
The 
Sacraments 
THEIR NATURE AND USE 

BY 

C. F. HOGG 
Author oi "Christianity,n "The Resurrection of Christ,n ete. 

PICKERING & INGLIS 
LONDON GLASGOW EDINBURGH 



Contents 

CHAPTER I. 

The Seat of Spiritual Authority, . . 
The Inner Light, 
The Teaching Church, 
Tradition, 
The Scripture of Truth, 
Private Judgment, 

CHAPTER II. 

What is a Sacrament ? 
The New Testament Sacraments,.. 
Biblical Priesthood, Old Testament, 
Biblical Priesthood, New Testament, 
Apostolic Succession, 
Pagan Priesthoods, 

CHAPTER III. 

The Sacraments—Holy Baptism, . . 
The Mode and Meaning, 
Baptismal Regeneration, 
The Words of the Prayer Book, . . 
The Difference, 
Infant Baptism, 

CHAPTER IV. 

The Sacraments—Holy Communion, 
Accounts of the Institution, 
Consecration, 
How Churches were Formed, 



CONTENTS 

'This is My Body, " 
"This is My Blood," 
Transubstantiation,.. 
"This Do," . . 
"In Remembrance of Me, " 
The Double Purpose, 
Interpretation of John 6, 
Communion, 
Grace and Sin, 
Fasting Communion, 
The Sacraments and Christian Living, 



The Sacraments: 
THEIR NATURE AND USE 

CHAPTER I. 

The Seat of Spiritual Authority 
^XTHERE is the seat of authority in religion—in 
* * the things of the spirit ? The court of appeal 

of which we are in search is not an authority to be 
invoked in order to regulate the conduct, or the 
beliefs, of others, but one whereby a man may test 
his own thoughts, purposes and practices. Broadly 
speaking, there have been three answers offered to this 
question. Some make man a law to himself, and his 
appeal to an 'inner light/ This, however, seems to 
be nothing less than the negation of authority, and 
the consequent denial of the possibility of an ordered 
social life, which depends on the mutual following 
of a common guide. Men vary one from the other, 
and each man varies from mood to mood, so that 
without a light outside himself stability and con
tinuity are impossible to him. Besides which there 
is the Divine testimony that "the heart (the source 
from which the alleged 'inner light' emanates) is 
deceitful above all things, and it is desperately sick: 
who can know i t?" Much less may any trust in it. 
He that does so, the Proverb declares, is a fool (Jer. 

The quotations throughout are from the Revised Version of 
1881-1884. 
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17. 9; Prov. 28. 26). To paraphrase the words of the 
Apostle Paul: Let no man fool himself. If any man 
among you thinks he has an 'inner light/ let him 
extinguish it that he may have the true light, the 
one and only Light of the World, the which, if any 
man follow, he shall not walk in darkness, but shall 
have the Light of Life (1 Cor. 3. 18; John 1. 4; 8. 12). 

Others, again, look to the Bible, finding therein 
that law of the Lord which the Psalmist declares to 
be "perfect... sure... right... pure... clean... true and 
righteous altogether" (Psa. 19). This is the only 
Book in the world to tell man the truth about God, 
that He is holy, and the truth about himself, that he 
is a sinner, the while it declares with quite unmistake-
able plainness, the means whereby sins may be for
given, and the sinner transformed into a holy person. 

But, it is objected, there is no authoritative 
interpreter of the Bible. Different teachers are 
equally emphatic when they declare that they have 
found therein things that are incompatible one with 
the other, things which if one is right the other must 
of necessity be wrong. And this not in non-essentials 
merely, but in those things in which the eternal 
destiny of men is involved, for it is averred that not 
even the way of salvation can be learned from the 
Bible without a teacher, and teachers differ. 

"The Teaching Church" 

In view of this situation, the ecclesiastic quotes 
Matthew 18. 17, "hear the church." At once the 
question is raised: Which is 'the Church?' It is not 
necessary now to discuss the rival claims of Rome and 
Canterbury, for this text quite plainly refers to 
neither, nor to any such organised body as "the 
Church of England" or "of Rome." Neither has it 
any relation to the teaching function. What is in 
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view is the possibility of a personal dispute between 
men who profess the Name of Christ, and where one 
of these refuses more private mediation the matter is 
to be referred to "the Church." This Church is 
immediately defined: "Where two or three are gathered 
together in My (Christ's) Name, there am I in the 
midst of them" (v. 20). For the word Church is not 
used in Scripture of any save a company of persons, 
never of their elders, ministers, or bishops, viewed 
apart from the community in which they serve. The 
Apostle reverts to this matter in 1 Corinthians 6. 
1-11, where he asks: "Dare any of you, having a 
matter against his neighbour, go to law before the 
unrighteous, and not before the saints?" where, of 
course "saints" is used in its New Testament sense as 
equivalent to 'Christians.' So little ground is there 
for the claim of the priest to be the Church, or for the 
Church, even when the word is used in its proper 
sense, to be the interpreter of Holy Writ. In the 
New Testament Churches are taught, they do not 
teach. 

Tradition 

Rome declares it to be fundamental heresy to refuse 
'tradition' as of equal authority with the Bible, and 
claims to be the sole custodian of the one and inter
preter of the other. Rome treats with contempt 
the claims of Canterbury to share these functions, 
however modestly made—and vis-h-vis Rome, Angli
canism is always as deferential as it is arrogant 
vis-h-vi$ Nonconformity. Yet there is no New 
Testament use of the word Church to correspond with 
the sense that these bodies, and others, have imposed 
upon it. It is true that Paul in his earlier letters, 
those to the Thessalonians and the Corinthians, did 
speak of "the traditions," but the word is not to be 
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found in those written later, for, ere the Apostles 
passed to their rest with Christ, the revelation of the 
mind of God that was to be the sufficient guide of His 
people to the end of the age, had been completed and 
committed to writing, and the era of tradition had 
closed. The 'traditions' of Rome, or of 'Catho
licism/ if that word is preferred, are post-apostolic, 
and therefore without such Divine warrant and 
authority as is acknowledged by all Christians to 
attach to Holy Scripture. These 'traditions,' one 
and all, are attempts to assert and maintain eccle
siastical and clerical authority over the minds of 
men; to hold a monopoly of grace and the keys of the 
kingdom of Heaven. The words of Paul are singularly 
apt: "They zealously seek you in no good way; nay, 
they desire to shut you out, that ye may seek them" 
(Gal. 4. 17). For the most part these alleged tra
ditions from the Apostles are in contradiction of Holy 
Scriptures, as, for example, when the plain com
mandment of God against image worship and idolatry 
is set aside for the worship of images of alleged 
'saints/ who, since they were, and are, mere men 
and women, however excellent in character, can be 
worshipped only in defiance of categorical prohibitions 
such as are recorded in Exodus 20. 4, 5, and Revela
tion 22. 9. 

We fall back upon 

The Scripture of Truth 
as the alone, and the sufficient, court of appeal in the 
things of the spirit. The difficulty already mentioned, 
the lack of an authoritative interpreter, is met by the 
presence of the Holy Spirit with Christian people, as 
promised by the Lord Jesus Himself (John 14. 16, 17; 
16. 13). There is not, however, any such promise 
given to a Church, certainly not to any Church in the 
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unscriptural sense in which that word is commonly 
used. To the babes of the family John writes: "Ye 
have an anointing from the Holy One and ye know all 
things...the anointing which ye received of Him 
(i.e., of Christ) abideth in you, and ye need not that 
any one teach you; but as His anointing teacheth you 
concerning all things, and is true and is no lie, and 
even as it taught you, abide ye in Him" (1 John 
2. 20, 27). 

That there should be variety of judgment among 
readers of the Bible is inherent in the nature of the 
case. For God appeals to men to read therein, and to 
read each for himself, since by the words that God has 
spoken, and that He has caused to be put on record, 
men must one day be judged. When Moses was 
finishing the Pentateuch he wrote concerning it: 
"Set your heart unto all the words which I testify 
unto you this day,...for it is no vain thing for you, 
because it is your life" (Deut. 32. 46, 47). If this was 
true of its earlier books, how much more is it true of 
the whole volume? To-day, as in Isaiah's time, 
"To the law and to the testimony! if they speak not 
according to this word, surely there is no morning 
for them" (Isa. 8. 20). 

Private Judgment. 
At the close of his letter to the Thessalonians, and 

none of them had been Christians for more than a few 
weeks, Paul wrote: 'Test all teachings; hold fast that 
which is good," and, later, with notable solemnity, 
he added: "I adjure you by the Lord that this Epistle 
be read unto all the brethren" (1 Thess. 5. 21, 27). 

