philanthropy has been a glory to it when its theology had
become a reproach. Yet there had once been a real strength
in that theology; and it was this, that it did try to face the
moral crisis and tragedy of the world’s conscience—whether
its constructions of the conflict always did moral justice to it
or not. Often they did not—to the extent even of creating a
double morality. But its attempt represents the only line of
thought that does do justice to the Lord’s controversy with
history, that does duly gauge the sinfulness of human sin,
and does appreciate the cruciality of its conquest as the
radical moral problem for society and history. This must
always be the note of a faith which is really, and not merely
piously, evangelical, and which is truly, not formally,
orthodox. It makes half the strength of the High Church-
men. The total lack of an evangelical theology, is, for a
Church at least, a defect not simply theological, but moral.
It is the moral defect which reduces religion in a community
to moral levity and to public impotence. It takes the power
out of our optimism; and it reduces the fabric of the Church
to religious booths covered by gentle fern.

( What we need as Churches is not more spirituality braced
by more intellectual taste. It is moral virility in the deep
passion and formative conscience of the religion. We need
more of what turns mere religion into saving faith. We need
a religion that provides its public ethic from the same
authority in Christ as creates its public worship. The only
theology worth much to the Church is one which gives it
moral weight and action upon the world because of its moral
power with God. We need more religion of the kind that
gathers about a Aoly Cross; the kind of religion that goes to
the roots of the moral soul, both in God and man, and does
not soften the issue; the kind of religion whose intrinsic
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nature and property it is, by its very origin, to cope finally
with the last evil of the world, to turn all that tragedy to
victory in our hands, and to make such power, by a real
Church, unmistakable to the public. We need a mystic
religion with moral penetration. The lack of such religion is
what is at the root of the social anzmia and loss of weight
in some Churches that once had a different effect, even on
Parliament. Nothing from official sources can cure this ill.
And it is a loss that has even gone so far that adequate
discussion of it may be dismissed by some as unintelligible.
Of course, I speak of it as a note of the Church’s faith rather
than the individual’s. But that dismissal is death to the
Church, oz, at least, to the laity in it. If means that a layman’ s
Church is unequal to the moral situation if such be lay religion.

Now the demand for this deeper type of faith will be
greater in the near future than the living generation has
known. For, however the war goes, one thing we shall have
had burned in on us which for many generations we have
not had, and whose absence has lowered the whole tempera-
ture and authority of religion. We shall have had an un-
precedented revelation of the evil power, the man of sin,
the prince of this world. This discovery means the real end
of the Victorian age, of the comfortable, kindly, boutgeois,
casual Victorian age, so credulous in its humanism. We
have, in a long peace and a humanitarian culture, ceased to
believe in the devilry in human nature, and we have called
the credulity charity. We are having our eyes opened. We
have of late made several very great discoveries. We have
come upon an unsuspected moral quality in our youth. We
have revealed a marvellous power of improvisation in this
country. We have found out Germany. And we have re-
discovered Satan.

We are in the kind of world-crisis in which creeds are
treborn for history. Saint Augustine wrote The City of God
amid the sack of Rome. We shall therefore need, as none
living have ever before felt the need, a religion which shows
that it possesses the innate power of the Holy to deal with
the wild beast which a high and Christless civilisation shows
itself to be. If Orthodoxy cannot do that (and it has failed,
so far as the public are concerned), let us at least be sure that
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we are rcplacing Orthodoxy by something that goes as
deep as its founders did in gauging human wickedness,
something with the tragic penetration and moral compass of
the great Calvinism, with its power over its public and over
history. For a long time we have all been acquiting a more
ethical view of life, while the Church, through the abeyance
of interest in the Atonement, has not made a corresponding
gain in moral grasp of her new life’s creative centre and
controlling resource. A new baptism of moral passion and
sagacity in the Church is our need now, when God takes His
text and preaches judgment. We need a spirit of moral
divination at evangelical depth. No amount of sympathetic
treatment of a returned army will meet the case. No amount
of busy interest in their new frame of mind, no amount of
mere desire to face the individual problems they may pre-
sent to us will meet the situation, unless it is all carried on a
real, reasoned, and triumphant faith by the Churches that in
Christ we have an eternal command of the worst that man
can do or bear, and that His judgments are less a calamity
than a salvation to the Europe that now is. Do we so grasp
the Cross as to believe that “for the Christian nothing abso-
lutely vital is at stake in any secular conflict”?

Our ailment, I said, is a world deeper than can be cured
by any reforms in Church organisation or device. Nor can
it be treated by a new adjustment to the social problem.
However we adjust the old faith to the new intelligence
or ethic, let us not lose its deeper moral connection with
the Grace and Holiness of God. Let us grasp that supre-
macy of the moral issue for history, and that finality of its
settlement by Christ’s death, which makes Christianity
Christian. We are failing to mission the world because of a
failure in the only faith that overcomes the world, the failure
of a real living faith that the world has been overcome. There
is no man great enough to force the missionary societies to
realise that such failure in the Church is the source of all their
difficulties, which are but symptomatic, and beyond Boards.
We have much religion in the Churches, which the pulpit
rather reflects than leads. Our one lack at present is a moral
weight, amid all our impressionism, all our humane and
ethical interest. The deification of sactifice per se will not
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give it; for sacrifice (as mere sacrifice) is morally neuter.
And no devotionalism can restore it. We must, indeed,
wait on God by prayer and in the Spirit. But we need, still
more, vital contact with something in Christ which is the
source of the Spirit, and which creates prayer as the sun
touches the mountains and they steam. And that something
issues from the moral depths of the Cross alone, and shakes
us into peace with power. We have lost é/a» because we have
become uncoupled from that in Christ which is at once
source and settlement. We need prayer which is not lifting
ourselves by our own waistband (as so much depressing
devotion is), but prayer which is part of our answer, in
moral kind, to the historic visitation and victory of holy God
in the Cross of His judgment-grace.

