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This, however, as stated above, constituted a
marked departure from a usage to which it is
claimed he was seeking to conform.

Shall we conclude, therefore, that the variation
occurred through ignorance on the part of our Lord
as to what would have been proper under the cir-
cumstances ?

We answer, No. This would impeach his intel-
ligence respecting one of the commonest transac-
tions of every-day life.

Not only so, it would show an utter disregard in
point of time of the proprieties of the oceasion.

If the washing of the feet needed to be attended
to at all because of physical defilement, every con-
sideration of taste, as well as of comfort, demanded
that it should have been done long before a suffi-
cient amount of time had elapsed for the prepara-
tion of supper, so that the individuals themselves
might have been ready to enter upon that meal in
a condition of absolute cleanliness; since if there
ever was o time when the persons of Jewish guests
should have been scrupulously free from defilement
of every sort, that time was when they were gath-
ered around the table for the purpose of eating a
meal. This was true of their hands, because it
was their practice to dip all of them into a common
dish which was the receptacle of the food for the
whole company. It was also true of the feet and
limbs ; because it was their habit to recline at meals
on the same sofa or couch, so that the head of the
one might rest on the breast of the other, the limbs
of the two parties coming in direct contact with
each other as well as with the material which
covered the seat on which they reclined, and, there-
fore, in danger of soiling (unless scrupulously clean)
both the garments of a friend at meat and the up-
holstery of the host,
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With all of these facts and circumstances our
Lord was well acquainted ; and no doubt he was as
desirous, to say the least, as the average man of his
time that every consideration of neatness should be
carried out.

What, then, we ask again, could have been his
motive in delaying as he did the entering upon the
work under consideration ?

As we have seen, it could not have been through
either ignorance or oversight.

Neither could it have been on account of indiffer-
ence to physical uncleanness; for to suppose that
this was the case up to the time of his rising from
the table and taking the basin and towel, and that
he was just at that moment seized with a sudden
and inexplicable desire that all should be immedi-
ately purified by the use of water, would manifest
an oversight or an unaccountable fickleness of pur-
pose wholly incompatible with our ideas of his di-
vine perception of the time when, and the place
where, and the manner in which, everything in its
due order should have been provided for.

What, then, we ask once more, was the purpose
and object which he had in view while doing what
he did? The answer is obvious.

It was something different from the mere desire
to rid his disciples from bedily uncleanness through
a resort to the rite of hospitality ; since, had that
been his purpose, he would have resorted to that
rite in the earliest stage of the interview, instead of
waiting until it was already too late to secure the
principal objects for which 1t was employed on such
occasions.

b. The langnage of Christ forbids the idea that
this could be true. Said he to his disciples, “ What
I do thou knowest not now, but thou shalt know
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hereafter.” Now there is no rational interpretation
which can harmonize these words with the view
that the Saviour was at the time only administer-
ing the usual rite of hospitality. ~For, if this were
the case, every one of the twelve apostles was per-
fectly familiar with the transaction which was tak-
ing place hefore them, having witnessed it scores
and scores of times, since it was something which
every dusty and foot-sore pedestrian had experi-
enced, whenever, weary with his labors, he entered
the house of a man of his time.

If our opponents, therefore, are correct, the Lord
was wrong in inferring that the apostles did mot
comprehend his movements, and intimating that it
would be necessary that they should be explained
to them thereafter.

¢. What Christ did furnishes so marked a depart-
ure from the course pursued ordinarily in his age
by those who were entertaining guests, that it be-
comes appavent that he was acting independently
of their example, and, therefore, that his motives
were different from theirs.

He in person took the basin and the towel, and,
with his own hands, washed and wiped the feet of
the disciples. In doing this he varied from the
custom of his generation in just so far as he did
the work himself. All that they did was to furnish
to the individual water and the needed appliances,
leaving him thereafter to perform the work of wash-
ing his own feet. This is manifest from the lan-
glngc of the Saviour in his conversation with the

harisee at whose house he was stopping at the

time at which the conversation in question took
place. He said to him, “Simon, I entered into
thine house, thou gavest me no water for my feet;
but she hath washed my feet with tears, and wiped
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them with the hairs of her head.” From this it

