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PREFACE

This volume contains eight sermons delivered by the
late Bishop Charles Edward Cheney in Christ Church,
Chicago, and first published in 18838. They lorm an
important contribution to the literature of the Reformed
Episcopal Church.

In his original preface, Bishop Cheney wrote: “Why
this is an Episcopal Church; why we conserve the his-
toric Episcopate; why we worship in the use of liturgical
forms; why we_retain Confirmation as a mode of admis-
sion to full membership of the Church; why we per-
petuate the ancient order of the Christian Year with its
regularly recurring seasons; are all questions frequently
asked of the Reformed Lpiscopalian. The present vol-
ume is a humble attempt to supply this felt want.”

No one was more able to set forth the doctrine and
spirit of the Reformed Episcopal Church than the dis-
tinguished Bishop. As a leader of the evangelical party
in the Protestant Episcopal Church he had suffered for
his convictions, in particular for his unwillingness to use
phraseology in the administration of Baptism that would
teach Baptismal Regeneration. Conscience, courage,
loyalty to the Bible distinguish this stalwart servant of
God. All this is reflected in the chapters that follow.

Born in 1836, of Puritan stock, Charles Edward
Cheney was ordained to the ministry in the Protestant
Episcopal Church in 1858. Two years later he became
rector of Christ Church, Chicago, and labored among
the people of that church for fifty-six years, dying in



active service at the age of eighty. During those years
this inspiring Gospel preacher, devoted pastor, lover of
souls led his people from a small body of worshipers
in a frame building on the prairie, to become one of
Chicago’s large and important congregations in the heart
of a great city.

Dr. Cheney was one of that small group, who for
consicence’ sake, met with Bishop George David Cum-
mins on December 2, 1873, and founded the Reformed
Episcopal Church. Christ Church immediately became
part of the Reformed Episcopal Church and on Decem-
ber 14, Dr. Cheney was consecrated a Bishop. When
the Synod ol Chicago was formed, he was unanimously
elected its first Bishop. Twice he was chosen to be his
denominations Presiding Bishop. Always was he revered
as a strong spiritual leader, a gracious Christian gentle-
man, a Reformed Episcopalian who knew whereof he
spoke concerning the Church, for he spoke out of deep
study and much personal experience.

This book has been revised by the Committee on
Christian Lducation ot the New York and Philadelphia
Synod, under the chairmanship of the Rev. Walter Muel-
ler. Associated with him in the work of editing have
been Bishop Howard D. Higgins, Rev. Fred C. Kuehner,
Rev. Alton F. Olsen, the late Rev. S. Thomas Percival,
Jr. These chapters are set forth with grateful appreci-
ation of the life and ministry of Bishop Cheney and with
the prayer that God will use them, not only to inform
men of the position of the Relormed Episcopal Church,
but to enlist allegiance to the Bible as God's Word,
Christ as Saviour, and to evangelical worship and Church
government as that which will glorify God and strengthen
the believer.
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BAPTISM AND THE BIBLE

Christianity deals with the greatest problems which ever
set human thought to work. That all thinking disciples should
follow the same paths of reasoning, or arrive at precisely the
same conclusions, was never promised by the Master. All
attempts to force the followers of Jesus into one and the same
inzellectual perception of doctrinal truth, have uniformly re-
sulted in a deadening superstition on the one hand, or a reac-
tion into blank unbelief upon the other.

The history of European Christianity for many centuries
was the record of an outward and organic unity. But it was
that produced by a crushing force. I'ew are they among be-
lievers in this country who find in these dark ages the highest
type and best example of what the Church of Christ should
be. There are certain great facts and principles, embodied
in evangelical creeds and confessions, which belong to the
whole body of Christ. They are the common heritage of that
true Church which our communion service calls “the blessed
company of all faithful people.” But while the human mind
1s constituted as it 1s, men will differ as to the best and most

effective ways in which the common truth can be defended
and preserved.

The Reformed Episcopalian claims no monopoly of the
whole truth of God, but he does recognize his responsibility
as the representative of certain principles, to neglect which
would impair the foundations of the entire building. In deep-
est loyalty to the gospel and the King, he claims the right
to acquaint himself with, and to make known to others, the

methods by which he would wid in upholding the stately struc-
ture of universal Christianity.

Where shall be our starting point? Biography begins at
the cradle. History has its threshold where man appears first
on the earth. So membership of a visible church has its ini-
tial point in the solemn rite which Christ ordained as the
entrance upon His earthly kingdom.

ran



I. THE POSITION ASSIGNED TO BAPTISM IN THE
WORD OF GOD

The Reformed Episcopalian rejects any essential doctrine
which does not find its basic and ultimate zuthoricy in the
Bible. In this respect, he treats relxglous prmc1p1e5 precisely
as the patriotic American deals with the principles of politics.
In all that concerns my rights and duties as a citizen of the
Republic, I have a profound veneration for the views and
interpretations of the Constitution which appear in the utter-
ances of Washington, Jeflerson and Adams. The words of
such men are entitied to due respect. But they can never place
any great constitutional question beyond the pale of contro-
versy. The ultimate appeal must be to the Constitution itself.
In like manner every Retormed Episcopal clergyman is re-
quired by his ordination vow to teach nothing as essential
to salvation, except that which 1s taught in Holy Scripture,
or may be clearly proved by it

Even in regard to matters ot smaller moment, the Re-
formed Episcopalian desires to know whether God's written
Word has borne its testimony. No careful student of the
Scriptures will come to the conclusion that baptism is a sub-
ject of trifling importance.

There are no fewer than seventy-six passages in the New
Testament which deal with this question. God has not thrust
it into a corner. It is impossible to read the Bible and ignore
the allusions to baptism.

But the importance of the rite is not to be gauged merely
by the frequency with which it is mentioned. There is a far
more weighty evidence. The Lord Jesus Christ Himself in-
sisted upon being baptized. He had no sins to be washed
away. Surely, He needed not to have the element of water
applied to His blessed person as symbol of such spiritual
cleansing. Yet such importance did He attach to this symbolic
use of water, as a teacher of man’s sinfulness, and need for
inward cleansing, that He compelled John the Baptist to bap-
tize Him (Matt. 3:13-15).