This is not a plea for any "right of private judg
ment. " It is much more than that. It is the assertion 
of the responsibility of every Christian, and of every 
person to whom the Bible comes, to read it for himself. 
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The same God Who gave it to us, and Who has pre
served it for us despite its enemies, gave us also the 
faculties of perception and reflection, and made us 
responsible for the use of these to guide us in life. 
But on what are they to be exercised in order to secure 
that guidance in the things that concern our salvation 
and our peace? On the Scriptures; for God has 
authenticated to us no other guide. Nor may this 
responsibility be delegated to another. In no picture 
of the ultimate judgment, and there are in Scripture 
a number of these, is any reference whatever made 
to any intermediary who may share it, or behind 
whose teaching the soul may take shelter. "Each 
one of us shall give account of himself to God/ 
and there is but "one Mediator. . . between God 
and men, Himself Man, Christ Jesus" (Rom. 
14. 12; 1 Tim. 2. 5). Neither priest nor Church 
has standing here. 

CHAPTER II. 

What is a Sacrament? 
THE word does not appear in Scripture; at an early 
date it came into use among Christians as a general 
term to include the ordinances, or ceremonies, in 
which are symbolised the facts of the Gospel, and the 
experiences of those who accept it. The sacramentutn 
was the soldier's oath of allegiance, marking his 
transference from civil to military life, and declaring 
that henceforth he belonged to Caesar and lived only 
to obey his commands. On this account the word 
would readily suggest itself to those who had become 
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"good soldiers of Christ Jesus, " as suitable to describe 
those acts participation in which marked their 
changed allegiance from "the authority of darkness 
into the kingdom of the Son of God's love" (1 Tim. 
2. 3; Col. 1. 13). For, in the Apostolic Age and 
for some time thereafter, the Sacraments, and 
Baptism in particular, formed the line of demarcation 
between the confessors of Christ and the world that 
denied Him. It is only loss that this has long ceased to 
be the case in nominally Christian countries, due to the 
obscuration of their meaning, and their consequent 
misuse. Among peoples freshly evangelised, and 
among converts from Judaism, this is not so. I have 
known Chinese who were undoubtedly believers, but 
who, since they remained unbaptized, were not 
received to the privileges of the Church, nor were they 
persecuted by the world. But as soon as that step was 
taken, these persons were acknowledged as of the 
Household of the Faith, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, they began to suffer persecution from their 
families and neighbours. Nor may it be doubted that 
it was the Lord's intention that this mark of separa
tion from the world was to continue to the end of the 
Gospel age. Now the happy original significance of 
the word Sacrament has been lost, and instead there 
are associated with it ideas far removed "from the 
simplicity and the purity that is toward Christ" 
(2 Cor. 11. 3). 

The New Testament Sacraments 

are two, and two only, Holy Baptism and Holy Com
munion—though in neither case is the word "holy" 
used, either by the Lord or by His apostles. To these 
five others have been added by self-styled 'Catholics,' 
but not with the expressed authority of Scripture as 
in the case of the two. These are, Confirmation, 
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Penance, Extreme Unction, Matrimony, and Holy 
Orders. The reason for this extension is not far to 
seek for, although, as we shall see, nothing is said in 
the New Testament of priest, or priestly function, in 
connection with either Sacrament, yet, involving as 
they do external, manipulative acts, opportunity is 
provided in them for the pretensions of priestcraft. 
And, of course, the greater the number of 'sacra
ments' for which the 'priest' can make his presence 
necessary, the larger the possibilities of exploiting 
the ignorance and fears of those whom he can persuade 
that his services are indispensable. 

There are in the world men who pretend to have 
authority to mediate between their fellows and God, 
and to rule a corporation to which has been granted 
a monopoly of the Divine favour and the sole agency 
for its dispensation. This would not be possible, of 
course, were it not that the mass of those who "profess 
and call themselves Christians" "love to have it so, " 
vainly imagining that the responsibility of the 
individual to answer for himself to God can be dele
gated to another, or that to any human being, or 
corporation of human beings, has God given authority 
to deliver men from Hell, or to secure their entry 
into Heaven. 

Biblical Priesthoods—Old Testament 
The first priest mentioned in the Bible is Melchi-

zedek, of whom nothing is said concerning the offering 
of sacrifices, who had no successors in the priesthood 
until Christ came, and of whom the writer of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews has not a little to say. The 
relevant passages are Genesis 14. 18; Psalm 110. 4; 
Hebrews 5. 6; 10; 6. 20; 7. 1-25, where the reader 
can find all that is said of this priesthood. Suffice 
it to say here that nothing is written of any subor-
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dinates to, or associates with, the Lord in this priest
hood; neither is it suggested that He has delegated 
His functions to any. As Melchizedek was alone in 
the type, so is Christ alone in the antitype. 

The Old Testament has more to say of the Aaronic 
priesthood, appointed of God to offer sacrifices in 
Israel. In this priesthood the Lord Jesus did not 
share, as the writer of Hebrews declares, He "belongeth 
to another tribe, from which no man hath given 
attendance at the altar. For it is evident that our 
Lord hath sprung out of Judah; as to which tribe 
Moses spake nothing concerning priests." And, 
further, "if He were on earth He would not be a priest 
at all" (Heb. 7. 13, 14; 8. 4). 

The purpose of the Aaronic priesthood was accom
plished in maintaining the sacrifices and ordinances 
of the Temple at Jerusalem, which pointed to, and 
prepared the way for, Christ, as the Apostle Paul 
wrote to the Galatians: "The law hath been our tutor 
to bring us unto Christ" (Gal. 3. 24). "If that first 
covenant had been faultless, then would no place 
have been sought for a second. For finding fault with 
them (that is, with the Aaronic priesthood, and the 
gifts and sacrifices which they offered) He saith, 
Behold the days come, saith the Lord, that I will 
make a new covenant with the house of Israel and 
with the house of Judah; not according to the covenant 
that I made with their fathers (that is, not a covenant 
based upon material sacrifices and administered by a 
priestly order, for) in that He saith, a new covenant, 
He hath made the first old. But that which is becom
ing old and waxeth aged is nigh unto vanishing 
away" (Heb. 8. 7-9, 13).* 

•Priests and sacrifices did "vanish away" at the destruction 
of the Temple, and the dispersion of the Jews, shortly after these 
words were written. 
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Biblical Priesthood—New Testament 
The word translated "priest" (hiereus, from which 

the English word hierarchy is derived) is not once 
used in the New Testament of either bishop, elder, 
or deacon. Where it occurs it is used either of Christ, 
as, in Hebrews 5. 6; 7. 16, 17; 10. 21, or of all Chris
tians, as in Revelation 1. 6; 5. 10; 20. 6, and in these 
passages only. The Apostle Paul, from whom we 
learn most about the Church, never uses the word at 
all, nor do any of the other writers, with the exception 
noted above, and another to be noticed immediately. 
The New Testament will be searched in vain for any 
priesthood save that of each individual Christian, 
without distinction of sex, who is a priest in virtue 
solely of that regeneration, or new birth, which has 
brought him into the family of God. 

Equally vain will be the search in the New 
Testament for any indication that priestly functions 
can be delegated and vicariously discharged. The 
Christian man, or woman, is the priest exercising the 
priestly privilege in person in his access to God 
through Christ, and his otherwise unmediated worship 
of God in the Spirit. For which see Ephesians 2. 18; 
Philippians 3. 3, in which passages, let it be repeated, 
nothing is said of priests or mediation. 

The other exception to the rule that hiereus in the 
New Testament is used exclusively of Jewish priests, 
is found in 1 Peter 1. 22; 2. 9. * Here, however, the 
word is hierateuma, a company, or assemblage, of 
priests. The passage runs: "Seeing ye have purified 
your souls in your obedience to the truth...having 
been begotten again, not of corruptible seed, but of 
incorruptible, through the Word of God that liveth and 
abideth... and this is the word of good tidings which 

•Another exception is Acts 14. 13 where "the priest of Jupiter" 
is mentioned. 
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was preached unto you...ye also as living stones, are 
built up a spiritual house, to be a holy priesthood, to 
offer up spiritual sacrifices, acceptable to God through 
Jesus Christ... Ye are an elect race, a royal priesthood, 
a holy nation, a people for God's own possession, that 
ye may show forth the excellencies of Him who called 
you out of darkness into His marvellous light." 

These words were addressed originally to Christians 
in certain regions of Asia Minor, but they are equally 
true of, and applicable to, all Christians at all times 
and in all places. They are definite enough, and com
prehensive enough, and from them we may surely 
conclude that God calls for no mortal priest to inter
vene between Himself and the souls of men. "There 
is one God, one Mediator also between God and men, 
Himself Man, Christ Jesus" (1 Tim. 2. 5, 6). 