§

Is thete one Church or are there many? The New Testa-
ment says both. That is the worst of the New Testament.
It does not give a plain answer to a plain question. It lives
in a region beyond black and white, yes and no. Its Lord
did the same. Christ was disappointing to the dilemmatists.
He is all in all. “If Thou art the Messiah, tell us plainly.”
“I have told you. Use your soul.”” (John x. 24 f)

The divisions of Protestantism form an old and brilliant
theme for the Catholic apologists. In Catholicism (divided
hopelessly into Roman and Anglican) the Church’s unity is a
great matter—-as indeed it ought to be, since its disunion is
so paralysing for effect. And it is now sought less by a
demand for agreement over a dogmatic field than by con-
centration on one point. It rallies to one doctrine—the
doctrine of the Church. For its unity the Church concen-
trates on the Church—with a certain egoism which makes a
certain jar. But the principle is right enough. Concentrate.
Let us also use the same tactics of concentration, but let us
select differently. Let us find the unity of the Church not
initself (““He shall not speak of Himself””) but in its message,
in the unity of the Gospel that made the Church. To be
sure of the one Gospel is to be secure of the one Church.

Let us not plead that variety is the sign of life. That
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plea is a fossil relic of eatly Darwinism. It means by itself
atomism and dissolution. For a Church founded on a
positive Gospel, that way lies death. Variety does not
indicate life but mere energy, mere vitality. Life is power,
the power to hold variety together rather than to produce it.
It is not a teeming life we have to do with in the Spirit but
a sanctified, not an abundant vitality but a holy quality.
Spiritual life is not exuberance. The Church is not a
company of soul-adventurers. It is not made by moral
experimenters or imaginative explorers. It is not for
treasure-seeking; it has found the pearl of all pearls. It
does not answer the call of the wild in the soul’s unexplored
interior, but the call of the Grace that finds it. It is com-
mitted not to a quest but to a faith. It only moves to a
rich future because it has found a fertile, a creative finality.
And let us not urge that to remain sects does not matter
if we are not sectarian. To be content to remain sects is
sectarian. ‘The sects arose as gifts of God to the Church.
They rose for a churchly need and putpose. They were
appointed to recall the Church to this or that neglected
point in the fulness of the Gospel. They were parts and
servants of the Church, and should from the first have been
so regarded. The medieval Church was often wise enough to
do this and to make them orders. And that sense of the
Church should grow in them. They need much to cultivate
the ecamenical note. No sect ought to be content to call
itself a sect, or to be so called. Either it is a Church (or an
organism of Churches), or else it is a religious coterie, small
or large. Nothing is a sect which was created by the Gospel,
exists for it by Word and Sacrament, gauges the awful evil
in the world, and takes the New Testament measure of the
dimensions of that Gospel which copes with it, of that
salvation, that Christ. Nothing is a sect which grasps a
world-Grace, nothing which, measuring the man of sin, goes
to the finality of the Gospel, the width of Humanity, and
the range of Eternity.

But let us freely own to ourselves that we have been
sectarian, and too often are, that we have either narrowed
Grace, or reduced it to a form of God’s general Fatherhood
as mere kindness, a mere act of oblivion; just as Catholicism
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sank it on the other side to be an infusion of the divine
essence into out souls through transubstantiated Sacraments.?
We have starved ourselves of the rich treasury of Christian
devotion in the profound and lovely liturgies of the long
past, and of the wealth of example, inspiration, and guidance
in the calendar of Christian sainthood.? Also (much as we
have done for this country), we have not duly taken our
national place, nor claimed the full national inheritance.
There are whole strata of our intelligent youth that have no
idea of the history of the Church as man’s spiritual bio-
graphy (they would not understand the phrase), nor of the
national religious tradition—nothing except what is got
from the press, the pieties, and the polemics, or from the
evangelistic and individualist pulpit. We are not as deep in
the national character and life as a Church should be—
though at a supreme crisis we saved that life, when a Church
meant more to us than it tends to do now. We have been
as sectarian in our way as the Anglican Church, which owes
its separate existence to one of the great schisms of Church
History, and in certain cases keeps up that schismatic spirit—
where it does not know, or care to know, or do other than
despise, the religious life of one-half of the nation.* It is not
even insular, it is but demi-insular.

My reference in speaking of the Anglican schism is to the
Reformation. Yam afraid this may sound offensive, but I do
not mean to be offensive—only to interpret frankly and
without animus a historic situation. It is the judgment of
the chief branch of the Catholic family. If it is denied that
there was a schism, how is it that the plea put with so much
learning (whatever insight) fails to convince? It fails to

1¢“And that a higher (1) gift than Grace
Should flesh and blood refine—
God’s presence and His very self,
And essence all divine.”
. We actually sing that—so bluat is our sense of religious meaning, our
intelligence of our own faith.