Isaiah had foretold seven hundred vears before, that Christ
should be “numbered among the transgressors.” Sinless Him-
self, He yet was baptized, that in all respects He might be
identified with sinners.

His ministry is marked by the baptism of those who be-
came His followers. Though He “baptized not” with His
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own hands, His disciples administered that rite to more con-
verts than even John had baptized at the waters of the Jordan
(John 4:1, 2).

Go one step further. The last words of a father to his
children do not deal with trifles. Yet the latest words which
Jesus spoke to those whom He sent forth to bear His banner
to the ends of the earth, imposed on them a command to bap-
tize all who through their preaching of the gospel should be-
lieve on Him (Matt. 28:19).

The Reformed Episcopalian plants his feet firmly upon
the Scriptures when he proclaims the momentous nature of
the sacrament of baptism. For, as he pushes on his study of
the New Testament, he meets the fact that the command of
the Master was carried out by His apostles. It would be difh-
cult to recall in the pages of the Book of Acts, a solitary record
of conversion whether it be that of Saul of Tarsus, of the three
thousand Jews on the Day of Pentecost, of the jailer at Philip-
pi, or of Lydia, the purple-seller of Thyatira, in which the
yielding of the heart to Christ is not followed by the confession
of the mouth in baptism. The Reformed Episcopalian does
not say with the Roman Church that there is no possibility
of salvation without this symbolic cleansing. He has no proof
that the penitent thiel had ever been baptized. Nor can he
limit God’s mercy where a repentant and believing soul may
be placed in circumstances which make the act of baptism im-
possible. He does hold with unwavering firmness to the simple
fact, that the Bible clearly declares it the duty of every believer
to confess his faith by a baptism with water in the name of
the Holy Trinity. Such a fact lifts the baptismal washing out
of the realm of that which is merely an optional ceremony.
It makes it obligatory on every soul who trusts in Jesus and
would do His will.

II. THE QUANTITY OF WATER USED IN SYMBOL-
IZING THE SPIRIT'S POWER TO PURIFY IS
NOT A MATTER OF CONCERN

The Reformed Episcopalian is willing to yield regard
to brethren who refuse to admit to the table of the Lord those
Christians who have not been baptized by immersion, but it
is a deep conviction of Scripture truth which leads him to
protest against what seems to him such unbrotherly exclusion.
For it is the Bible which makes baptism with water a symbol
of the soul’s spiritual cleansing through the work of the Holy
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Spirit. It is the Bible which teaches that the other sacrament
is a symbol of the soul’s feeding by faith on a crucified Saviour.

The Reformed Episcopalian cannot help asking why the
quantity of bread and wine should not be prescribed in the
Lord’s Supper, if the quantity of water must be prescribed in
baptism. If a morsel of bread and a taste of wine, which in
themselves satisfy neither bodily hunger, or bodily thirst, are
vet sufficient to symbolize how Jesus satisfies the soul, why
should not as much water as the hollow of the hand will hold,
be sufficient of that cleansing element to symbolize how Jesus
by His Spirit purifies the hcart?

The limits of this article forbid an extended argument.
Let it suffice to say that the Greek verb baptizo, from which
we get our word “baptize,” has never been proved to mean
the total immersion of the body in water. Both Plutarch and
Xenophon among the classic Greek authors use it with refer-
ence to the sprinkling which a gardener bestows upon his
plants. Is there any evidence that when this word, far older
than the New Testament, came to be enlisted in the.service
of the Gospel writers, its former classic meaning was altogether
changed? On the contrary, there is not one passage where we
are compelled to believe that it meant a complete submersion.

Luke tells us that the Pharisee who had invited our Lord
to dinner was shocked because Jesus “had not first washed”
(in the Greek) “baptized himself,” (Luke 11:37, 38). Can
we believe that the host expected every guest to totally sub-
merge himself as a preparation for the feast?

John the Baptist predicted that Jesus should “baptize you
with the Holy Ghost, and with fire” (Matt. 3:11). The ful-
Allment came upon the Day of Pentecost. But how? The
author of the Book of Acts replies, ““There appeared unto
them cloven tongues like as of fire, and it sat wpon each of
them” (Acts 2:3). They certainly were not immersed in fire.
Again, when Peter preached to Cornelius and his household,
“the Holy Ghost,” we are told, “fell on all them which heard
the word” (Acts 10:44). They were immersed in the Holy
Spirit. Yet when Peter comes to describe the scene to the
disciples at Jerusalem, he describes it as a bapiism. ““Then
remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he said, John
indeed baptized with water; but ye shall be baptized with the
Holy Ghost” (Acts 11:16) .

‘But the passage most frequently urged as settling the
whole question, is in Paul’s Epistle to the “Romans. It reads,
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“Know ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus
Christ were baptized into his death? Therefore we are buried
with him by baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised
up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also
should walk in newness of life” (Romans 6:3-6).

Those who claim that there is no baptism except in im-
mersion declare that the figurative expression, “buried with
Him,” must be literally carried out by the entire burial of
the baptized person in water. It seems incredibie rhat this
purely figurative language should be thus pressed to literal
and minute conclusions by excellent and learned men. For
in the very same passage, Paul also asserts that we are “planted
together in the likeness of his death.” Why should we not
carry into literal details this figure also? Or, when the Apostle
adds, “Knowing this, that our old man 1s c¢rucified with him,”
why not with equal reason press the figure to mean a literal
stretching of the Christian on a cross?

It would be an easy task to prove that the monuments of
the primitive Church, the pictorial inscriptions of the early
Christians on the walls of the catacombs, as well as the re-
corded history of ancient Christianity, show that baptism was
performed either by immersion, by sprinkling, or by a com-
bination of both. But the Reformed Episcopalian rests his
persuasion upon the written Word of God. From that he

knows no appeal.

III. BAPTISM IS THE SEAL SET TO THE MOST IM-
PORTANT TRANSACTION WHICH CAN TAKE
PLACE BETWEEN A HUMAN SOUL AND ITS
MAKER AND REDEEMER

Baptism attests the covenant entered into between the
sinner and his Saviour in the hour that, penitent and believ-
ing, the soul receives Christ as its only atoning sacrifice.

Jesus 1nvites “Come unto me.” The soul responds by a
trustful and loving surrender, but the surrender is not com-
pleted in all its fulness until the seal of baptism has been set
to the solemn yet joyful transaction. The Reformed Episco-
palian can not forget that Christ never invited adults alone.