Apostolic Succession 
When the claim to "Apostolic Succession" is 

examined in the light of Scripture, the results are 
somewhat startling. "I know," said the Apostle 
Paul, "that after my departing grievous wolves shall 
enter in among you, not sparing the flock; and from 
among your own selves shall men arise, speaking 
perverse things, to draw the disciples after them. 
Wherefore watch ye...And now I commend you to 
God and to the word of His grace, which is able to 
build you up" (Acts 20. 29-32). And concerning 
those who claimed to derive their authority from the 
Twelve Apostles, he wrote to the Corinthians, "such 
men are false apostles, deceitful workers, fashioning 
themselves into apostles of Christ." "Fashioning 
themselves!" Who shall say that Paul was not a 
prophet, or that his words are other than appropriate 
to those who in any community claim authority over 
the heritage of God? (2 Cor. 11. 13; 1 Peter 5. 3). 
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Pagan Priesthoods 
If it is true that there is no room for a sacrificing, or 

mediating, priest in Christianity, whence come the 
Roman and Anglican and other priesthoods? The 
origin of priesthood is lost in the mists of remote 
antiquity. There were priests in Egypt in Joseph's 
day; these were not celibate, however, for he married 
the daughter of one of them (Gen. 41. 45). The 
universal dread of the future, the veil of mystery 
that shrouds the unknown, everywhere fill human 
hearts with fear. These fears offer a golden oppor
tunity to men, avaricious of money or of power, 
to exploit their fellows to their own advantage. 
Hence the 'medicine man1 of the African tribes, and 
the priest of more highly organised communities— 
alike in their claims to wield an influence in the un
seen world in order to secure prestige, and more 
tangible advantages, by working on the ignorant 
fears of their fellow men. 

In the Apostolic Age, and for centuries thereafter, 
as for centuries before, "Mystery Religions" flourished 
around the shores of the Mediterranean Sea. The 
priests of these religions, or cults, as they are some
times called, claimed to be the sole repositories of 
that knowledge which enables men to secure rebirth 
and eternal felicity. To become an initiate a man had 
to submit to washings of purification, and to partake 
of sacred meals. Only the priests had the necessary 
magic to accomplish the desired end, and that only 
when the prescribed ritual was carried through with 
meticulous care. A mistake, whether due to care
lessness or accident, was fatal, the ceremonies were 
ineffectual. It was in an atmosphere permeated with 
such ideas that the Gospel was first preached among 
Gentiles. 

For the first three centuries of the preaching of the 
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Gospel those who professed to be Christians were ever 
and again the objects of fierce persecution from the 
Roman authorities. The last, and perhaps the 
greatest, of these persecutions marked the early days 
of the fourth century. Then it was as much as life 
was worth to be known as a Christian. But soon after 
the 'conversion' of Constantine the tables were 
turned. Christianity, already corrupted by contact 
with the Pagan cults, became popular, and history 
tells of 'Christian* mobs tearing Pagans to pieces on 
the streets of Alexandria. 

Pagans flocked into the "Church," bringing their 
doctrines, practices, and priests with them, but dis
guised under Christian names. Since the Faith could 
not be destroyed by force, an attempt, attended by 
greater success, was made to corrupt it, and the result 
is to be seen in the Paganism which is called Rome, 
and in other systems which share its delusions, ape 
its arrogance, and beg for its recognition and patronage. 
In Paganism, not in Judaism, and not in the New 
Testament, is to be found the origin of the professional 
priesthood of the religious institutions which call 
themselves Churches. And this priesthood, priest
hood, indeed, of any kind, save that which is common 
to, and exercised by, all Christians, is alien to the 
Spirit of Christ, and subversive of the Gospel, as it is 
destructive of liberty. We do well to give heed to 
the Apostle speaking in that Epistle which, with the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, bears a message peculiarly 
apt to the conditions of our own day: "With freedom 
did Christ set us free: stand fast therefore, and be not 
entangled again in a yoke of bondage. " Concerning 
such as would add ceremonies to the Gospel, Paul 
declared: "To whom we gave place in the way of 
subjection, no, not for an hour, that the truth of the 
Gospel might continue with you" (Gal. 5. 1; 2. 5). 

B 
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CHAPTER III. 

Holy Baptism 
" 'TWAS on that night when doomed to know 
The eager rage of every foe, 
The night on which He was betrayed, 
The Saviour of the world took bread. " 

And it was immediately before His Ascension to "the 
right hand of the Majesty on High" that He appointed 
that those who became His disciples should be baptized 
in water. Simplicity, alike in form and significance, 
characterises each of these ordinances, but in each 
case the simplicity has disappeared, buried under 
the ornate ritual, miscalled 'Catholic/ but which is 
Pagan rather than Christian, Mediaeval rather than 
Apostolic. When we look on the elaborate cere
monial accompanying the observance of these rites 
whether among Anglicans or Romanists, we can only 
wonder what connection there exists between them 
and the plain and simple things described in the New 
Testament. 

In fact there is no point of contact other than the 
names; they had different origins. The literature of 
what is called Comparative Religion testifies to the 
prevalence of the Mystery Cults in the countries where 
the Gospel won its earliest triumphs. Among the 
dominant ideas in these cults were those of re-birth 
by washings, and of the sustenance of life through the 
eating of a god who had died. It is not possible here 
to speak further of these ideas and practices, which 
varied in the different cults, and which were always 
intricate, and indeed inconsistent. It is not really 
possible to deny the rationalist contention that the 
'sacraments' of the 'Catholic Churches' are but these 
Pagan rites masquerading under Christian names. 
It would be equally impossible to identify either with 
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the things the Lord appointed, which were simple 
even to austerity, and of which His Apostles spoke 
and wrote. 

The Sacraments as presented in the Scriptures are 
not only simple in character, they are solemn in their 
impressiveness. The sensuous elements in mankind 
are moved by ritual and incense, by vestments and 
lighting, by intonation and genuflections, but these 
make no appeal whatever to "the new man, which is 
after God, created in holiness of truth, " that is, in 
true, not spurious, holiness (Eph. 4. 24). Hence 
when simplicity is lost, true solemnity also disappears, 
and activities of the flesh take the place of the exercises 
of the spirit. 

Holy Baptism 

was instituted by the Lord in these words: "Go ye 
therefore, and make disciples of all the nations, 
baptising them into the Name of the Father and of the 
Son and of the Holy Spirit: teaching them to observe 
all things whatsoever I commanded you" (Matt. 28. 
19, 20). And at Pentecost the Apostle "Peter said 
unto them, Repent ye, and be baptized every one of 
you in the Name of Jesus Christ unto the remission 
of your sins; and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy 
Spirit" (Acts 2. 38). That these words should not 
be understood to mean that remission of sins and the 
gift of the Spirit are secured by Baptism is clear from 
comparison with other statements in Acts. For 
example, in the case of Cornelius and his friends, 
"the Holy Spirit fell on all them which heard the 
word," and only thereafter were they baptized, and 
at Pisidian Antioch Paul declared that "l>y Him (the 
Lord Jesus) every one that believeth is justified from 
all things, " without making any reference to Baptism 
at all (Acts 10. 44-48; 13. 39). These results follow 
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repentance, the change of attitude toward Christ from 
unbelief to faith, which change is expressed in Baptism, 
and without which change Baptism is but an empty form. 
In response to the words of the Apostle, some three 
thousand people were baptized that day, and the 
condition on which the rite was administered was that 
they "received his word," that is, they responded to 
his message by trusting in the Lord Jesus Christ, and 
confessing His Name in the way He had appointed 
(v. 41). 

Throughout the Apostolic age Baptism is always 
associated with the preaching of the Gospel. Thus, 
though in the report of what Philip said to the Eunuch 
Baptism is not mentioned, yet when the message had 
been delivered and accepted, the Eunuch asked that 
he might be baptized, which makes it evident that 
Philip had spoken of the appointed way of confessing 
the new allegiance. And though verse 37 (of Acts 8) 
may not have been written by Luke, yet, as it is very 
ancient, it probably reflects the custom of the Apos
tolic age. In any case the words of Acts 18. 8 are 
authoritative and explicit: "Many of the Corinthians 
hearing believed, and were baptized." Nor can 
anything be legitimately gathered from the New 
Testament other than this, that in that age all who 
professed to believe in the Lord were baptized, and 
no others. 

The Mode and the Meaning 

Baptism as a rite is as simple as it is significant. 
The person who thus confesses Christ is completely 
immersed in water, and withdrawn therefrom. The 
mode of Baptism is hardly open to discussion. Any 
Greek Lexicon might be adduced in evidence, or any 
non-partisan Commentary. For example the "Inter
national Critical Commentary on Romans," written 
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by (the late) Canon Sanday and the present Bishop 
of Gloucester (Dr. A. C. Headlam) sets out in catch 
lines (at chap. 6. v. 3) that primitive Baptism con
sisted of three parts, Immersion, Submersion, and 
Emergence, and proceeds to show that the immersion 
is as appropriate as a symbol of the burial of Christ, 
as is the emergence of His resurrection. Thus in 
Baptism, first of all, testimony is borne to the historic 
facts on which "the Gospel of God concerning His Son" 
is based, namely, His Death, Burial, and Resurrection. 