*To keep the balance fair I wish to say that this loss of ours is smaller
than the loss Catholicism suffers from its neglect and contempt for all that
true Catholicism has gained from the Reformation and its train. It is a poor
and partisan use to make of Aquinas to ignore Calvin ostentatiously.

? The Report of the Archbishop’s Committee on Church and State does
not once allude to the Nonconformity which is the Church of half the
mation. (S.P.C.K.,, 1916.)
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convince, on one side, Rome and the Greek Church (which
know a good deal about schisms), and, on the other hand,
ourselves (who are not ignorant of them). If the Anglican
Church did not owe its existence to a schism from the Pope
and, in connection therewith, to a schism from the great
Church of the West, at least it came out there. By its
detachment from European Christianity it acquired much of
the insular spirit, which in a Church is the sectarian note.
It seems extravagant, not to say harsh, to speak thus of a
Church so great and even glorious. But I am only speaking
the language it has taught us. Of course, it is a true Church
and a noble, with a great glory both in past and future.
Historically it is the mother of us all. And we should differ
as Churches—respectfully, and not bitterly, like political
parties or petty heretics. But, if it will insist on treating
as sectaries and schismatics those outside itself in virtue of
a succession now more than shaky to its own scholars—it
must not be grieved if we interrogate its own history and
explore it with the torch of the Gospel. It is a schism and
a sect, which abjures the name because of its greatness—
just as the Norman raid is dignified as the Conquest, and
claims to be the beginning of the true England and of
English nobility. But it is not size that parts a Church
from a sect. Indeed, the larger the Church the greater is
the risk of corruption into a sect, by the spirit of ascendancy;
while quite small “sects” may be full of the faith and love
that make a2 Church. Most of the sects were, in their incep-
tion, nearer the actual conditions of the New Testament
Churches than the Churches were which they left. And, if
the actual form, practice, and precedent of the New Testa-
ment Churches, as distinct from their Gospel, were decisive
for all time, it is the sects that would be in the true suc-
cession, the true Churches. But, if a sect is the debasement
of a Church, and if a Church is really debased only by moral
faults, then the egoism, the pride, the spirit of ascendancy
that gather these up is more likely to beset a great institution
with a prerogative, a history, and vested interests. A Church
becomes a sect when it develops the egoism which for the
Church is moral marasmus and when it sees in its size, its
splendour, and its domination the chief sign of its calling.
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Yet, while we must teach the world, let us in relation
to other Churches be very ready to learn. Do not suppose
that this sectarian malady afflicts only the Churches which
are a byword for lordly power and passionate prerogative.
It infects us in our own way. We too become the victims
of an outward pride, of Church statistics, of denominational
egoisms and competitive numbers, of position instead of
service, of a belief in machinery instead of faith. We trust
devices more than majesties. We are more at home in
discussing devices to increase membership than in acquiring
the power from on high which makes a smaller Church a
better Church. Our Churches are actually more interested in
conferences than in colleges, and hope for more from them.
We have often lost in a certain thin cosmopolitanism and
fraternity the great ecumenical note, the great deep sense
of words like Church and Catholic. We act as if the neigh-
bour and the brother meant for the New Testament the same
thing. Or we have come to rally upon what divides us from
other Christians (and so far makes us feel superior) rather
than on what unites us with them in the humility of repen-
tant faith and humble hope. We have laid ourselves out for
the victory of our differential dogma or rite. We have
become, first, individualists, and then denominationalists, at
the cost of the great corporate Church mind which so ruled
our Puritans and fed their Puritanism.

It is quite true that the Church begins empirically,
practically, with the individual, but it does not end there.
And ideally, spiritually, it does not even begin there, for
it was a race that Christ redeemed, and not a mere bougruet
of believers. It was a Church He saved, and not a certain
pale of souls. Each soul is saved in a universal and corporate
salvation. ‘To be a Christian is not to attach one’s salvation
to a grand individual, but it is to enter Christ; and to enter
Christ is in the same act to enter the Church which is in
Christ. Faith in Christ is faith in One Whose indwelling
makes a Church, and Who carries a Church within His cor-
porate Person. I mean this. Our individual salvation and
our communion with all the Redeemed are not two separate
functions of the soul, of which one is the cause and the other

an effect, the one needful, the other optional. It is not as
5
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if individual religion, when it came to a certain pitch, pro-
duced cravings and sympathics which were to be satisfied
only by fellowship with others of like mind. It is much
otherwise. The very fact of being in Christ destroys already
the barrier between soul and soul (Ephesians ii. 14). Our
union with other Christians is not a matter of mere choice
but of spiritual necessity. We are one, not in consequence of
each being in Christ, but in the veryfact that He is. Hence the
Church was the body of Christ before it had anything that
could be called organisation. It was a spiritual unity by the
relation of each soul to the historic and corporate Spirit of
Christ. To join a Church is simply to give outward expres-
sion and obedience to a fact existing as soon as we became
Christ’s by faith. The individualism must end where it really
began, in the divine ideal, purpose, and fact of a community
created by the most capacious soul that ever lived, the most
cosmic and mighty personality that ever arose, and the
greatest social act ever done. It was created by Christ’s
Cross, and then by His Holy Spirit individualising it. We
never realise our true individuality but in communion. The
ruling idea in a Church is not the individual but Christ. It
is not love. For there is no entity or power called love per
se apart from actual lovers (that were a mere abstraction),
while there is such an entity, Christ; Whose atoning Person
is not the supreme individual, nor the mere vehicle of 2
power or principle, but the organising unity which fills and
binds, not to say constitutes, all Christian souls.