He did not merely ask men and women to “come.” He said,

“Suffer the little children to come unto me” (Mark 10:14).

His invitation and command was that parents who believed

on Him should dedicate their offspring by a complete sur-

render, even as themselves. Surely, He meant that the infant,



equally with the parent, should receive the seal of such sur-
render. His reason for requiring the chlldlen to be brought
to Him makes the case still stronger. ‘“For,” He says, “of
such is the kingdom of God.” He declares as plainly as words
can speak, that the children of believing parents are members
of His kingdom and Church. We have His word for it. Can
anvthing be more unscriptural than to refuse to the very
class of souls whom Jesus has thus pointed out as members
of His kingdom, the seal by which that membership was wit-
nessed:

Moreover, as we follow the Lord to the ¢
earthly career, we hear H1m giving His special commission to
the pardoned and restored Apostle Peter. He lays it upon
the conscience of His penitent disciple that he is to “feed”
His “sheep " But, as if it were even more a duty, He first
says, “Feed my lambs” (John 21:15-17) . Then the lambs be-
long to Christ, equally with the sheep. They are also in His
flock and in His fold. Would the Good Shepherd put His
mark, His seal, upon the sheep, and not upon the lambs?

Nor can the Reformed Episcopalian forget that when the
Apostles went forth in Pentecostal power and wisdom, they
baptized whole families. Lyvdia of Thyatira was Mof:zpﬂ
“and her household,” an expr ession which is the exact equiva-
lent of our word “family” (Acts 16:15). Not only did Paul
and Silas baptize the Philippian jailer, but “all his” (Acts
16:85) . Paul, in writing to the Corinthian church, does not
take the trouble to say whether or not he baptized Stephanas,
the head of a household; but does place on record that he
baptized his family (I Cor. 1:16). According to the Old
Testament God commanded the Jews to circumcise all male
infants as a sign and seal of his covenant with Abraham and
his descendants. Incredible, indeed, does it seem that if the
Jewish custom of receiving the little ones formally into the
Church by a distinct and "pp()mted ceremony was departed
from by the early Christians, no command to that effect was
given, and no controversy sprang up about so inexplicable
an omission. Baptism is the New Testament counterpart to
the Old Testament rite of circumcision and thus is similarly
administered to infants. To the Reformed Episcopalian, the
su'bject is intensely practical. All history attests that in the
early Church, behevmrr parents realized a responsibility for
their children’s gospel tramnw, which is sadly lacking among
members of the Church toda}. The primitive Chri istian Te-
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alized that in solemn dedication, his child had been given to
Christ. It was the parents duty and privilege so to surround
the child from his very cradle with the atmosphere of Chris-
tian truth, and prayer, and daily instruction, that the child
should grow up into a sense ol his cwn responsibility for the
fulfillment of parental promises. The strength of early Chris-
tianity lay in this family religion, ever stimulated and sus-
tained by the consciousness in both parents and children, that
alike they had been dedicated to the Lord.

Those carly disciples did not leave their offspring first to
hear the clements of the gospel from the lips of a Sunday
school teacher, nor did they believe that their little ones must
grow up in the darkness of alienation from God, till some
revival should let in a sudden flash of spiritual light.

[V. FIDELITY TO THL BIBLE COMPELS PROTEST
AGAINST THE THEORY THAT THE NEW
BIRTH IS INSEPARABLY TIED TO BAPTISM

In 1873 some of us turned away from the Protestant
Episcopal Church. The world has a right to ask what drove
us out from our mother Church. One ol the causes which
forced that separation concerns baptism. The prayer book of
the Protestant Episcopal Church required its ministers to de-
clare immediately upon the baptism of an infant or adult that
the baptized person was then and there born again of the Spirit
of God. An infant is brought to the baptismal font, “a child
of wrath” (see the Church Catechism). The water of bap-
tism 1s put upon his brow, and then for the first time, the
minister lifts up his voice to God in this thanksgiving, “We
thank Thee that it hath pleased Thee to regenerate this child
(this Thy servant) with Thy Holy Spirit.”

To every evangelical Christian, the new birth is thut
“creative act of the Holy Ghost, whereby he imparts to the
soul a new spiritual life.” Yet the prayer book of the Pro-
testant Episcopal Church tied this work of the omnipotent
God, wonderful as the original creation of man, to a ceremony
performed by a sinful creature. Experience showed that ver
often none of the fruits of the Spiirt were brought forth b
those who had been baptized. The Bible testified that Simon
Magus, baptized by apostolic hands, was yet “in the gall of
bitterness, and in the bond of iniquity” (Acts 8:23). Appeal
was made to high church leaders for Scripture proof that the

new birth was inseparably tied to baptism with water. They
ri1g 1



pointed to Christ’s language to Nicodemus, “Except a man
be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the
kingdom of God” (John 3:5). Christ clearly taught that His
disciples must be baptized both with water and the Holy
Spirit, but there is not one word in Jesus' solemn utterances
to the Jewish rabbi which said, “Baptism with water insures
the baptism of the Spirit.” 1 may say to the newly-landed im-
migrant, “except you be naturalized, and filled with the spirit
of your adopted country, vou cannot be an American.” But
I dare not say, “Take the step of legal naturalization and the
spirit of patriotism will of necessity come with it.”

High church leaders then pointed to Paul’s words to
Titus, “According to his mercy he saved us, by the washing
of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost” (Titus 3:5) .

To assume that “the washing of regeneration” was bap-
tismal washing was simply to beg the question at issue. Not
only so; but we percen ed ‘that Paul br ought out this “washing
ot regeneration” as something specially in contrast. to the

“sworks of righteousness which we have done.” By these works
he asserted we were not saved. But in the case of the vast
majority of the Christians in the days of Paul and Titus bap-
tism was the deliberate act of an adult, voluntarily done as a
work of righteousness. 1It, therefore, could not be the “wash-
ing of regeneration” referred to by the apostles.

Still, again, they stated that Peter declares, “Baptism doth
also now save us” (I Peter 3:21). DBut we could not fail to
read the rest of the verse, “not the putting away of the filth
of the flesh, but the answer of a f*occl conscience toward God.”