And, further, in Baptism the believer confesses 
the Death, Burial, and Resurrection of Christ, not 
merely as historic facts; he also confesses to a spiritual 
experience, that he himself, through faith in Christ, 
has become associated with Him in His Death, Burial, 
and Resurrection, and that henceforth he is to reckon 
himself "to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto 
God in Christ Jesus" (Rom. 6. 11). 

As the writers already named point out, there is an 
obvious suitability in immersion to set forth in 
symbol these facts and this experience, which is 
altogether lost in the later practices of pouring or 
sprinkling. 

Baptismal Regeneration 

With the lapse of time, the significance of Baptism 
became obscured, and it began to be believed that the 
rite itself was the means of salvation, that those who 
had been baptized were secure of Heaven, from which 
the unbaptized would be excluded. This probably 
arose from ignorance of the New Testament, from a 
misunderstanding of certain texts, and from the 
influence of the popular Mystery Religions. It is not 
taught by any New Testament writer that Baptism 
saves; on the contrary, only the saved are eligible 
for Baptism. Thus when the Apostle Peter says that 
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Baptism "doth now save you," he adds that it is 
"after a true likeness, " or, "in the antitype" (margin) 
that it does so, and, to put his meaning beyond 
question, he explains that he does not refer to "the 
putting away of the filth of the flesh, but to the appeal 
(margin) of a good conscience toward God, through 
the resurrection of Jesus Christ" (1 Peter 3. 21). 

The assurance of salvation in the future, of escape 
from Hell, and entry into Heaven, apart from any 
necessity for living a new life, will always be attrac
tive to human nature, and all the more if this assur
ance is available on the condition of a mechanical 
act performed by another. Thus professing Chris
tendom assimilated itself to Paganism. Happiness 
in another world was supposed to be secured by a 
magical formula and a magical ceremony; so far had 
"the simplicity and the purity that is toward Christ" 
become obscured by the enemy who sowed tares among 
the wheat (2 Cor. 11. 3 ; Matt. 13. 25). 

When once this perversion had become current a 
further question would inevitably present itself: 
If Baptism secures salvation, then should not our 
children be baptized? To this question there could 
be but one answer; if deliverance from the wrath of 
God, and entry into eternal felicity, are to be secured 
by the making of a sign and the repetition of a magical 
formula, surely no person would risk the salvation of 
a child by neglect in a matter so simple. But the 
Pagan rite necessitated a priest for its due performance, 
hence with it came also the Pagan priest, for, it will 
be remembered, Christianity knows no such func
tionary. Thus the true Gospel of Christ was adul
terated and disguised out of recognition, and the 
minds of men brought into a superstitious bondage 
in which myriads of those who name the Name of the 
Lord still lie. 



HOLY BAPTISM 23 

The Words of the Prayer Book 
Controversy between the "Evangelical" and 

"Catholic" parties in "the Church of England by law 
established" has concentrated upon the other Sacra
ment, the Holy Communion—whether there is an 
actual change in the substance of the elements, and a 
real objective presence of the Lord in the bread and 
wine, in virtue of its "consecration" by a priest, or 
whether that presence is subjective, i.e., there only 
when received in faith. But no Evangelical remaining 
in Communion with that Church, has publicly repu
diated the plain meaning of the words used in the 
Prayer Book concerning Baptism, or expressed the 
desire that they should be altered. That these teach 
that a child becomes regenerated in Baptism is evident 
enough, if the words are taken in their simple, natural 
sense, as surely those who wrote them originally 
must have intended them to be taken. Here are some 
of them. * 

After the ceremony has been performed, "Then shall 
the Priest say, Seeing now, dearly beloved brethren, 
that this child is regenerate and grafted into the body 
of Christ's Church, let us give thanks unto Almighty 
God for these benefits; and with one accord make our 
prayers unto Him, that this child may lead the rest 
of his life according to this beginning. " "We yield 
Thee hearty thanks, most merciful Father, that it 
hath pleased Thee to regenerate this infant with Thy 
Holy Spirit, to receive him for Thine own child by 
adoption, and to incorporate him into Thy holy 
Church." "Seeing now, dearly beloved brethren, 

•The "Evangelical" asserts that priest is a shortened form of 
presbyter, which is true; but the "Catholic" asserts that this is 
merely incidental to the English language, and that priest should 
be understood as the equivalent of sacerdos, which is Latin for a 
sacrificing priest, and which he claims to be. 
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that this child is by Baptism regenerate, and grafted 
into the body of Christ's Church, let us give thanks 
unto Almighty God for these benefits," and so on as 
before. These words are to be found in the Order for 
the Baptism of Infants, Public and Private. To 
these need be added here only this from the Catechism, 
where the person to be "Confirmed" replies to the 
question how he came by his name, "In my Baptism; 
wherein I was made a member of Christ, the child of 
God, and an inheritor of the Kingdom of Heaven." 
And further on a sacrament is said to be "an outward 
and visible sign of an inward and spiritual grace, 
given unto us, ordained by Christ Himself, as a means 
whereby we receive the same, and a pledge to assure us 
thereof. " The italics are mine. * 

The "Impatient Parson" may well ask: "Cannot 
we once and for all get rid of the idea that its intention 
(that is, of Infant Baptism) is to rescue a child from 
the wrath of God, and that there is some magical 
regeneration about it from which an unbaptized child 
is necessarily exempt ?" The answer is: Not so long 
as the phraseology of the old Prayer Book stands 
unrevised, and for its revision in this sense no Evan
gelical appears to have asked. 

The Difference 
The consequences of this departure from "the faith 

which was once for all delivered unto the saints" 
(Jude 3) are as far reaching as deplorable. For a 
person to procure for himself, or for persons to procure 

•The same idea, that Baptism has a certain efficacy, produces 
certain results, is to be found in the Shorter Catechism in use 
among Presbyterians, though not in such a pronounced form. The 
answer to the Question, What is Baptism? runs: "Baptism is a 
sacrament, wherein the washing with water in the Name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, doth signify and 
seal our ingrafting into Christ, and partaking of the benefits of the 
covenant of grace and our engagement to be the Lord's. " 
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for their children, or for priests to perform, a ceremony 
warranted to secure such momentous results, means 
that all concerned (save infants, where they are the 
subjects) "have whereof to glory. " The sovereignty 
of God in the salvation of men is denied, and God 
Himself is excluded, for the priest accomplishes what 
the Scriptures declare to be within the competence of 
God alone, and which He accomplishes by His Spirit 
through His Word, and in no other way. * Moreover, 
it is declared, plainly and repeatedly, in such words 
as those of Paul: "By grace have ye been saved, 
through faith, and that (salvation is) not of yourselves ; 
it is the gift of God, " with their inevitable corollary: 
"Not of works, that no man should glory. " "He that 
glorieth let him glory in the Lord" (Eph. 2. 8, 9; 
1 Cor. 1. 31). 

The New Testament Baptism vividly reminded all 
concerned that "death passed unto all men, for that 
all sinned" (Rom. 5. 12) and that, therefore, only by 
the death of the Son of God could the judgment of 
God against sin be averted. In his baptism the 

•That the words of the Lord in John 3. 5: "Except a man be 
born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the Kingdom of 
God," are not to be understood of Baptism, becomes clear when 
His other words, spoken on the same occasion, are considered, 
"That which is born of the Spirit is spirit.. .so is every one that is 
born of the Spirit" ( w . 6, 8). Water is the symbol of the Spirit 
in this Gospel (see chaps. 4. 14; 7. 37-39). No one of the New Testa
ment writers seems to have understood these words to refer to 
Baptism, certainly no one of them mentions Baptism when referring 
to the New Birth. Thus James (1. 18) "Of His own will He (God) 
brought us forth by the word of truth." And Peter (1 Epistle, 1. 
23-25) "Ye have purified your souls in your obedience to the truth... 
having been begotten again...through the Word of God, which 
liveth and abideth...and this is the word of good tidings which 
was preached unto you." John himself declares not that those 
who are baptized become children of God, but those who "receive 
Christ." Paul speaks frequently of Baptism, but does not mention 
New Birth in connection with it. In Titus 3. 5, the "washing 
(laver) of regeneration" is (Aai=even) the "renewing of the Holy 
Spirit." 
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believer acknowledged the justice of the condemnation 
under which he lay, and declared that he had found 
refuge in One who had died for him. Baptism, as the 
New Testament sets it forth, has no attraction for 
persons unconvicted of sin, and who, therefore, have 
never realised that they are sinners, not in a con
ventional but in a literal sense. It is not difficult to 
see how welcome the change is to religious, but 
unregenerate, folk, and the result of this departure 
from the right ways of the Lord is seen in the masses 
of persons, alleged to have been baptized, who yet 
know not God, and who have not obeyed His Gospel, 
who are "dead through their trespasses and sins," 
and who are in truth without God or hope in the 
world (Eph. 2. 1, 12). 