‘uppears that the Lord reproved the Pharisee, not

for having failed to wash his feet, but for having
neglected to furnish him the water with which to do
it himself. It is clear, therefore, as to what the

ractice was. It is also clear that the Lord so far

eviated from it at the time of the passover supper
as to make his action incompatible with the notion
that he was doing to the apostles only that which
he expected the Pharisee to do to him.  So radical
was his departure from the customary practice,
that it proves indubitably that he either designed to
create an entirely new institution, or else to trans-
form the old one so far as to make it subservient to
the inculcation of entirely new ideas. It matters
not which horn of this dilemma the objector may
take; for eithor one of them will impale the theory
that the Lord was simply acting the part of the host
to his disciples, they, in the meantime, sustaining
to him the relation of guests.

d. The deportment of Peter also furnishes con-
clusive evidence that the action of Christ was al-
together unusual, and had never been witnessed in
him before.

How could this have been true, however, if Christ
was merely acting the customary part of a host ?
This was the fourth passover that Jesus had at-
tended. Is it not probable that in each of them he
bad sustained the same relation to the twelve that
he did on that occasion? If this be so (our oppo-
nents being right), then custom would have de-
manded that he should do on the three previous
occasions just what he did at that time. But this
could not have been the case; else Peter had wit-
nessed the same occurrence before, and would not
have been so perfectly overwhelmed by the extrav-
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agance of the Lord’s humiliation. Why, said he,
“Thou shalt never wash my feet.” This proves
that he had never done so formerly, and that it was
a sight to which the apostles were wholly unaccus-
tomed. If this be the case, however, as it certainly
must be to explain Peter’s action, then it is evident
that the Master there inangurated something which
they had never witnessed in him before, and for
which their minds were wholly unprepared by any-
thing in his life or the usage of their time. But
concede this point, and we are again compelled to
admit that the familiar rite of hospitality will not
furnish a suitable explanation of the scene in that
upper room where the Lord and his followers were
assembled.

¢. If the language of Peter is irreconcilable with
the accepted view, the reply of Christ utterly de-
molishes it, once and forever.

Said he to the recusant apostle whose extreme
modesty and veneration forbade the thought that
the Maker of worlds should so far humble himself
before him as to wash his feet, “If I wash thee
not, thou has no part with me.”

The scope of this declaration is simply over-
whelming. According to the statement which it
contains, the only alternative left to Peter was sub-
mission or separation from the household of Christ.
Let him but have persisted in refusing to submit to
the ordinance, and this refusal would have cost him
the loss of eternal life. How prodigious, there-
fore, the consequences which hung upon the decis-
ion which he there made. But will any one say that
for a trifling cause the Saviour would have cast off
this tried disciple, who had been so long & faithful
companion in his labors and sufferings ?

Would a simple refusal to submit to a rite of
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hospitality which had in it no religious element,
have been sufficient to call forth from the Lord
such a terrible denunciation of punishment in case
of a failure to comply ?

Such a hypothesis is simply preposterous.

The washing of feet, as it was then practiced,
from the stand-point of hospitality, was never com-
pulsory, but always a matter of free choice. The
mdividual might indulge in it or not, according to
his inclination or the necessities of his condition.

So far as Peter was concerned, also, the oceasion
of his hesitation was not an unwillingness to sub-
mit to the purifying process, but it was a deep sense
of his own unworthiness and of the exalted char-
acter of the Son of God, There was in his motives
nothing which was unworthy of the man, but rather
everything which should have commended him to
favor, He, therefore, who would argue that the
Master, when there was nothing at stake but the
mere matter of the ablution of a portion of the
person in accordance with a usage of the times,
would have insisted upon carrying his point, even
at the cost of Peter’s salvation, does a gross injus-
fice to the heart of Christ.

Let it be admitted, however, that the occasion
was one on which a new Christian ordinance was in
process of erection, and the whole affair takes the
complexion of a high religious duty, and justifies
the action and the words of the Saviour. This is
80, because Peter would have been found not simply
Setting at naught a conventional arrangement of
little consequence, but absolutely and persistently
refusing to perform a solemn and religious duty.

J. The theory that the affair was wholly secular
inits character is very unsatisfactory in another
particular ; i. e., it teaches that Christ sought to
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enforce a thing for which there was no earthly
necessity. In other words, that he required Peter
to submit to the washing of his feet, when, accord-
ing to his own statement, they needed no cleansing
whatever.