Evangelical ministers in the Protestant Episcopal Church,
then and now, found themselves pushed into this fearful posi-
tion. They found no evidence in the Scriptures that regener-
ation was uniformly wrought by the act of baptism. God’s
Spirit was free (John 3:8). He might regenerate the soul in
the hour of the baptismal rite, or be[me or afterwards. Yet,
every such minister must give up the use of the baptismal
service, or else 1n solemn w ords of thanksgiving to God, pub-
liclv declare that which he did not believe to be God’s truth.

Do not imagine that such a dilemma faced the low church-
nien of the English and American Episcopal Church for the
furst tiine when the controversy arose which resulted in the
Reformed Ipiscopal Church. Ivangelical ministers and lay-
men had groaned under the bondage of the baptismal service
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from the days of the Reformation. They perceived the awful
chasm which yawned between the plain teachings of the gos
pel, and the words which the prayer book put into the mouth
of the officiating minister. They saw that, under the literal
teaching of the baptismal service, the souls of sinners were im-
periled. Believing themselves to be regenerated by God's Holy
Spirit in the act of baptism, and thus saved by the baptismal
washing, men came to trust their entire hope for eternity to
an outward and mechanical ceremony.

T'hey saw, too, that a Romish superstition pervaded the
minds of the humble and unlettered members of the Church,
Jeading them to believe that the unbaptized infant must cer-
tainly perish. They heard it said from high church pulpits
that in baptism we have “a new principle put mnto us, and
sanctification and purity unspotted are attributed to the
Church of Christ as the effect of the washing of water.”” They
heard it asserted, that “baptism is the new birth.” And when,
with the Bible in their hands, they refuted such false doctrine,
their own people pointed them to the baptismal service and
asked, “Do vou not, every time you baptize with water, pray
God to ‘sancrify this water to the mystical washing away of
sin’? Do you not, when the application of water has been
made, turn to the people, and say, ‘Seeing now, dearly beloved,
that this child (this person) is regenerate, let us give thanks’?
Do you not then before the Searcher of hearts say, "We thank
Thee that it hath pleased Thee to regenerate this child (this
person) with Thy Holy Spirit’?”

Do you ask how such low churchmen—honest, conscien-
tious and God-fearing, managed to stay in the old Church
and repeat on every baptismal occasion a statement which
they believed to be inconsistent with the Word of God? I can
best answer that question from my own experience. I s:tisfied
my conscience, through many years of ministry in the Pro-
testant Episcopal Church, by trying to explain away the lan-
guage of the service, Two or three widely different theories
heve been put forth by low church theologians, either one of
which, it was believed, would bridge over the abyss between
the prayer book and the Bible. One of these was that the serv-
ice spoke of a sort of ecclesiastical regeneration, a new birth
into the visible church, rather than into the spiritual life,

Another explanation was that the service taught what was
called, “the judgment of charity.” In other words, it charitabl
took for granted that the baptized infant or adult would repent
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and believe, and God would give His spiritual new birth to
that soul. It told the minister to imagine himself for the
moment far down the future, supposing repentance”and faith
to have been exercised, and regeneration therefore to have
been imparted. On such an hypothesis he could speak of
what might be as though it were accomplished, and so declare
to God his thankfulness for it. That good and great men in
the evangelical party could satisfy their consciences with so
artificial and unnatural an explanatlon only showed how hard
pressed low churchmen were to find some method to fill up
the gulf between the Bible and the baptismal service.

There came a day when conscience told me that I was
juggling with plain words, to torture from them that which
they did not mean. The service did not speak of the future,
but of what had just now been accomplished by the applica-
ticn of water. “We thank Thee that it hath pleased Thee to
regenerate this person.”

In agony of soul, I turned to the other explanation. Did
not the baptismal service mean that a new birth was wrought
by baptism only in the sense of introducing the baptized per-
son into the new world of Church privileges? Was it not a
sacramental and ecclesiastical, instead of spiritual regener-
ation, of which the prayer book spoke?

But the language of the service refused this rationaliza-
tion, It met me with the })lam words, “that it hath pleased
Thee to regenerate with Thy Holy Spirit.”” Surely that meant
not ecclesiastical, but spmtual regeneration.

I had reached the point where I must choose, in God'’s
sight, between the Protestant Episcopal baptismal service and
the Bible. You know the result. But God had been working
upon other minds and conscierces as He had upon my own.

The Reformed Episcopal Church has a baptismal service
which echoes the teaching of the Word of God. It struck out
the assertion which made baptism with water the unfailing
ckannel of regeneration. It made its message, reiterated every
time the sac,rament is performed, a clear enunciation of the
truth that baptism is a sign and seal ot spiritual regeneration,
but not that regeneration itself. Here is a Church which is
t ue to the Word of God upon a question which meets us at
the very threshold of the visible kingdom of God.

[ 18]
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CONFIRMATION AND THE CHURCH

The rite of confirmation, or reception of believers intc
the full membership of the Church by the “laying on of hands’
(Hebrews 6:2), is no novelty in universal Christendom. Ou
of the millions of nominal Christians in the world, more thar
two-thirds of them admit their members by some form involv
ing the imposition of hands. Confirmation is not merely
the inheritance of the Episcopal Churches of England anc
America but also of that vast’ body of Protestants on botk
sides of the sea who bear the name and cherish the teaching:
of the great Reformer, Luther.

The statistics of Protestanism show that confirmation is
the chosen method of admission to the visible fold of Christ
among one-half of that portion of Christendom which denies
the authority and rejects the superstitions of the Greek and
Roman Churches. ’

But on the other hand, it is equally true that to many
evangelical Christians in the United States, this ancient ordi-
nance is something which has the aspect of a stranger and an
alien. The reason for this is to be found in the fact that this
country owes its evangelization, to a large degree, to three
great branches of the Christian Church, none of which has re-
tained the rite of confirmation. The Puritans of New Eng-
land rejected this ceremony when they refused to be ruled by
bishops. The Presbyterian Church, against the wishes of Cal-
vin, dropped confirmation as early as the days of the Refor-
mation. While John Wesley lived, the members of his reli-
gious societies never separated from the Church of England,
and were generally confirmed in its parish churches, but in
America, from the first, the Methodist Church, the pioneer
of the gospel to our western statcs, followed another mode of
publicly confessing Christ. No wonder then, that when Ameri-
can evangelism has been advanced so largely by churches to
which confirmation is unknown, the masses of our Protestant
worshipers look upon that ordinance as rather strange,