There are others, moreover, who, while they do 
not believe that a child is regenerate in Baptism, yet 
do believe that in some subtle way Baptism establishes 
a claim upon God for the child's salvation in later 
life. It is enough to say that of this Scripture knows 
nothing. Others, again, also repudiating the teaching 
of the Prayer Book, are yet under apprehension lest 
there should be some undefined virtue in it, and 
therefore, since to have the child baptized can do no 
harm, conclude that it is better not to take any risk 
involved in neglecting it. So inveterate is superstition 
in the hearts of men and women. 

It is not possible to escape the dilemma; Baptism 
is either the means whereby its subject is made a 
Christian, or, it is his public testimony that he has 
become a Christian. Apart from these alternatives 
it has no meaning, and serves no purpose. 

Infant Baptism 

The argument that Baptism answers to circumcision 
and that, therefore, children are to be baptized tells 
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against, not for, the practice. The child of an Israe
lite was circumcised, not to make him an Israelite, 
but because he was an Israelite by birth. The Prayer 
Book teaches that a child is to be baptized in order 
that he may be born again, in order that he may 
become a Christian. Clearly the analogy with circum
cision holds where the one already born into the family 
of God is baptized, and is destroyed when a child is 
baptized in order that he may enter into that family. 

The argument based on Acts 16. 31, that the house
hold of the jailer at Philippi was baptized on the 
ground of the faith of its head, is fallacious, for the 
words are not, 'Believe on the Lord Jesus and thou 
shalt be baptized, thou and thy house/ but, "Believe 
on the Lord Jesus, and thou shalt be saved, thou and 
thy house. " The only argument that could be legiti
mately drawn from the account of the incident is that 
because of the faith of the jailer his household were 
saved, and that is not maintained by any known to me. 
The household believed, therefore the household 
rejoiced, and the household was baptized. Otherwise 
we have a picture of a household baptized and rejoic
ing, not because its individual members had believed, 
but because one of them had! The while they rejoiced 
in the conversion of the husband and father, they 
remained unbelievers themselves! Nothing is said of 
the composition of the household, but if there was an 
infant in it then that infant must have shared in the 
rejoicing as well as in the Baptism. 

The argument drawn from 1 Corinthians 7. 14, 
"The unbelieving husband is sanctified in the wife, 
and the unbelieving wife is sanctified in the brother: 
else were your children unclean; but now are they 
holy, " is equally an argument for the baptizing of an 
unbelieving wife or husband. The argument is rather 
that as no woman would think of leaving her 
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children because she had become a Christian, but 
would remain with them because of her love for them 
and to discharge her obligations to them, and as 
remaining with them is not inconsistent with her 
new relation to Christ, neither then is remaining with 
her unsaved husband inconsistent with it. The only 
question is whether the husband is willing to remain 
with her, a question that does not arise in the case of 
her children. The passage has nothing whatever to do 
with Baptism. 

The argument from the words of the Lord recorded 
in Luke 18. 15-17, and the words: "Suffer the little 
children to come unto Me, and forbid them not: for 
of such is the Kingdom of God," in particular, is 
rather sentimental than reasonable. It is arbitrary to 
introduce Baptism where there is not the slightest 
indication that it was in the mind of the Speaker. 
Those who refuse to have their children baptized, 
because they do not find authority in Scripture for so 
doing, and because they perceive that New Testament 
Baptism can have no Scriptural meaning, or purpose, 
when applied to children, whether by immersion or 
sprinkling, do not thereby "forbid" their children 
to come to the Lord Jesus. On the contrary, they 
bring them to Him by prayer and in faith, looking 
eagerly for the day when those children will them
selves turn to the Lord, and for themselves call upon 
His Name that they may be saved (Rom. 10. 13). 
Then, but not till then, can they be baptized with the 
Baptism the Lord commanded. Christian training 
does not impart life, any more than does Baptism; 
that is the work of the Spirit of God alone (John 3. 7) 
and He accomplishes it through His Word (James 
1. 18). 

Baptism of children, baptism of adults, and bap
tism of a household in virtue of the faith of the head 
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thereof, are practices unknown to Scripture; they are 
defended not by appeal to the plain meaning of 
Scripture, but by arguments drawn from alleged 
Scriptural analogies. The only Baptism to be found, 
whether in the teaching of the Lord or of His 
Apostles, is the Baptism of believers, those who by 
their own act 'receiving Christ* (John 1. 12) have 
become Christians. 

Let the reader of these pages consider soberly, and 
in the fear of God, whether any superstition is to be 
compared with this, that the sprinkling of a few drops 
of water on a child's face, whatever words may 
accompany the act, can regenerate that child's spirit, 
or in any way affect its spiritual welfare in time or its 
destiny in eternity. See how the truth of the Gospel is 
disguised out of recognition, and its purpose thwarted, 
and how myriads of people are deceived into supposing 
that all is well with them because they have been 
baptized, whereas they are still in their sins, the wrath 
of God abiding on them (John 3. 36). 

Complicity in this evil is not a light matter, and 
it may be that these words are the call of God to you 
to inquire for the old paths, the right ways of the 
Lord (Jer. 6. 16). 

CHAPTER IV. 

Holy Communion 
THE other Sacrament is called in Scripture "the Lord* s 
Supper" (1 Cor. 11. 20) and "the Breaking of Bread" 
(Acts 2. 42; 20. 7) the words "a communion of the 
Blood...of the Body of Christ" (1 Cor. 10. 16) suggest
ing another name, quite commonly used, "the Holy 
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Communion. " The words of Matthew 26. 27, "He... 
gave thanks," with those of 1 Corinthians 14. 16, 
"giving of thanks" (in Greek, eucharisted, eucharistia) 
suggest yet another name, also widely used, "the 
Holy Eucharist. " The account of the institution is 
given in four passages in the New Testament, namely, 
Matthew 26. 26-28; Mark 14. 22-24; Luke 22. 19, 20; 
1 Corinthians 11. 23-25, with some words of warning 
against abuses attached in the latter place. There is a 
reference to it in 1 Corinthians 10. 16, 17, also. The 
Christian should make himself thoroughly acquainted 
with the very words used by the Lord, and this he can 
readily do, they are so few and so simple. * 

The Lord had sent Peter and John to prepare the 
Passover (Luke 22. 8), so when they were gathered 
in the Upper Room there were upon the table only the 
things commonly provided on such occasions. That 
is to say, nothing was procured specially for the 
purpose the Lord had in mind, still less did He create 
anything, He simply used the everyday things, in 
which to institute a memorial of Himself. How 
characteristic of all the ways of One to Whom nothing 
is "common or unclean," and to Whom the trivial 
things in the daily round of life are opportunities for 
the manifestations of His grace, and to us of remem
bering and serving Him! 

Reviewing the 

Accounts of the Institution 
of the Lord's Supper, we notice the absence of any 
reference to an official of any kind in any of the 

*I have not included 1 Cor. 5. 8 because though the English 
word "feast" is ambiguous, the Greek word heorte is not. Heorte 
in all places of its occurrence in New Testament means a festival. 
(See R.V. margin, "Gr., keep festival"). It is that holiday which 
they enjoy who have learned that the dominion of sin was broken 
for the Christian at the Cross 
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narratives, or indeed in any context of the narratives. 
In 1 Corinthians 10. 16 we do indeed read, "the cup 
of blessing which we bless...the bread which we 
break," but surely the claim of the sacerdotalist that 
by "we" is intended 'we the apostles and our suc
cessors/ is ill-founded! "We" is entirely without 
emphasis, it is not separately expressed in the original, 
because not the persons who perform the acts, but 
the acts themselves are prominent in the mind of 
the writer. Not an official, or officials, but the whole 
congregation blesses and breaks. The Apostle goes 
on to say: "Seeing that we, who are many, are one 
bread, one body, for we all partake of the one bread. " 
There is no indication that "we" refers to officials 
in verse 16, and to the congregation in verse 18. As 
it must refer to the congregation in the latter verse, 
so must it in the former. According to 1 Corinthians 
14. 16, an individual (male) member of the congrega
tion expresses the thanksgiving that all feel and 
desire to offer, but there is no suggestion that this 
person must of necessity be either bishop, presbyter 
(elder) or deacon. And this is in perfect consistency 
with the priesthood of all believers, who, as such, have 
their access to the Father through the Son and by the 
Spirit (Eph. 2. 18) to the exclusion of any human 
mediator, or medium, of any kind whatever. 

Consecration 
In current discussions of our subject there is con

stant reference made to 'the consecration of the 
elements/ By 'elements' is meant, of course, the 
bread and wine. But of the 'consecration* of these 
elements the Scripture has nothing whatever to say. 