I do not sympathise with anti-denominationalism, nor
believe in a Church of those who object to Churches. Con-
gregationalism has been treated sometimes in that way—
as if it were a colourless serum exuded from other Churches,
a sweating of the legitimate ecclesiastical coinage, or a Cave
of Adullam for the discontented, recalcitrant,and mastetless,
a creedless community of all the libertarian cranks. Such a
plastic company is not a Church. It is but a form of crude
clotted individualism. It means the total surrender of the
Church idea for that of mere association, which might be
but an association of antipathies. It yaws for want of a
rudder. It has no steering way. It runs to any port wherea
cargo can be picked up. It has no route, and its compass
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needs adjusting. It has no Gospel to test newcomers by, no
belief to crystallise on, no welding control to obey. If this
were general instead of sectional we should have no divine
reason to exist. Denominationalism can thus become but an
extensive atomism. And, if that does not destroy the unity
of the Church, it destroys any impression of it outside.
Moreover, a Church without a positive belief and a con-
sciousness to correspond succumbs to the Press, either vul-
garly or pathetically.

§

But the idea of unity is not dead in the Free Churches.
It is restless, and very restless. And that means recovery.
And its invincible presentiment of itself takes the shape
of Federation. As Humanity is a federation or family of
nations, each with a personality of its own, and as it is not
a chaotic sum of individuals, on the one hand, nor the empire
of a single race on the other, so with the great Church. It
is neither a cosmopolitan mass like democratic religion (with
its loose sentiment always, and its moral failure at a world
crisis), nor a universal polity like Rome; but it is the federa-
tion of living Churches, each with a history, but each also
with a function and a loyalty in the whole.

I believe in the One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic
Church. That, I often say, is to me like a great line of poetry,
a great musical phrase. And it is part of our Christian duty
not to allow those fine and venerable words to be monopo-
lised by any one Church or section of the Church. The
monopolist spirit is the sectarian spirit—however long it
has lived. A sect is a2 matter of spirit and temper, rather
than of majority or of antiquity.

We do not believe that the unity and catholicity of the
Church are possible only on monarchical and canonical lines,
on the line of a monarchical bishop and a canonical succes-
ston alone. The true catholicity and the true succession
are the evangelical—the catholicity and continuity of the
Gospel, in its creative, self-organising, and self-recuperative
power. I have no objection to Episcopacy in itself. I could
do my work happily under a bishop, and feel honoured
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under the episcopate of many. But part of my work would
be to preach that in the first century he did not exist. Such
an idea did not dominate the whole period of the undivided
Church. We do protest, however, as Christians, against
an Episcopal (as we do against a Presbyterian or a Con-
gregational) monopoly of Church or Gospel, against polity
as a condition of Church unity. If such an idea were
carried out for the first century as some would carry it out
for us, it would unchurch all the Christian communities of
the New Testament.

The great external link between these was the moral
influence and authority of the Apostolate; and the Apostle
was not a monarchical bishop, nor indeed an official at all as
official would be understood in a great institution to-day.
And the Apostolate died out as the Apostles died, and as the
Episcopate arose. The Episcopate replaced the Apostolate
rather than prolonged it, taking some of its functions but
not entitled to its prerogative. It was what the Church
was driven to devise when it was slowly forced from that
belief in the near return of Christ which prevented the
Apostles from making provision for their work going on.
It was a device where the Apostolate was a commission.
Much writing on this subject suffers from a defect in method
which already antiquates it—from what may be called the
Ozxford ban, from the tradition of the elders, from patristic-
ism. It reads the New Testament through the coloured
spectacles and horn rims of the Fathers. And its notion
of the Apostolate seems accordingly to sit very tight to
the institutions that held the Fathers, and very loose to
the Gospel that made the Apostles. The mainstay of the
Church, when State, Episcopate, and such ecclesiastical ideas
fail it, is the Apostolate, whose one charter is the Gospel,
and whose one suite is the evangelical succession, whatever
may have happened to the canonical. Out of village Bethels
God is always, by the word of His Gospel, raising up
children to Abraham and successors to Peter and Paul,
though bishops be ignorant of them and priests acknowledge
them not.
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S

We might put the matter of the Church and its unity
thus, under the analogy of the State. The State is an
institution at least as ancient as the Church, and in 75 place
as divine. What would be thought of a publicist who
refused the name, dignity, and reality of a State to any but
the monarchical nations? Why, he could not get his article
into any periodical intellectually respectable. It is the
spirit and programme of Germany, which represents the
last struggle of Feudalism. We all think Switzerland or
America at least as high in the political scale as, say,
Germany. But the ecclesiastical monopolist with his “No
bishop, no Church” is in the same category as such an im-
possible writer. Let the polities all be on an equal footing.
The Church which refuses the name and standing of a
Church to all but the Episcopal bodies is in the same position
as the State (say Germany) would be which refused the right
to live to any communities except such as drew from it.
Commerce alone would make such political monopoly
impossible. And, if Christian faith and work, the commerce
of the Christian heart and soul, were as keen as industrial
commerce, the ecclesiastical absurdity would be very
apparent.