A Christian trained from infancy in some one of our
sister churches enters for the first time an episcopal place of
worship. It happens to be on a Sunday when a band of young



believers are publicly to give their allegiance to the Saviour.
Such a scene awakens no surprise. He is used to similar occa-
sions. But when he learns that the officiating minister who
receives these souls into the visible kingdom of Christ is not
the pastor of this flock, but an overseer of many congregations,
he naturally demands an explanation. Still more is he sur-
prised by the strangeness of the ceremony, when with solemn
prayer for God's defending grace, the bishop lays his hands
separately upon the head of each one of these new confessors

of the faith. So marked is the difference from the familiar
modes of public profession of Christ's name that it raises a
whole brood of inquiries in his mind. While he may not ques-
tion the solemnity and beauty of the ceremony he witnesses,
it vet is so strange to him that he justly seeks some adequate
explanation of it. To afford such inquirers the answer to
which they are entitled let us ask then, What reasons has the
Reformed Episcopalian to give for the rite of confirmation?

A builder feels a natural satisfaction when he finds him-
self able to lay the foundation stones on a basis of bedrock.
It would perhaps be a similar -satisfaction that the advocate
of confirmation would experience, if he discovered in the New
Testament that Christ had clearly and unequivocally com-
manded this precise observance.

Yet it would be a pleasure mingled with keenest pain.
For such a command would put the rite of confirmation on
the same level with baptism or the Lord’s Supper. It would
make confirmation imperative on all who acknowledge the
authority of Christ. To refuse or to neglect to be confirmed,
would be rebellion against our King. It would brand one-
half of Protestanism with the stigma of disloyalty to Jesus.
The broadest charity could not cover so flagrant a revolt
against the Master.

But to such a position no Reformed ZEpiscopalian is
driven. The man who grasps too much at last will grasp thin
air. He who attempts to claim for confirmaticn the authority
of Christ weakens the cause for which he pleads.

Let us frankly and candidly admit that there exists in the
New Testament no trace of such a divine appointment. At
the same time, however, the Reformed Episcopalian does claim
that the rite of confirmation has sanction and warrant in the
Scriptures. If the canon of Holy Writ ended with the four
Gospels we should find no Bible sanction for many of the in-
stitutions and practices which the whole Church of God holds

dear. .
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There is no record that the Lord Jesus commanded the
appointment of deacons or authorized the establshiment o.
such an office. But the fact that the Apostles, under the influ
ence of the Holy Spirit, chose the seven has led the universa
Church to follow their example (Acts 6:5) .

Nor is there any text in the New Testament in which 1
1s stated that Jesus directed the Lord’s Supper to be admin
istered to woinen, or even to any lay member of the Church
It was in an assembly of Apostles only, it was in a gathering
of men exclusively, that He commanded, “This do in remem
E.ance of me” (Matthew 26:20; I Corinthians 11:24). Bul
the later practice of the Apostles themselves has settled al
question, 1f any ever arose, as to the right of all genuine be
lievers to commemorate the Saviour’s love.

When Philip the Evangelist had preached the gospel witk
such power in the city of Samaria that multtudes, “both mer.
and women,” turned to the Lord, they were baptized in the
name ot the Lord Jesus.

Now notice what follows. The Apostles at Jerusalem hear
of this glorious awakening in Samaria. And forthwith Peter
and John, not pastors ol congregations, nor deacons like
Pnilip, but higher officers of the new-born Church and repre
sentatives of the whole body of believers, are dispatched tc
the scene of Philip’s labors for what? Their purpose was tc
pray for these new disciples and to lay their hands upon their
heads” (Acts 8:14-17) .

If this were an isolated case, we might perhaps suppose
that it was an exception to the general rule of apostolic prac
tice. The nineteenth chapter of the Book of Acts also reveals
to us the great Apostle to the Gentiles preaching Christ to the
rich and pagan city of Ephesus. Among Paul’s hearers are
some who had been prepared for accepting Christ by the
teachings of John the Baptist or some ol his disciples. They
know no other baptism than that which Christ’s stern herald
had administered as a symbol of repentance. Paul baptizes
tliem, but he does not stop with this obedience to the lust com
mand of Jesus. He “laid his hands upon them” (Acts 19:6).

The careful and candid reader of the New Testament
will naturally ask the question, “Why was the sacrament ol
baptism, ordained as it was by Christ Himself, supplemented
by this imposition of hands? What necessity existed that those
already sealed to Christ by the baptismal sign should submit
to another and additional ceremony?
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The Reformed Episcopalian answers for himself and for
his Church, that such an ordinance would have a twofold
significance and value. It would renew in the most solemn
way the consecration to Christ which baptism previously made.
It would involve confirming before a higher officer of the
Church, the covenant into which the soul had entered at bap-
tism. Such a re-consecration and such a confirmation of the
covenant, if sincere, is always a means of grace. It is not in
any mystic or superstitious sense, but because by it the soul
is stirred anew, and love and faith revived. Moreover, when
such public renewal of baptismal vows was made before one
who represented, as the Apostles did, no local church or con-
gregation, but the whole body of believers and when such a
messenger of the Church at large sealed the act by the im-
position.of his hands, it was most significant. For it substan-
tially said to the young believer, “Your baptismal obligations
bind vou not merely to the little flock in Samaria, in Ephesus,
in Corinth or in Thessalonica; they do not only introduce you
ir.to loving fellowship with the pastor whose preaching led vou
to Jesus; they also make you one of that larger and broader
communion composed of all who love the Lord.”

Now let us do full justice to those who hold a different
view of the imposition of the Apostles’ hands, from that main-
tained by the advocates of confirmation. They argue that both
in Samaria and Ephesus the extraordinary and visible mani-
festation of the Holy Spirit followed the laying on of hands.
There were some miraculous and supernatural gifts bestowed
upon these new members of the Church, like those upon the
Day of Pentecost when the disciples spoke in languages which
they had never learned.