The word translated "bless" is eulogeo, which 
means 'to speak well of.' When it is used of persons 
it means to make them happy by bestowing upon 
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them some good, material or spiritual. When it is 
used of things, as in the case of the bread and wine of 
the Lord's Supper, we must look elsewhere for its 
meaning. This we learn by comparing the words of 
the evangelists and of Paul, for where Matthew and 
Mark use "bless" in connection with the bread, they 
both use another word, "give thanks, " in connection 
with the cup. Now Paul reverses this use of the 
words, for, whereas in 1 Corinthians 10. 16, he speaks 
of "the cup which we bless, " in chap. 11. 24 he says 
that the Lord 'gave thanks' for the bread. Is it not 
clear, then, that the words are interchangeable, that 
to bless is to give thanks, to give thanks is to bless ? 
There is no more justification in Scripture for blessing 
the bread than there is for giving thanks to it. We 
bless God, we give thanks to God, for the bread and 
for the cup, and this covers the whole ground; nothing 
more is said in the New Testament. 

The same exchange of words is to be seen in 
Matthew's accounts of the two miracles of feeding the 
multitude. In chapter 14. 19 "He blessed and 
brake, " in chapter 15. 36 "He gave thanks and brake. " 
In his account of the latter, Mark (8. 6, 7) uses the 
two words, one of the bread, the other of the fish. 
Once more, where the other evangelists have "blessed, " 
John (6. 11) has "gave thanks." Did the change 
which, it is pretended, passed upon the bread and the 
wine at the Supper pass also on the bread and the 
fish in the wilderness? The language in each case 
is the same. 

Dealing with the abuses that had arisen at Corinth 
in connection with "tongues," the Apostle reasons 
with the offender that if he "bless with the spirit," 
that is, in a language strange to those present, he 
will not be understood, and the congregation will not 
be able to utter "the Amen at (his) giving of thanks" 
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(1 Cor. 14. 16). These words of the Apostle offer a 
confirmation of two things said above, namely, that 
to bless is to give thanks, and that the thanksgiving 
of the whole congregation is expressed by the voice 
of one. To which may be added that this thanks
giving, uttered by one, is owned by all when they add 
each "the Amen." 

How Churches were Formed 
As there is no official contemplated at the Lord's 

Supper, so neither is any mention made of ritual to 
be observed or of a formula to be repeated. In this 
the Divine wisdom is readily discernible. From the 
first the Gospel was carried, not by officials appointed 
by the Churches, nor by the agents of missionary 
societies, but by the spontaneous interest of 
those who rejoiced in it. Luke tells how they "that 
were scattered abroad upon the tribulation that arose 
about Stephen travelled...speaking the Word...and 
the hand of the Lord was with them: and a great 
number that believed turned unto the Lord" (Acts 
11. 19-21). To a company of Christians but a few 
weeks converted to the new faith, Paul wrote: "Hav
ing received the word in much affliction, with joy of 
the Holy Spirit...from you hath sounded forth the 
Word of the Lord" (1 Thess. 1. 6-8). It is by its own 
dynamic the Gospel spreads, and how often has it 
happened that where the Scriptures alone have come, 
or where some Christian, converted when from home, 
has returned full of joy in the Gospel, the faith has 
taken root through such testimony, and men and 
women have become Christians! In that way a 
Church is formed, nor is it either necessary or seemly, 
that such persons should wait for a priest, clergyman 
or minister before they can be baptised, or before they 
can meet to "break bread" and so "proclaim the 

C 
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Lord's death. " For "where two or three are gathered 
together in My Name there am I in the midst of them, " 
and where the Lord is He is sufficient for every need 
of His people (Matt. 18. 20). In His own time and 
way He can and will, in His grace, raise up among 
them, or, in His providence, bring to them, those 
who will be able to lead them on "in the ways that be 
in Christ." 

When we survey the elaborate ritual, the vestments, 
the ceremonies, the officialism, associated with the 
Lord's Supper, even in the less ornate, the more 
attenuated, form that obtains in many places, and 
then allow our minds to travel back through the 
centuries to the Upper Room where the Lord sat with 
His disciples and spoke to them the simple words of 
the institution, we must wonder what connection 
there can be between what He did and what they do. 
As with Baptism, so with the Communion, the gulf is 
too wide to be bridged. 

"See," said God to Moses, "that thou make all 
things according to the pattern that was shewed thee 
in the mount" (Heb. 8. 5). Which is the wisdom of 
God for us also. 

The words 

"This is My Body" 

are common to all the accounts of the institution of 
the Supper. As they stand they seem simple in 
purpose, and readily to be understood by the folk 
who were intended to understand them, and to act 
upon them "until He come" (1 Cor. 11. 26). Never
theless they provided a foothold for the Pagan notion 
of 'eating the god' which began early to influence 
Christian thought and phraseology, and which passed 
ultimately into the nominally Christian communities 
with the influx of unregenerate persons, to which 
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reference has already been made, the idea being that 
the virtues and capacities of the god become in 
measure the possession of the eater, and "fortify" 
him against temporal and eternal ill. 

It may first be noticed that the Lord did not say: 
This has, or will, become My body/ but that it 
"is" so. The verb "to be" does not seem ever to be 
used where a change is intended, that is, it is never 
the equivalent of 'become,' nor is it ever used in that 
sense. For example, in Matthew 8. 26, where we 
read, "and there was a great calm," the verb is 
ginomaiy to become, so that, if read literally, the words 
run, 'there came to be a great calm/ This was the 
word to convey His meaning had the Lord intended 
the disciples to understand that the bread had, in 
any sense whatever, become His body. 

The words actually used are capable of two mean
ings; either that the object actually is what it is 
described to be, or, that the object represents that 
which it is said to be. That in this case the former is 
not intended is evident if only from the obvious fact 
that the bread of which the Lord spoke was actually 
held in His hand, which was part of His body, and 
altogether separate and distinct from that which it 
held. Had the Lord, at that moment, two bodies? 
Did the disciples understand Him to mean that the 
bread was His body? To ask the question seems a 
sufficient answer. 

The alternative then will be the true interpretation 
of the words, as it is the obvious one, 'this bread 
represents My body/ This figure of speech, known 
as metaphor, is not infrequent either in the Bible 
or in ordinary speech. Thus, for example, when we 
read in Genesis 41. 26, "The seven good kine are 
seven years," we do not require to have it explained 
that the kine represented seven years; or that the 
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bones which Ezekiel saw, were not actually "the 
whole house of Israel," but represented it (Ezek. 
37. 11). Paul writes of Sarah and Hagar, "these 
women are two covenants" (Gal. 4. 24) meaning 
that they represent two covenants. In Revelation 
1. 29 "The seven lampstands are (that is, they re
present, stand for) seven Churches." In chapter 
17. 9, 10 "The seven heads are seven mountains... 
and they are seven kings." Here again it is plain 
that "are" is the equivalent of 'represent.' There 
is, moreover, another use of the verb to be, which 
may be illustrated from Matthew 9. 13, "Go ye and 
learn what this is," rightly rendered in the English 
versions: "Go ye and learn what this meaneth. " 
Words which we would all do well to take to heart 
in considering the present subject. 

The immediate context supplies us with further 
evidence of the Lord's meaning, if that were required. 
After He had said: "This is My body," "He took a 
cup," and said, 

"This is My Blood" 

Plainly the cup itself was not His blood; the words 
referred to the contents of the cup—presumably wine, 
though this is not anywhere stated; He called it 
"fruit of the vine. " So here we have another meta
phor, indeed a double metaphor, for the cup represents 
its contents, and its contents represent the Blood of 
the Lord Jesus, which He was about to shed. There 
would be more ground, therefore, for asserting that 
the cup had changed its character than that its con
tents had done so. 

Once more, it is probable that in the Upper Room 
the Lord spoke to His disciples in Aramaic, the ver
nacular of the country. In that case His words are 
rendered by Matthew and Mark: "He took a cup... 
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saying...this is My Blood of the covenant," whereas 
Luke and Paul render them as: "This cup is the new 
covenant in My Blood." Now the words the Lord 
spoke must have been capable of both translations, 
but would it be suggested that the Lord intended the 
disciples to understand that the cup was a covenant ? 
Plainly the words mean, and can only mean: This 
cup represents the new covenant which I am about to 
make in My death, and of which the Blood to be shed 
will be the seal.' 

Discussing the subject in 1 Corinthians 10. 15-17, 
but not reporting the actual words of the Lord, the 
Apostle Paul asks: "The cup of blessing which we 
bless is it not a communion of the Blood of Christ ? " 
Thus again we have the same figure, where the meta
phor, though quite obvious, is somewhat more 
remote. For plainly what is meant is that, when 
"we bless" we also drink together, and thus partaking 
of the contents of the cup we represent our common 
interest in the Blood of Christ; 

Transubstantiation 

Finally, after the "blessing, " when according to the 
sacerdotal theory, the bread has become the Body, and 
the contents of the cup the Blood, of the Lord, the 
Apostle speaks three times of the emblems, or elements, 
as "bread" and "the cup. " But if he meant that in the 
act of "blessing" these had changed their character 
and had become the actual Body and Blood of Christ, 
he would surely have said: "As often as ye eat My 
Body and drink My Blood!" In fine, there is no 
suggestion in any of the relative Scriptures that the 
bread and wine ever cease to be bread and wine, or 
that they ever become anything other than bread and 
wine at any time, or in any sense whatever. 