We can never again identify the unity of the Church
with one of its institutional forms, whether of polity or of
tite. The real unity of the Church is of the kind which
reflects the inner unity of the Gospel which created the
Church. And the form of that unity is federate of various
forms which serve that creative Gospel: it is not monarchical
alone. The Church truly catholic is the anti-monopolist
Churchy; it is not simply liberal inside 2 monopoly. Being
catholic, it is generous, and repudiates monopoly—except
the whole Church’s monopoly of responsibility for the Gos-
pel. That is the trust held by the Church. That was Christ’s
legacy. It was not a rite. The grand and new testament
Was not a Sacrament, but the Gospel. For a Sacrament does
Rot save; it only edifies those saved by the Gospel. The only
true catholicism is the evangelical. Its supreme Sacrament
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is that of the Word. And a sect is any Church, however old
or large, that founds on prerogative, or on anything else
than the Gospel in its Word and Sacrament. The Gospel,
indeed, is monopolist. It is #be religion. Itisthe monopolist
Gospel of a catholic and manifold Church.

The ecclesiastical mission of the Free Churches is to stand
for the Christian right and reality of the federal idea of
Church Unity and Catholicity on the apostolic, 7.e. the
evangelic, basis of the Gospel. We may even say it is to
give expression to the federal action of the Holy Spirit,
Whose manifold operation of Grace makes the Church’s life
to be that of a community of communities. He fosters a
unity controlling diversity, a diversity no greater than the
unity of Grace can rule. The several Churches are members
one of another on the way to the Kingdom of God. (This
does not mean that the Church is but a means to the King-
dom. It is not a means but an end. It is the Kingdom in
the making.) As the Church of the first century was one
when empirically there were only Churches, so the true
Church unity to-day is the federation of Churches, and
not the monopoly of any one of them—not even its hege-
mony, except as a matter of courtesy and a swecés d’estime.
There is no form of Church institution with divine right, as
there is none of human society. Christ was not a constitu-
tion-maker, and His Gospel was bound up with no eccle-
siastical form or entail.

Are the Free Churches enough of Churches to realise this
idea of federal unity which is going to work so powerfully
in the Commonwealth? It is not a case of reunion, not of
amalgamation. It is a case of close co-operation while each
keeps its own individuality. And it remains to be seen
whether in the various bodies the Spirit of the Church is
uppermost or that of the club, the sect, the chartered
company—the sect more or less established, .e., settled into
society, hedged in privilege, and entrenched in vested
interests and egoist hopes. It remains to be seen whether
the infection of a ruling sect has entered so deeply into the
nature of them all, through their antagonism to it, as to
make them incapable of anything but isolated and mono-
polist action. It is a misfortune for a nation to have 2 mono-
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olist sect, instead of a truly Catholic Church, enthroned in
social and political place, if only because it makes all the rest
by their protest more of sects than they should be. And so it
is harmful to the Kingdom of God.

The one true Church, therefore, is where the Gospel
heartily is, where it is taken seriously as man’s chief end;
where that Gospel is lived for and worked for; where it is
the source of our supreme action, namely, worship, com-
mon worship; where it takes its own native form in the
existence of a Church speaking by Word and Sacrament;
where it is the inspiration of all the energy and kindness
that flow out toward men when we have really been deal-
ing with God; and where it makes the Church the prophet
of righteousness to nations and their States, bearding kings,
sobering soldiers, and moralising finance. The true Church
is where the Gospel creates its own institutions, prescribed
by the situation, and flexible to it for God’s purpose; and
where the existence of a professional ministry witnesses that
a Gospel for life must issue in a life for the Gospel. This
true Church is in all the Churches. It is unseen, yet most
manifest, like God Himself. It is unknown yet well known.
In its purity it is everywhere to faith, nowhere to sight.

I will offer an illustration. When strangers come to
Cambridge, and when they have seen the colleges, it would
be natural to say, “Now take me to the University.” It
is a puzzling request. The Senate-House—it is not there.
The Library—it is not there. The Schools—it is not there.
If you say it is the aggregate of the colleges—it is not that
either. It has a personality of its own; it is not a mere
group, or sum, or amalgam. It has a history, a tradition,
a life, a power, a spell, which is not simply the added-up
history and influence of the colleges. To the curious stranger
you cannot show the University—which yet is Cambridge.
Who can deny the University? It is a great reality, a great
spiritual reality, in which its colleges inhere. It gives the
colleges their true value. It is that which they serve. It is
the one spiritual corporation in which the palpable sodalities
of the colleges hold together. It dignifies them all. It is
the mother of them all from above.

So it is with the true Church. The universal Church is,
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so to say, the University of the Churches. They are all, as
it were, collegiate Churches in the great Church they express
and serve. They are true Churches in proportion as they
lay hold of this spiritual reality, which is their life. To ask
to see the one Church among the Churches is like asking to
see the University when you have done the colleges. And
to refuse to believe in a true Church which is not identical
with some visible company is like refusing to believe in the
University because it cannot be shown you by your guides.