“The imposition of hands,” say the opponents of con-
firmation, “was merely to accomplish this result. The Holy
Spirit was visibly bestowed by the touch of the Apostles. That
was the purpose of the ceremony. But the age of miracles
passed away. And since such outward, visible and supernatural
gifts of the Spirit are no longer the heritage of God'’s children,
the ceremony through which they were imparted has no busi-
ness in the Church. It is like the ceremony of a royal coro-
nation maintained in a republic where kings are no longer
known.”

This argument, however, depends wholly upon one sup-
posed fact that the sole object of the apostolic laying on of
hands was to impart the Holy Spirit in His supernatural gifts.
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But because supernatural powers followed the imposition of
apostolic hands we have no right to conclude that the cere-
mony had no other purpose whatsoever. The Book of Acts
clearly shows that the laying on of hands was not necessary
to the giving of supernatural powers of the Holy Spirit. There
was no imposition of the Apostles’ hands upon the disciples
on the Day of Pentecost. Yet “they were all filled with the
Holy Ghost, and began to speak with other tongues, as the
Spirit gave them utterance” (Acts 2:4). And we have no ac-
count of Peter laying his hands on the household of Cornelius.
But the Holy Spirit fell on them also in the gift of tongues
(Acts 10:44-46) .

It is a mistake therefore to assume that the sole end of
this rite was to secure the miraculous influences of the Spirit.
There were other ways in which the gifts of the Holy Spirit
were bestowed. The conclusion is irresistible that the laying
on of hands, while it was accompanied in apostolic days by
the wonders of spiritual power, had some wider and more
permanent end in view. For by these gifts God bore witness
to the act of united prayer (Acts 4:31). He followed the
preaching of the Word by imparting the gift of tongues to
Cornelius and his household (Acts 11:15). Shall we therefore
conclude that united prayer is no longer to be continued and

that preaching should be dropped from the agencies of the
Church?

The Epistle to the Hebrews alludes to three pairs of
religious doctrines as being among the foundations of the
truth. “Therefore leaving the principles of the doctrine of
Christ, let us go on unto perfection; not laying again the
foundation of repentance from dead works, and of faith to-
ward God, of the doctrine of baptisms, and of laying on of
hands, and of resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judg-
ment” (Hebrews 6:1, 2).

Now if the imposition of hands was some rite belonging
only to the early age of Christianity and not meant to be a
permanent ordinance, how does it come to pass that the New
Testament thus puts it among “the principles of the doctrine
of Christ” which enter into the very “foundation” of the truth?
How does it come to be named in the midst of facts and reali-
ties as momentous as repentance and faith and as enduring
as the resurrection and the judgment? Some say that it may
refer to the act of ordination of ministers or to the laying on
of hands to heal the sick or to the act by which miraculous
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powers of the Spirit were imparted by apostolic hands.

The Reformed Episcopalian is willing to admit that it
may mean any one of these. He cheerfully concedes that it
may involve any laying on of hands as a religious ceremony,
though it were but that of a father blessing his child (Genesis
48:14) . But why should such acts as these be classed with
most solemn and momentous truths? Above all, why should
“the laying on of hands” be yoked with “baptisms,” just as
“faith” is yoked with “‘repentance,” and “eternal judgment”
with the “resurrection”? Is it uncharitable to other Christians,
is it 'a leaning to superstition, which compels him to believe
that he is following the practice of the Apostles in adhering
to this special form of reception to the Church?

The history of early Christianity after the days of the
Apostles 1s full of references to this rite as universally prevail-
ing in the Church. Like the change of the Sabbath from the
seventh to the first day of the week, confirmation seems to
have come down in undisputed practice from apostolic ex-
ample. If it is argued that it became an empty form, abused
to the ends of priestcraft and superstition, let it be remem-
bered that the same abuse characterized for ages the two sacra-
ments of baptism and the Lord’s Supper.

Moreover, the very fact that the vast majority of evan-
gelical Christians maintain the practice of infant baptism
renders absolutely necessary some method of public admission
to the Church of those baptized in childhood. Dedicated by
Christian parents to the Saviour’s service, shall there be no
way opened by which the young Christian can assume all the
responsibilities of such a consecration? Is there to be given
no special and public act in which he can voluntarily say that
the repentance of faith which were hoped for and prayed for
at his baptism are now his own? Every Church which baptizes
its children has some ceremony to receive them when person-
ally repentant and believing on their voluntary confession of
Christ. The Reformed Episcopalian has no word of dispar-
agement for any appropriate form which others may adopt.
He only claims that none can be more appropriate, more
solemn, more beautiful, or more in accord with apostolic prac-
tice, than confirmation.

But why ask those baptizec in adult years to submit to
this additional ceremony? The answer is twofold. We follow
the example of the Apostles who laid their hands upon the
heads of those who had in mature life been openly baptized.
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But beside this pattern set before us, we recognize a practical
value in the confirmation of those baptized in adult years.

A bishop presides over many parishes. His visits to each
necessarily czmnot be frequent. But when he does come for
the administration of this rite, it affords an opportunity for
those who have been led to Christ, and who have confessed
that faith, to renew their baptismal obligation.

It may be added that there are few greater evils in the
Church of Christ than the selfish and narrow isolation of a
single church. There is a tendency on the part of an indi-
vidual parish to follow its own narrow course regardless of all
that may be on either side. But confirmation is an act in
which an official of a larger organization participates. The
provision which gives the act of administering this rite into
the hands of the bishop emphasizes the principle that the per-
son confirmed thereby becomes, not only a member of this
congregation or that parish, but also a member of the whole
Reformed Episcopal Church. He thereby pledges himself to
its welfare and its progress.

The sweetest and most nutritious bread may be made the
vehicle of poison. God has given us nothing which may not
be abused and perverted from its true purpose. The rite of
confirmation aftords no exception to the rule. Upon it a
fungus growth of evils has developed in the Church that is
not the result of the ordinance itself: Churches bring for-
ward for confirmation persons with no preparation of heart;
Churches assume that the touch of a bishop conters apostolic
grace; Churches insist that confirmation supplements the re-
generation that a child received at baptism.