Moreover, if the contents of the cup had actually 
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become blood, then to drink of it would be forbidden 
alike to the (alleged) priest and to the people, inas
much as under the old economy this was categorically 
prohibited, and this prohibition was carried over into 
the new (Lev. 3. 14; Acts 15. 20). 

"The Lord Jesus in the night in which He was 
betrayed took bread" (1 Cor. 11. 23). The word 
translated "took" is the very common lambano, 
which is used, for example, in Matthew 7. 8, "Every 
one that asketh receiveth," and later in this Epistle 
(14. 5) "That the Church may receive edifying." 
It is an entirely colourless word in itself, nor does its 
position in the sentence throw any emphasis upon it. 
It means simply that of all that was upon the table 
before them on that occasion, He chose the bread and 
the cup as symbols of the death of violence which He 
was about to suffer. There is no suggestion in it of 
lifting, or elevating, the bread or the cup; nor of 
blessing or adoring them. And the use of separate 
and distinct symbols of the Blood and of the Body 
shows with sufficient plainness that it is not the risen, 
exalted Lord of whom these are emblems, but the 
Lord in His suffering of death. For, indeed, the risen 
and glorified Lord is Himself in the midst of the 
Church as the Supper is celebrated. From His own 
hand we receive the bread and the cup, not from the 
hand of any priest or of any official whatsoever. 

This Do 

Two other words in 1 Corinthians 11. 24 are pressed 
into the service of sacerdotal teaching concerning the 
Supper, "do" and "remembrance. " "Do" it is said, 
means sacrifice, inasmuch as that word appears in the 
Greek translation of such Scriptures as Exodus 12. 48, 
"do the Passover." But that this means "keep the 
Feast of the Passover" is evident from two con-
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siderations; first, the same word is used in Exodus 
34. 22 of observing, or keeping, the Feast of Weeks, 
in which no sacrifice is offered. And, second, because 
in Scripture the Passover Lamb is not said to be 
offered, but to be sacrificed (Exod. 12. 27; 1 Cor. 
5. 7). In Numbers 9. 7, 13, the offering, according 
to the Septuagint, is of a "gift;" no part of the 
Passover lamb was reserved for the Lord, all was to 
be eaten in the family, by the head of which it was 
slain. It is to be remembered that the Passover lamb 
was sacrificed once in Egypt, but never again, though 
the anniversary was to be observed as "a memorial... 
throughout their generations," until at last the true 
Passover was sacrificed "once for all" (Exod. 12 
10, 14; Heb. 10. 10). 

This is confirmed by a reference to Matthew 26. 18, 
where "keep" is literally "do," as is the case in 
Numbers 9. 6, 12, 13. But plainly this cannot mean 
to offer the lamb, or to sacrifice it, for that would 
have been out of the question in an upper room. 
Accordingly in the corresponding passages in Mark 
and Luke (14. 14, and 22. 11) the words are, "eat the 
Passover," as in Numbers 9. 11. This is a very 
common use of the English "do," especially where 
the action is not expressed by a single verb; thus: 
"If you correct this sheet and verify the references, I 
will do the other. " Here the use of "do " obviates the 
repetition of the two preceding verbs, and does this 
without any danger of confusion in the sense. So in 
our passage, "do" effectively covers the ideas of 
giving thanks, or blessing, and of eating and drinking. 

That "this do" cannot mean "this sacrifice" is 
further determined by the consideration that wherever 
the sacrifice of Christ is mentioned in the New Testa
ment it is always as a thing accomplished. Thus in 
1 Corinthians 5. 7 it is written: "Our Passover also 



40 THE SACRAMENTS 

hath been sacrificed, even Christ;" and in Hebrews 
10. 10: "By which will we have been sanctified by 
the offering of the Body of Jesus Christ once for all;" 
and in Hebrews. 9. 14, that He "through the Eternal 
Spirit offered Himself without blemish unto God. " 
In no place is there any reference to the renewal of 
that sacrifice, or its continuance, or its repetition; 
the language used throughout is inconsistent with 
any such notion. "This He did once for all, when 
He offered up Himself" (Heb. 7. 27). 

In Remembrance of Me 
Apart from this passage and Luke 22. 10, the only 

other New Testament passage in which the word 
translated "remembrance" occurs is Hebrews 10. 3. 
All the Mosaic sacrifices could do was to remind the 
people of their sins, as in Numbers 5. 15, where we 
read of "a meal offering of memorial, bringing 
iniquity to remembrance." The repeated sacrifices 
were intended to keep "conscience of sins" in exercise 
in the offerers—to bring their sinful condition vividly 
to mind. 

As the Lord used the word its meaning is that the 
purpose, or object, of doing these things is to bring 
the Lord Himself before the mind, to refresh and 
strengthen faith and hope. The contrast suggested 
should not be missed; the sacrifices reminded the 
offerer of his sins, the Supper reminds the Christian 
of his Saviour, in virtue of Whose death those "sins 
and iniquities are remembered no more. " 

The Lord's Supper is not a funeral meal. In it 
we do not "break bread for them in mourning" (Jer. 
16. 7). The Apostle did not report the Lord as having 
said: "This do in remembrance of My death," but: 
"This do in remembrance of Me. " The difference has 
been strikingly illustrated in a brief story told by the 
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Preacher: "There was a little city and few men 
within it; and there came a great king against it, and 
besieged it, and built great bulwarks against it. 
Now there was found in it a poor wise man, and he by 
his wisdom delivered the city, yet no man remembered 
that same poor man" (Eccles. 9. 4, 15). The men of 
that city could not forget their deliverance, nor fail 
to celebrate it, but they could, and did, forget their 
deliverer. A pregnant story, the application of which 
to our present theme is patent. All too easily we for
get our Saviour, and in condescension to the weakness 
He knows so well, He gave this meal of Memorial and 
of Fellowship, that in it He might be brought vividly 
before our hearts. We do not forget the friend save 
when we look at the photograph he gave us, yet it is 
not superfluous, for when we do look at it memory is 
revived and strengthened, and what he is to us comes 
back with fresh effect. 

Let it be noticed, however, that the words are not, 
"this bread and this cup are a memorial, " but, "this 
do for a remembrance of Me." That is to say, the 
remembrance attaches not to the things, but to the use 
to which they are put. In themselves the things are 
bread and "fruit of the vine," to believing men they 
become, not the Body and Blood of the Lord indeed, 
but tokens, representations, of that Body and Blood, 
and, as they eat and drink, the Lord as their deliverer 
from the bondage and guilt of sin is brought vividly 
to mind, consciences find rest and peace, and joy and 
thanksgiving abound. 

The Double Purpose 
In the accounts of the institution no mention is 

made of any Godward aspect of the ordinance. That 
is to say, the bread and the cup are not offered to God, 
not consecrated to God. As we have already seen 
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above, these things are not blessed, but God is blessed, 
or thanked, for them. The word "show" in 1 Corin
thians 11. 26 (A.V.) "Ye do show the Lord's death," 
is misleading, inasmuch as it has been taken to mean, 
'ye do show to God;' whereas it is rightly rendered 
"proclaim" in the Revised Version. The same word 
is found again in this Epistle, translated "proclaim," 
"I, brethren,...came...proclaiming to you the mys
tery of God, " and, "Even so did the Lord ordain that 
they which proclaim the Gospel should live of the 
Gospel" (chap. 2. 1; 9. 16). It is plain enough then 
that the 'showing' is to men, not to God. 

In Scripture, then, the purpose of the Lord's 
Supper is said to be twofold: In it we remember the 
Lord, and we proclaim His death. That, as the 
Prayer Book states, God "hath given His Son our 
Saviour Jesus Christ, not only to die for us, but also 
to be our spiritual food and sustenance, " is wholesome 
Christian doctrine, readily to be established from 
many words of the Lord and His Apostles. But when 
it is added that He has so given His Son "to be our 
spiritual food and sustenance in that Holy Sacra
ment, " we are bound to demur, on the simple, but 
sufficient, ground that Scripture nowhere so states. 

The Interpretation of John 6 
That Christ is the Bread of Life He Himself declared, 

as He said to the Jews: "I am the Living Bread which 
cometh down out of Heaven: if any man eat of this 
Bread he shall live for ever: yea, and the bread that 
I shall give is My flesh for the life of the world" (John 
6. 51). If the reference here is to the Lord's Supper, 
then whosoever eats of the consecrated bread becomes 
thereby a partaker of eternal life, apart altogether 
from any question of faith in Christ. In plain English, 
the salvation of the eater of that bread is accomplished 
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not by the grace of Christ, but by the magical action 
and word of the priest. 