Let me offer another parable. I have seen, on a festive
evening, as the illuminations came on, the outline in wire
of a royal design which, when the darkness fell, was to be
traced in light as an electric current made the wire to glow.
But something went wrong with the fuses. Only fragments
of the design shone out with poor suggestions of the whole.
Thete were luminous patches, and these came and went. But
in due course the hitch was arranged, the current flowed free,
and the design spoke of the King. Each part had its place
and meaning in the whole. And it was a whole invisible till
the current passed—though you could see the supporting

oles.

P So with the Churches. They are contributory sections of
the whole glorious Church, unseen in its royal ideal. For
the time there is something wrong in the connections. But
the engineers are at work. The scholars and the apostles of
the divine unity are active. They wait on the divine design,
and in due course they would make it stand out in light.
The Holy Ghost will have free course through the mind of
Christ, the Kingdom of God. One can see their work tell
and grow, and the great Church emerge. In Rome,' ona
festival night, St. Peter’s is outlined in flaming patellas,
which are lighted as dusk falls by men starting from different
points. The areas of light grow and approach each other.
Successive sections of the imposing fabric fill out. At last
they meet; and the whole building stands forth like 2 con-
stellation. All the sections fitly framed together grow into a
temple of the Lord. So the Churches catch the flame of the
servants of the Spirit, and gather into members of the great
Church whose unity the garish day may even hide.

1 Browning.
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Such is the great Church subsisting in the many Chuarches,
which only have their right to be in proportion as they con-
tribute to its fulness. All the Churches draw their right
from the Church which Christ created in His blood and
equipped with His Gospel. A famous statesman once said of
a great seaport which arose in the terrible commerce of the
eighteenth century that its stones were cemented with the
blood of slaves. What was bitterly meant of that city is
gloriously true of the City of God. It was founded in a
crime, and is built together in the outcast blood of the Son
of God. But history has power by Grace to undo the past
and erase the taint of origin. The spirit of commerce has
outgrown the age of slavery. It is bad business as it is bad
morals. And in the Church the blood of Christ is now the
stream which flows fast by the living oracles of God, and
makes one, and makes glad, the City of our King. That is
the unity of the reconcilement which God makes and not
man. And that is the life and secret of the One Holy
Catholic and Apostolic Church.

The Church’s one foundation is not simply Jesus Christ,
but Him as crucified and atoning. The message and power
of that at once creates the Church and moralises it. Without
that it dies into moralist sterility and sentimental futility.
A positive Gospel is the only base of an effective catholic,
holy, and united Church, as it was its creatot.



CHAPTER III

THE NEED OF A CHURCH THEORY FOR
CHURCH UNITY

Church unity by federation can rest neither on fear nor on mere fratemity, but
on a positive and creative theory of the Church. The analogy of the
principle of nationality. The Church’s advantage here over the State.
The Church’s foundation theological though not systematic. It rests
on the Kingship of Christ. Which again rests on His work as Saviour
and not on His person apart therefrom.

So (1) the basis of Church unity is not subjective in us but objective in out
Redemption. (2) It is a creation of God and not a compact of men,
and rests on the one act of Gospel, not on the several acts of Sacra-
ments, nor on 3 second act or dispensation of the Spirit. (3) The faith
with which we answer grace is therefore also an act. The same act
that puts us “in Christ” also puts us in His Church. (4) The Church
was one before it was many. Detail of this.

The local Church the outerop of the whole great Church; the great Church
not the agglutination of local Churches, but their prius.

MOVEMENT, I have said, has arisen among the Free
AChurches which has for its object their federation into
one Free Church of England. This would be the
counterpart of the unity which is embodied in the Anglican
Church with its parties, but which is there hampered by a
tenacious connection with the State on the one hand and a
monopolist view of the Episcopate on the other. The move-
ment is one of federation and not fusion; and it deserves the
greatest sympathy from all who yet believe in a Church but
find current denominationalism to go stale. The ultimate
unity of the Church, as well as its true relation to the State,
would be much simplified and hastened if we had in this
country but two great bodies to adjust. The issue would
become much more ample and dignified; and the greatness
of it would help to suppress or overshadow the trivial
features and the petty men that so easily beset such a
matter in a congeries of rival sects, and which at once con-
fuse and debase it.
But for such an enterprise there is one signal requisite—a
positive and effective theory of a Church from whose reality

and the service of it each several Church draws its right to
52
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be. The object sought is not the kind of thing that can be
won by sheer insistence. The inertia and the corporate
egoism that have to be overcome may indeed by that
urgency even be hardened. Nor is it to be done by a
sagacious appeal to the fears of the Free Churches con-
cerned. They are told, with insight and prudence, that they
are losing public influence to such an extent that, if some
thing of the kind does not happen, they will subside and die
out. They are losing moral influence, weight, and impact,
they are told, and told truly; and they are summoned to
pull themselves together and recover it by a mass formation.