The Reformed Episcopalian strikes at the taproot of the
weeds which choke this rite with errors when he protests
against these false and pernicious evils. He comes for confirm-
ation not in order to be made a Christian. He comes because
through repentance and faith he has been pardoned, washed
in the blood of Christ, and sanctified by the Holy Spirit. The
true soldier of his country is always such before he puts on
the uniform. His uniform only makes all the world know
what his heart is. Confirmation makes no man a soldier of
the Cross, who was not such at heart before.



|

.

le!r -

m(vf\)

2241 T, 4234y

—

E - &

P




THE LORD’S SUPPER

No visible institution of Christianity so impresses the mind
and the imagination as the supper of the Lord. It antedates
the Christian Church itself.

et

The Passover, out of which the Communion sprang, pre-
figured the.sacrifice of Jesus, as the supper of the Lord recalls
it to memory. The Passover came from the age when the
Pyramids were built. The communicant is looked down upon
by the witness of three thousand years. And when the Pyra-
mids shall crumble, the Lord’s Supper shall remain. For, “as
often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show
forth the Lord’s death till he come.”

Little wonder if superstition has seized upon so ancient
an ordinance, and used it as a potent weapon to subvert the
freedom of God’s children. It 1s the duty of every Christian
to know the exact nature of so conspicuous and solemn an
institution of Christ. Let us attempt that duty, with prayer
for the Spirit's guidance.

. WHAT IS THE SCRIPTURAL VIEW OF THE
HOLY COMMUNION?

It would seem as if the New Testament had left us with-
out excuse if we blunder as to the true answer to this inquiry,
for doubt and controversy generally arise in regard to things
concerning whose origin history has left us in the dark.

The record of the institution of the Lord’s Supper has
Leen given in the Bible so fully, so clearly, and with such
repetition, that error would seem impossible and debate un-
necessary. We have four distinct and separate accounts, differ-
ing from each other in regard to no material fact. Three out
of four Evangelists (Matthew, Mark, Luke) have told the
story nearly in the same words. It would seem as though these
three accounts were sufficient. But when the Apostie Paul
finds the church at Corinth perverting this sacrament from its
holy purpose, he gives to that Christian community a fourth
narrative of the first origin of the Lord’s Supper, that he

declares he had received by direct inspiration from the Lord
Himself (I Cor. 11:23) .
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The first thing which attracts the attention of the Re-
formed Episcopalian who studies this fourfold record, is the
simplicity of the Lord’s Supper.

In the light of the New Testament accounts of the Lord’s
Supper, the Evangelical regards with distress the pomp and
ceremony with which the Communion is sometimes celebrated.
If the Lord Jesus had tried to choose a method of establishing
an institution in His Church which should be singularly plain,
simple, and unencumnbered by ritual, He hardly could have
selected a different way. That sxmphcuv appears in the place
selected for the last supper. No splendid temple, no gorgeous
sanctuary, no decorated shrine, witnessed the first eucharist.
It was the bare upper chamber of a Jewish house borrowed
for the occasion.

The same simplicity is revealed in the total lack of any
ritual details. Christ wrote out no rubrics of direction how
the Church was to perpetuate this feast. The shelves of our
ecclesiastical libraries are crowded with “manuals of devotion”
for the use of communicants. They descend to detailed direc-
tions as to postures, and even how the bread should be taken
in the hand, and the cup lifted to the lips. Christ did not
depart from the simplicity of the solemn rite, by even an allu-
sion to these mimor matters. Christians have quarreled whether
their posture around the Lord’s Table should be standing, as
in the Greek Church; sitting, as is the practice of Presby-
terians; or kneeling, as with Episcopalians. Yet no one of these
postures is that of the Apostles, for they reclined on couches,
as the old Oriental fashion was at feasts. “The simplicity
which is in Christ,” forbade attention to such details. The
whole question of posture is plainly a matter of indifference,
in which every Church may exercise its choice.

Observe, too, how this simple and natural idea of the
Communion is preserved in the symbols employed. Jesus
might have chosen some striking, unique unprecedented em-
blems of His dying love. Instead of that, He takes bread and
wine, both of which the Jews used in keeping the Passover,
and which were therefore right before Him. He seemed to
say, ‘I make the simplest and most natural act of your daily
life a blessed and sacred thing. I hallow with the remem-
brance of My love to you, even your partaking of food and
drink.” It was anticipating Paul’s language: “Whether there-
fore ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ve do do all to the glory
of God” (I Cor. 10:31). When Paul rebukes the Corinthian
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church for its failure to discern the real purpose of this sacra-
ment, he says, “Wherefore, my brethren, when ye come to-
gether to eat, tarry one for another” (I Cor. 11:33). How
clear it makes it that the Lord’s Supper was a simple meal in
memory of Christ. There is not a word even to indicate that
the presence of a minister was necessary to the proper cele-
bration of the rite!

The fourfold history of the institution of this sacrament,
leads the Reformed Episcopalian, in perfect accord with other
believers, to regard the Lord's Supper as a special memonal
of Christ’'s atoning death.

In one of our public parks a statue stands to keep 1n
memory for all generations a great statesman whom It repre-
sents in marble. That commemoration is the one central i1dea
with which 1t was erected. It doubtless serves other purposes
as well. The park is ornamented by its presence. It bears wit-
ness to the liberality of the rich and the self-denying patriotism
of the poor. It forms a bond of union between the multitude
of contributors to its erection. But these do not constitute the
one great end which its erection had in view. If these sub-
sidiary purposes be crowded to the [ront, and so kept before
the public mind that the remembrance of the dead hero shall
be lost sight of, better that the sculptor never touched chisel
to the stone! A doctrine of the Lord’s Supper which belittles
this memorial feature, has lost the original purpose for which
1t was mstituted.

Our Lord used language in His gift of this ordinance to
His disciples which can be explained only on the basis of its
being primarily a memorial rite. He broke the bread and
gave it to them with the words, *“Take, eat; this is my body.”
Now, setting aside for the present the Roman Catholic theory
of a miraculous change of the substance of the bread into the
literal body of Christ, what could He have meant by words
like these? Exactly what a father would mean who, when
about to cross the sea, gives his picture to his children, and
says, “"I'his is myself.” He does not mean that the portrait is
actually his own personal being, but that it represents him.
The only value of such a representation is that it helps the
memory to recall him. So, too, Christ speaks of the wine,
“This is my blood of the new testament, which is shed for
many for the remission of sins.” When you reject the Roman
Catholic theory of a transubstantiation of the wine, you must
of necessity understand Christ to mean that the wine was a
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representation of that blood which He was to shed for sinners.
It was ever afterward to appeal to the memory of the believer.