This interpretation of John 6 is wholly unneces
sary, and wholly misleading. It is the effect of 
assuming that the Lord's words were to be taken 
literally, whereas He Himself warns us that they 
were not so intended. When the Jews insisted on 
understanding the words of literal eating and drinking 
and literal blood and flesh, He rebuked them thus: 
"It is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth 
nothing: the words that I have spoken unto you are 
spirit, and are life. But there are some of you that 
believe not. " The natural are figures of the spiritual, 
and must be so interpreted. What eating and drinking 
are to the body that faith is to the soul. By eating, 
bread becomes incorporated with our physical nature; 
by trusting Christ we become one with Him. "He 
that is joined to the Lord is one spirit" (1 Cor. 6. 17). 

It is purely arbitrary to use the language of John 6 
of the Supper; what is said there is said of Christ 
Himself, not of a symbol of Christ. There is no hint 
that it was intended by the Lord to be applied to the 
Supper, nor does the Apostle say anything to suggest 
that these words of the Lord were in his mind when he 
spoke of the Supper. Moreover, the literal interpre
tation would bring the language of John 6 into har
mony with the notion of 'eating the god,' and drinking 
'the elixir of life' inherent in the Mystery Religions 
to which reference has already been made. 

In John 6 the dominant idea is impartation of life ; 
in connection with the Lord's Supper nothing is said 
in the New Testament concerning the impartation of 
life. There the symbols and the words alike tell of 
life surrendered, not communicated. "The bread of 
God is that which...giveth life unto the world, that 
which I will give is My flesh for the life of the world " 
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(vv. 33 and 51), but the Supper is not for the world, 
but for His disciples, those who trust and obey Him. 
Those who have eaten of the Christ, all these and no 
others, may eat of the Supper. 

The culmination of the discourse concerning His 
Flesh and His Blood in John 6 is reached in verse 57: 
"As the living Father hath sent me, and I live because 
of the Father; so he that eateth Me shall live because 
of Me. " Nor may these words be understood save in 
harmony with other words spoken by the Lord, such 
as: "As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, 
even so must the Son of Man be lifted up: that whoso
ever believeth may in Him have eternal life" (John 
3. 14, 15). It is a sound canon of interpretation that 
the more difficult should be understood in the light 
of that which is plain, the more obscure and debatable 
by that which is simple and clear. 

The literal interpretation of what is obviously 
symbolic has caused the 'Catholic' to fall into pre
cisely the same error as the Jews to whom the words 
were spoken, and whom the Lord so severely con
demned. 

Moreover, where the Scripture speaks of 

Communion 

as in 1 Corinthians 10. 16, "The cup of blesssing 
which we bless, is it not a communion of the Blood 
of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not 
a communion of the Body of Christ," we are not 
to understand that the communion, or fellowship, 
is with Christ. Rather these are the symbols of 
fellowship, or communion, between those who partake 
of them, binding them together on the ground of 
allegiance to a common Saviour, and as partakers in 
common of salvation secured to them by His death. 
This view is confirmed by the words that follow: 
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"Seeing that there is one bread (or loaf) we, who are 
many, are one body: for we all partake of the one 
bread (or loaf)" (R.v., margin). This is not the 
imparting of Himself to us by Christ; it is our common 
interest in Him that should preserve us from those 
divisive tendencies that threatened the peace of the 
Church in Corinth. 

Grace and Sin 
Nowhere in Scripture is it suggested that the Holy 

Communion is a "means of grace, " if by that term is 
intended a means, or medium, whereby grace is 
communicated to the partaker. Grace is no more an 
entity to be communicated than sin is an entity to 
be eradicated. Grace is God's good will toward man; 
sin is man's ill will toward God. In the Lord's Supper 
that good will is seen in the symbols of the death of 
His Son in which it received its supreme expression. 
Thus reminded of it, we are encouraged to depend 
upon its continuance to meet our recurring needs 
(Heb. 4. 16). 

It is significant that the Lord met with His disciples 
on consecutive Sundays, the evening of the Resur
rection, and the evening of the following first day of 
the week, and that Paul and his party waited full 
seven days at Troas for "the first day of the week" 
when, as their custom was, the disciples "were 
gathered together to break bread" (Acts 20. 6, 7). 
If once weekly is not too often to gather for the 
worship of God, then once weekly cannot be too 
often to "proclaim the Lord's death, " or to eat and 
drink in the appointed way "for a remembrance of 
Him. " The wisdom of the Lord, and of the disciples 
of the Apostolic age, may well be preferred to the 
^wisdom of men in an age characterised in so many 
things by departure from the right ways of the Lord, 
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Those who hold that 

Fasting Communion 

is essential would do well to consider the example of 
the Lord and of those who companied with Him. 
The Supper was instituted not in the morning but 
about nightfall, for when Judas went out, John adds 
"and it was night" (13. 29). If it is not what he eats 
that defiles a man, but that which comes out of his 
evil heart, so neither does that which a man eats 
make him holy, but Christ that dwells in him, not 
through eating the Bread and drinking the Cup, but 
through faith (Mark 7. 14, 15; Eph. 3. 17). 

After the Apostle had warned his readers against 
the danger of formality, mere mechanical observances 
of Divinely appointed ordinances, he uttered another 
warning: "Wherefore, my beloved, flee from idolatry. " 
Was this not the danger of falling into the ways of 
the prevalent Mystery Cults who localised their gods, 
identifying them with material things ? And what is 
it but idolatry to worship a morsel of bread as the 
Lord of Life and Glory, even the Lord Jesus Christ ? 
This is indeed "a blasphemous fable and a dangerous 
deceit" (Articles of Religion, XXXI). 

If there are myriads of people in the world whose 
hope has no surer basis than that they were baptized 
as infants, or in later life, apart from any surrender 
to Christ, any specific faith in, and obedience to, 
Christ, how many there are who from time to time 
come to Holy Communion, not realising that in so 
doing they eat and drink, not salvation, but "judg
ment unto themselves," for "whosoever shall eat the 
bread or drink the cup of the Lord unworthily, shall 
be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord" (1 Cor. 
11. 27-29). Should these words come under the eye 
of any such, let me beseech him to give earnest heed 
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to the Lord's own description of the judgment which 
none of us can escape: "When...ye begin to stand 
without, and to knock at the door, saying, Lord open 
to us; and He shall answer and say to you, I know you 
not whence ye are, then shall ye begin to say, We did 
eat and drink in Thy presence... and He shall say, I 
tell you I know not whence ye are; depart from Me 
all ye workers of iniquity" (Luke 13. 25-27). 

The Sacraments and Christian Living 

Let not any lull himself into fancied security. 
Those who, in the abounding grace of God (for it is 
by grace we are saved, and no less is it by grace we 
learn, lest any man should boast) have been baptized 
after the Scriptural pattern and doctrine, and who 
likewise partake of the Table of the Lord, are not 
thereby immune from the attacks and subtleties of the 
world, the flesh, and the Devil. The first reference 
to these ordinances found in Scripture (for the Epistle 
is probably earlier than the Gospels) is introduced by 
a warning against self-confidence and forgetfulness of 
God. The Israelites crossed the Red Sea, thereby 
associating themselves with the new leader, Moses, 
just as the Christian goes through the waters of 
Baptism, thereby declaring his association with a new 
Leader, even Christ. In their journey through the 
wilderness the Israelites had manna to eat and water 
from the rock to drink, even as the Christian in his 
journey to the Heavenly City has the Supper of the 
Lord to eat and drink. Yet it is written that, "with 
most of them God was not well pleased. Now these 
things happened unto them by way of example; and 
they were written for our admonition...wherefore let 
him that thinketh he standeth take heed lest he fall" 
(1 Cor. 10. 1-5, 11, 12). It is not enough to have 
been baptized so many years ago; the immediate and 
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pressing question is: Are you living as a baptized 
person should live? Do you reckon yourself to be 
dead unto sin, but alive unto God in Christ Jesus? 
Do you allow sin to reign in your mortal body by 
obeying the lusts thereof ? Do you present your mem
bers, hands, feet, eyes, ears, mind, and affections, 
unto sin as unto a master, to be devoted to the service 
of unrighteousness ? Or do you present them to God, 
as those should who have professed in Baptism to be 
alive unto God in association with Christ in His 
resurrection ? 

So with the Table of the Lord, the Holy Com
munion. We may follow the example of the early 
disciples who "upon the first day of the week...were 
gathered together to break bread" (Acts 20. 7) but 
of what avail will that be if on the days intervening 
we live for ourselves and not for Him who died for us 
and rose again? Life cannot be lived in watertight 
compartments, so to speak; we cannot on Sundays be 
other than we are on week days. All days and all 
places must be holy to the Christian, or no place or 
time will be holy. The observance of an ordinance 
prescribed by God, however careful we may be to 
conform to the Scripture pattern, can only condemn 
us if we live not in accordance with the profession 
we make therein. 


