
CAUSUS OF DiVISioN IN TuIE CHILOCII AND PROSPRCTS OF UNITT. ~ s

Apollos, and Ceplias, spolie te samne as tile inspired ambassadors of Christ,
tbmnge, and ivere pcrfectly joincd to- as teachcrsand parents-as overseers iii
getheri lic samne mina, and in the the bouse of God wlîoni it wvcre inpie-
camne judgment. Soule errors indeed tytodisobey. Wliiletiîevlurcli,tlerc.
had been iîîtroduced byfalse teacliers, fore, remnnined under sucit autlîority
and corne sinful practiccs-rctained by there were no divisions on the question
cortie of the converts from tiîeir former of its goverfiment.
supcrstitions-wcere flot yet]aid aside-
but none of these scm to have been
causes of division in the Corinthian
churcli. Tiiese causes wcre chîiefly to
be found in tlicir unreasonable prefer-
emîce for particuhar teachers and not in
diversity of doctrine. In thîls respect
the divisions vhiclîcxisted in the churcli
ilien, differ from the divisions wbich ex-
ist in the chiarcli noie; the former arose
froma divcrsity of gifts in Ulic teachers;
tic latter, at Ieast in the great branches
of the Christian farnilv, arise froni va-
rions causes quite indepeudent o-tîte
pers.,nal qualifications of particular re-
ligious tcacliers. Lot us illustrate thiis
subject.

The churchins long bec» dividcd on
the question ofits goverfiment. Dispute
on tbis point could flot arise in tlie apos-
tolic age--for tic coznpany oftflc faith-
ful %vould naturally and implicitly sub-
mait to those men who by mîraculous
signs gave certaini evidence tlîat thcy
bore tic commission of hicaven. Ac-
cordinghy wve nci'er ind any disunion
among the apostles thieniselves on the
ground of superiority or precedence.
Peter nover pretcuded to bc the;super.or
of Paul, nor did Paul assume aîîy au-
tlîority overJolîn. Guidcd b' tlic Eaine
spirit tliey were perfectly joined togretit-
er in thie saine mind and i» te saine
judgmcnt-aid caci secîns to have
labored in Iiis owvî1 eplîre, and to have
ruled witbapostolic authiorit3' over thiose
lie wvas instrumenital iii converting to
Uic faitit. Nor does it appear thiatthîcir
authxority was overdisputcd by flic coin-
pany of believers wvlo regarded thîem
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But wlîen tîtese divinely conmmission-
cd men rcsted fromn tlîeir labors, they
%vere Euccced by pastors wiîo did flot
enter into their fufl autlîority, ;because
thcy wvc not, like the apostlcs, pos-
scssed of inspiration and iiîfallibility.
Their successors iii preaching and gov-
criment-for they liad no successors as
apcostls-were not inspired-u-ere ilot
infallible-and conscquently tliey could
not protond to assert the Saine aufliori-
ty citiier as instructors or rulers. W]tc,ý>
tlîcy govertned, or enacted any dise;-
pline, tlîey were bounid to appeal to
apostolic practice or precept: if tlîcy
were not borne out by cither, tlîeir disci-
pllne rcstcd only on liuman nuthority,
and could flot be of imperative ob-
Jîgation. It seems tliat there must
]lave arisen at a very early pcriod of the
churcb, a considerable diver:sity in the
mode of its governinent. liad thie apos-
tIcs laid down a fixed staildard-liad
tbeY been as eXplieit on tic order of-
dlisciplinle as they arc upon tic subject
of .doctrne--t )s dlivcrsity coîîld scarce-
ly have arisen. But itmust henmanifest
that there is little very posiuive or
CxPlicit On this subject in tic New Tes-
tainent scriptturcs. And it is îlot ilin-
probable that the apostolie practice i._
self might bc vaxicd accordiiîg to cir-
cuimstnccs. WC0 ncil uiot lie surpris-
cd therefore that sorne divcrýsity or opi.
ilion and practice should very soon pre-
vail on a subject on whIich no ecar posi-
tive rule Iiad bec» laid down by inspircil
aluthoriY: and that in proportion as mcii
departed fromn the Christian temper of