Now here is where the defect appears in the scheme pro-
posed. The several Churches are urged to repair a loss of
moral weight with the public by increasing their weight in
bulk. More appeal is made to their fear than to their faith.
That is to say, the movement lacks the inspiration of a
positive idea of the Church, a formative core of ecclesiastical
principle, and a dynamic of theological foundation. It isan
ideal without a shaping idea, like warm intuition without
moral intellect. It is but a movement, it has not enough in
it of the nature of a reformation and its faith. If the appeal
do rise above fear, it may not rise above a general Christian
sympathy or fraternity. But we must go farther than either
fear or fraternity. Though this federation does not aim at
making a new Church, it is a2 Church matter, it is a matter
of Churches, it is not a matter of mere religious fellowships.
It is the unity of the Church it deals with, not at once of
Christendom; for which large goal Church unity is the pre-
requisite. It is not fraternities that are to join, not sects,
but Churches. And it can only be done by a Church prin-
ciple of a positive and constructive kind.

Now that powerful principle can only flow from the thing
that made the Church at the first; and, since the conscience
15 the real focus of human unity, it must flow from the moral
message in that thing. Like the spiritual unity of the
Churches altogether, it can but come from the reconciling
nature of the Gospel, from its nature as social on the uni-
versal scale, and from a new insight into its inevitable
Church-making principle. What we have to do with in the
New Testament is the individualising of a corporate salva-
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tion, not the incorporation of an individual. The Church
is the counterpart of a redemption primarily collective,
It is the creation of such a gospel. Hence no one can be
saved by a denomination as such, but only by what Church
there is in it. As denominations settle in and grow egoist
they lose their converting and saving power. So the appeal
must be made to faith much more than fear, or even sym-
pathy. Sympathy does not contain a principle, even piety
does not, and faith does. And the Churches that rest on a
subjective sanctity rather than on a real principle must be
lukewarm to unity outside themselves and their organisa-
tion. To talk of unity being but a matter of brotherly love is
not to gauge the problem.

The unity of the Churches can only rest on the unity, 7.e
the theology, of the Gospel that created them. An indivi-
dual, or a fraternity, or a sect, can live on a vague and kindly
sympathy, but a Church cannot. And the more a Church
understands its destined unity, the less can it so live. It
must have a common theology, not of the universe, but of
faith’s dynamic centre, a theology of the Gospel and its
Redemption. A mere tradition, a denominational ethos,
will not give it working unity, any more than a mere sym-
pathy will. A vague Christocentricity will not. The mere
rallying figure of Christ standing as a hospitable and im-
pressive person at a point of history will not, how-ever
vividly He is conceived; nor will the mere continuity of a
Church through the course of history. For the unity of the
Churches there must be, first, a formative theory, a prin-
ciple of the Church, and, second, one that is forced on us,
or inspired into us, by the positive nature of the creative
Gospel of the Church’s life. Cohesive affinities do their
part, but they are not enough. It must be an evangelical
principle. But certainly not an evangelical dogmatic,

§

Here an analogy may be useful from the political region,
from political history, from the growth of the immense
modern power of nationality. The great period for that
growth has been the century since Waterloo. Long before
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that, since the close of the Middle Ages, the #hing had been
growing, and growing largely by the resistance of the minor
nations to the attempts at world-empire by Spain, by the
Sweden of Gustavus Adolphus, by the France of Louis
the Fourteenth, and the France of Napoleon. But it was
unsteady and precarious. It was a matter of aspiration and
spasmodic effort, because it was based either on vague
affinities or external pressures of an empirical kind. There
was no doctrine of nationality. It was not a thing that
could be preached by anything like 2 universal apostolate.
It was not a public principle. But out of the whole revolu-
tionary period there came the doctrine of nationality resting
on the rights of man, the rights of the governed. It now
began to be preached as a theory and a creed of a kindling
kind. Mazzini came, and the great German historians and
thinkers of the early period that admired and copied the
national freedom of England, and led up to the revolutions
of 1848. They dreamed of a family of free nations. The
blight of the movement in Germany has been the fatal
substitutions of mere racialism for nationality, which has
grown ever since that date when the revolutionaries were
violently suppressed. But on both sides the driving power
has been a creed, a doctrine, a principle. “The years from
1820 to 1878 are in a peculiar and special degree the
nationalist period in European history, the period in which
the doctrine of nationality was preached as fervently as a
teligion, and became the dominant factor in the moulding of
events” (Ramsay Muir). It must be so also with the unity
of that great spiritual nation, the new Israel, the Church.
From its source it spread at once as a xfpvypa, a preach-
able theology. And the great Churches that influence
nations are those which have a distinct and powerful idea
of the Church, and have it not as an academic theory but as
a driving and shaping doctrine. And so it must be with
every effort to realise the unity of the Church as the reflec-
tion of the Kingdom of God, and as the spiritual nation
impressing the kingdoms of the world.
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§