Nor need we depend on a mere interpretation of His
words in giving the emblems. Luke distinctly states that Jesus
told the disciples what was the purpose of these symbols, and
of the Christian’s partaking of them. When Paul received
from Christ Himself the account which he gives in his First
Epistle to the Corinthians, he also declares that the very words
of Christ were those which Luke had recorded. And as if to
make it clear that it was a ceremony to be perpetuated in the
Church mainly as a memorial rite, Paul tells us that Jesus fol-
lowed the giving of the cup with this still more explicit ex-
pression of His will, “This do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in
remembrance of me.”

Observe, too, the appropriateness of the emblems to bring
out 1n conspicuous relief the memory of Christ’s sacrifice. The
bread of which they partook had been before that hour em-
ployed by Christ as a type of His body (John 6:35-38), but
now 1t is broken. Each account mentions with particularity
this fact of the bread being thus treated in His hands, as if
Christ would have the fact of His blessed body being bruised
and pierced, the one prominent idea in the recollection of His
people.

In the city of Boston thousands daily pass a statue of
Abraham Lincoln which represents him taking the fetters from
the legs of a slave. It clearly seems to say that those who put
that striking fgure there were not merely anxious to have
posterity remember the great president, but to remember him
in that particular act of his eventful life. So do the broken
bread and the flowing wine touch the memory of the Christian
with the recollection of a Saviour in the act of giving His life
for sinners.

Thus, the Reformed Episcopalian finds no incompre-
hensible “mystery” in the Communion as a means of grace.
He does not approach the Lord’s Table with the feeling that
it is some magic charm in which he is to find spiritual help
as the Roman Catholic expects to find it in touching a relic
of the saints, or the wood of “the true cross.” Its philosophy
is as clear as the noonday, for what can rekindle in the heart
the glow of love, like the stirring of the memory?

The Reformed Episcopalian, however, does not forget
that together with this memorial idea of the communion, an-
other great truth is coupled. The Lord’s Supper is a visible
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gospel. We cannot see these emblems of the death of Jesus
without their preaching to us eloquently and powerfully the
doctrine of His atonement. Why, then, do we not satisfy all
that this sacrament demands, when we have looked upon the
consecrated symbols of His dying love? Why eat the bread?
Why drmmk the wine? Will not our love be wakened by the
sight ol this pictorial representation of His suftering for us?
We have no hesitation in answering. Our bodily life 1s itself
an emblem of our spiritual life. Exactly as we sustain our
bodily existence by partaking of food and drink, sc by faith
do we feed upon Christ. The Old Testament had fore-
shadowed it, when the prophet, turning from the rites and
ceremonies of the Mosaic Law, cried from his watchtower of
vision, “The just shall live by his faith” (Hab. 2:4). Christ
Himsell echoed the same great truth when long before the
night in which He was betrayed, He solemnly declared, “Ex-
cept ye eat the flesh of the Son ol man, and drink his blood,
ve have no life in you” (John 6:53).

"That He did not refer to the Communion in these strongly
figurative words 1s plain. He uttered them at least a year be-
fore He instituted the Lord’s Supper. He spoke to an assem-
blage of Jews, who could by no possibility know anything of
this ordinance to be established in the future. Moreover, when
He discovered that they only saw in them a gross and earthly
meaning, and wondered how they were to eat His flesh and
drink His blood, He corrected their blunder. He told them
that in His body He was to ascend to heaven, and that under
the figure of His body and blood, He had spoken of His Spirit.
“What and if ye shall see the Son of man ascend up where He
was belore? It is the Spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth
nothing; the words that I speak unto you, they are spirit, and
they are life” (John 6:62, 63).

If any words could express more clearly than these, that
simple trust in Christ and His Word, sustains the spiritual life,
as eating and drinking sustain the bodily life, it is difficult to
imagine what these words could be. What follows? Clearly
enough, that when the Saviour established the Lord’s Supper,
He ordained this eating of the bread, this drinking of the wine,
to be a symbol of the faith by which we must receive Him
Into our souls, and live spiritually upon Him.

It may be added that the Reformed Episcopalian sees
one other great truth brought clearly before him in this sym-
bolic rite. In thus ent.ering Into fellowship with his suffering
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JLord, he also becomes a member of the vast brotherhood,
whatever be the name they bear, who partake of Christ by
faith, ““The blessed company of all faithful people.” By trust
in Christ, they “all eat the same spiritual meat; and drink the
same spiritual drink.” They symbolize that loving fellowship
by this visible gathering around the same table, and exhibit
their common love and common interest in each other, by
~calling their memorial feast, “the communion.’

Basing his view of the Lord’s Supper upon the teaching
of the Word of God alone, the Reformed Episcopalian opens

wide his arms to welcome to this feast, all who love his “Divine
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ in sincerity.”

II. WHAT HAS THE REFORMED EPISCOPALIAN
DONE TO RESCUE THE LORD’S SUPPER FROM
UNSCRIPTURAL PERVERSION?

William of Orange, the leader of Protestant faith and
civil liberty, against the Church of Rome and the tyranny of
Spain, once placed his young son as a hostage in the hands of
Philip II, the Spanish king. When at last restored to his
father, the youth had been transformed. He had become a
Spaniard in national spirit, a tyrant in political principle, and
a bigoted Romanist in religion. Where lay the secret of so
vast and complete a change? Simply here. The Spanish teach-
ers began early. The Reformed Episcopalian who reads the
history of the visible Church of Christ, discovers a similarly
amazing transformation in the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.
He sees the simple, natural, logical truth that was embodied
in a sacred meal, taken on common by believers, to commemo-
rate the death of Christ, changed into an awesome mystery
and gorgeous ceremonial. He sees the bread no longer broken,
but in the form of a wafer. He sees the wine, in bold violation
of the Saviour’s last command, taken from the laity and re-
served for the clergy alone. He sees the table which ‘bore wit-
ness to the primitive principle of the communion as a solemn,
commemorative feast, replaced by an altar, on which a priest
offers the consecrated elements as a sacrifice to God. He sees
the wafer lifted up like an idol, and the people bowing in
prostrate adoration as before God Himself. He sees the uni-
versal Church accepting for a thousand years the doctrine that
the priest by his consecrating act has transmuted the bread
and wine into the literal and actual body and blood of the
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