CAUSES OF DIVISION IN THE CHURCII AND PROSPRCTS OF UNITY.

Apollos, and Ceplias, spoke the same
things, and were perfectly joined to-
gether in the same mind, and in the
same judgment. Some errors indeed
had been introduced by false teachers,
and some sinful practices—retained by
some of the converts from their former
superstitions—were not yetlaid aside ;—
but none of these secem to have been
causes of division in the Corinthian
church. These causes were chiefly to
be found in their unreasonable prefer-
ence for particular teachers and not in
diversity of doctrine. In this respect
the divisions whichexistedin the church
then, differ from the divisions which ex-
ist in the church now; the former arose
from diversity of gifts in the teachers;
the latter, at lcast in the great branches
of the Christian family, arise from va-
rious causes quite independent of the
personal qualifications of particular re-
ligious teachers. Let us illustrate this
subject.

The church has long been divided on
the question ofits government. Dispute
on this point could not arise in the apos-
tolic age—for the company of the faith-
ful would naturally and implicitly sub-
mit to those men who by miraculous
signs gave certain cvidence that they
bore the commission of heaven. Ac-
cordingly we never find any disunion
among the apostles themselves on the
ground of superiority or precedence.
Peter never pretended to be thesuperior
of Paul, nor did Paul assume any au-
thority overJolin. Guided by the same
spirit they were perfectly joined togeth-
er in the same mind and in the same
judgment—and cach seems to have
labored in his own sphere, and to have
ruled withapostolic authaerity over these
he was instrumental in converting to
thefaith. Nor does it appear that their
authority was cverdisputed by the com-
pany of beliecvers who regarded them

339

as the inspired ambassadors of Christ,
as teachersand parents—as overseers in
the house of God whom it were impie-
tytodisobey. While the church,there-
fore, remained under such authority
there were no divisions on the question
of its government,

But when these divinely commission-
ed men rested from their labors, they
were gucceeded by pastors who did not
enter into their full autherity, because
they were not, like the apostles, pos-
scssed of inspiration and infallibility.
Their successors in preaching and gov-
ernment—for they had no successors as
apostles—were not inspired——were not
infallible~—and consequently they could
not pretend to assert the same authori-
ty ecither as instructorsor rulers. Whey
they governed, or enacted any disci-
pline, they were bound to oppeal to
apostolic practice or precept: if they
were not borne out by either, their disci-
pline rested only on human nuthority,
and could not be of imperative ob-
jigation. It seems that there must
have arisen at a very early period of the
church, a considerable diversity in the
mode of itsgovernment. ad theapos-
tles laid down a fixed standard—lad
they been as explicit on the order of
discipline as they are upon the subject
of doctrine—this diversity could scarce-
ly have arisen. But it must be manifest
that there is little very positive or
explicit on this subject in the New Tos-
tament scriptures.  And it is not im-
probable that the apostolic practice i:-
self might be varied according to cir-
cumstances. We need uot be surpris-
edtherefore that some diversity of opi-
nion and practice should very soon pre-
vail ona subject on whichno clear posi-
tive rule had beenlaid down by inspired
authority; and that inproportion as men
departed from the Chnstian temper of