Now in some of the Churches involved in this proposal
there is more than the absence of such a theory; there is in
parts of them an aversion to it; there is even a contempt for
it. It is treated as a luxury when it is not taken as a lunacy.
There is, in the woeful empiricism of current religion, a
dislike to admit either a theory or the need of it. There is
a notable revival of the mysticism which, in the sapping by
criticism of so much that is historic, turns to seek rest in
some form of inner light. But this inner light is indi-
vidualist, and it is alien to a Church as more than a club of
mystics without objective base or authority. ‘There is a
tendency to treat the theology of the matter at worst as a
nuisance, and at best as collateral and not creative; it is
valuable old furniture, but the house could be run without
it on the hire system of the idealist firms. There is a dis-
position to rely on general sympathies and grandiose ideas,
or on platforms, committees, and propaganda, when the
chief need is the education of Church members and ministets
in their own creative truths; which education is at the
moment such that more bewilderment than welcome is often
caused when the doctrine of a Church is pressed quite in
earnest. The Church needs to pay more attention to itself
than to the world—for the sake of acting on the world.
But we can get on, it is said, without theories of the State;
what need for theories of the Church? Now, could any-
thing better show how politics has squatted on the ground
of religion, imposed its notions and methods on the
Christian tradition, and thrust in its own utilitarian ideas?
The State is not founded on a revealed fact, act, or principle,
but the Church is founded on all three. They create it. The
State can do whatever seems expedient; the Church can be
and do only what its Gospel inspires, prescribes, or allows.
The State needs no theory for its action, because it has no
charter. Tt goes sounding on its dim way, and steering
according to the report. But the Church must be guided by
its charter of principle given in the creating act of holy
grace.
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The Free Churches will not unite, it is doubtful if they
will even federate, until they are more of Churches with an
objective faith, and less of groups and denominations with
but subjective affinities. Nothing but a Church theory, with
the whole moral imperative of the Gospel behind it, can
overcome denominational egoism enough for the purpose.

§

A theology and a Church stand or fall together. It is
the decay or the vagrancy (not to say volatility) of theo-
logical faith in the ranks of some of the Churches (for I do
not speak of their leaders) that is the real source of weakness
which is alarming some of the wisest minds. I fear that the
layman finds it hard to ascribe such effect to anything he
does not understand (though he always may). It sounds
nonsense to many laymen to be told that it was the Athana-
sian Creed that saved the life of Christianity for Europe, at a
historic crisis, or that the Church ever owes its well-being
and public effect to anything beyond what the simple soul
can seize and be saved. That is an error quite parallel to
the idea that a nation can live on exactly the same ethic as
makes the cottager an honest man. But if these doctrines
are true, Christian people should have the will to believe
them and the power to measure them; if they are not true,
we are in quest of another religion. The Churches cannot
unite until they are more of Churches (it would not other-
wise be Church union); and they will not be more of
Churches until they are more of believers (without at the
same time being less of sympathisers); and they will not be
more of believers till they believe more, treat their theology
with some of the respect it is fashionable to feel for econo-
mics, and view the ministry of the Gospel as more momen-
tous than entering Parliament. They need more of the mind
of Christ, in something else than the sympathetic sense of
that phrase, in the sense of Christian truth and conviction,
In the sense in which Paul meant it when in 1 Cor. ii. 16 he
said he thought the thoughts of Christ,—they need that if
their Churches are not to subside into mere friendly groups.
The state of education has more to do than most see or



s8 THE CHURCH AND THE SACRAMENTS

allow with the state of religion and of the Churches. But
that is not to say that faith is to be rationalised either in the
way of orthodoxy or heresy. The climate of faith is not mere
intelligence, but intelligence living as the will’s action and
transfused by the heart’s love. “Mentis ardor lux doctrine.”

The Church’s one foundation is a theological one, though
not a systematic. It is the Word of a positive Gospel. A
real reconciliation of hearts is founded on a real Atonement
of the conscience. We miss the point if we say no more than
that the foundation is Jesus Christ as head. That is not
sufficiently dynamic. It leaves His personality too inert.
What is it in Him that makes Him head? What is it in
the nature of His headship that makes His company a real
society, His society a real Kingdom, and His historic follow-
ing a Church? Is He but the chief of a clan He inherits,
the centre of a group He attracts; or is He King of a realm
He creates? Are we but disciples of His person or are we
confessors of His redemption? If He is a King, really and
not poetically, as before Pilate He said He was, in virtue of
what is He King? For this is the social, the Church-creat-
ing element in Him; otherwise the Church is a mere means
and expedient for the Kingdom, it is not the Kingdom itself
in the making; and to make the Church but a means is to
bemean it. To answer that question is to go well into
theology.

For a king, in those days when Christ died for the name,
was not a spectacular person, he was not an @sthetic
object. He was there not just to be seen on public occasions
—indeed, he courted the majesty of aloofness and inacces-
sibility,—but to do something real in making his kingdom
or keeping it going. His will was the realm’s law. Also he
was not simply a sheltering person, as if his people but dwelt
quietly in the shadow of his broad wing. So the social
element in a royal Christ, as He understood royalty, is not
that He should be seen of many, and by many thronged or
acclaimed; for they might do that but as atoms of a crowd,
or as moths that desire a star. He was no mob-led King,
nor mob-fed. That social thing is not His divine person
alone, as the most capacious of all the living homes of the
soul. That might but set us each in a quiet resting-place
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in Him to dwell in the House of the Lord for ever, where
the Lamb is the temple, and each has a niche in Him as the
Father’s Son in Whom there are many mansions.

But that is not the fulness of Christ. It would not make
Him our Lotd as our Redeemer; He would be Redeemer
among other things. His redemption would be but inci-
dental to His Kingship. It would not give us a creative
redemption as the one royal Gospel confronting a creative
evolution, the one Word for the Church’s unity. It would
set up other words as well, and thereby perpetuate a
variety of sects. It would not give us in Him a true and
universal King, nor build us in Him into an everlasting
Kingdom where souls are fitly joined together in a general
hierarchy as active members one of another. That meant
ethically an act of new creation—as in the ®sthetic sense a
cathedral was. A real king is one who does things—does
roya