His declaration was : * He that is washed need-
eth not save to wash his feet, but is clean every
whit: and ye are clean, but not all. For he knew
who should betray him ; therefore said he, Ye are
not all clean.” Manifestly these words imply that
in the case of Peter there was no physical necessity
for the application of water. This being the case,
there was no good reason why the customary rite
of hospitality should be administered to him ; since
that was designed to be employed only by persons
whose feet had become goiled by travel, or other-
wige, and needed to be eleansed.  Churist said to him
distinetly, “ Yo are clean.” His statement was of
course true.  And, being true, it farnishes positive

roof that his object was not the purifying of the

dy according to the manner of his time, but must
have been something entirely different. He em-
phatically sets forth in words the fact that even
though the whole person were perfectly free from
everything like external pollution,— having been
washed, so that he was clean every whit,—still it
would be required that he should submit to the
washing of the feet. It mattered not if—as was
perhaps true in the case of Peter—the individual
had not passed out of the house subseq uently to the
taking of the bath,* it was still required that he,
though  clean every whit,” should submit to the

# A5 to the custom of bathing in connection with the pass-
over supper, the following is to the point:—

“ Ha that is washed] That is, he who has been in the bath, 88

probably all the apostles had lately been, in order to prepare
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ordinance in question. But this being so, there is
no further need of debate. The subject is at once
freed from all of its difficulties, and the evidence
that Christ had in view a higher and nobler object
than the mere carrying out of a social formula in-
stituted solely for the purpose of physical cleanli-
ness, is overwhelming to that extent that we can-
not see how a candid person can longer doubt.
Pausing, therefore, for a moment in order to
Went in a brief summary the points made thus
, we Will leave this branch of the subject. That
summary will run as follows: The transaction
which we have been contemplating was not identical
with the ordinary custom of feet washing as ad-
ministered to guests in the lifetime of our Lord, as
proved by the following decisive considerations :—
1. It ocourred after supper; whereas, in order to
make it appear to be one and the same with the
rite in question, it would be necessary to prove that
it was administered immediately upon entering the
house, and before the eating of the meal of which
the disciples partook in company with the Lord.
2. It was something with which the disciples
were not familiar, as shown by the language of
Christ; whereas every one of them had %:en ac-

g:.inted with the ordinary rite of ho_spitality from

Idhood, having witnessed it again and again,
and, doubtless, having themselves been refreshed
by it times without number.

8. Christ himself washed the feet of his disei-
ples: whereas, had he followed the practice of his
time,—and the one which it is claimed he sought

themselves the better for the paschal solemnity: for on that
oceasion, it was the custom of the Jews to bathe twice.”—A.
Clarke's Noles on Jokn 18: 10,
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to imitate,—he would simply have provided them
with water, and allowed them to do the balance of
the work for themselves.

4, It was something which the Lord had never
done to his followers before, as proved by the lan-
guage of Peter; whereas, if it had been the habitual
bathing of the feet as practiced by the contempo-
raries of Christ, the latter must have administered
it to the disciples on at least the three passovers
which preceded the one which they were then cele-
brating, as in all of these passovers he doubtless
sustained to them practically the same relation
which he did on that night.

5. The refusal of Peter to allow the Lord to
wash his feet would have cost him the loss of eter-
nal life; whereas a refusal on his part to submit to
the ordinary custom of feet-washing would have
been followed by no punishment whatever, and
would only have subjected him to the inconven-
ience attendant upon a condition of uncleanness as
it regurded his lower limbs.

6. Christ emphatically declared that the washing
which he administered was compulsory, even when
the feet were entirely free from soil of any and
every nature ; whereas the sole and only object of
furnishing the traveler with the appliances neces-
sary for the washing of the feet was to enable him
— from considerations of both health and comfort—
to enjoy a condition of perfect freedom from bodily
defilement, and, therefore, was never resorted to
unless such defilement actually existed.

Passing now from the region of debate concern-
ing the nature and object of the transaction de-
seribed in the thirteenth chapter of John, where is
introduced that most incomprehensible humiliation
on the part of our Lord, as brought to view in the
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washing by him of the disciples’ feet, we proceed
to consider the bearing of this transaction upon the
matter of Christian duty subsequently to that time.

Evidently the persons in question appreciated but
imperfectly the significance of the scene in which
they were actors. Christ realized this, and there-
fore he said, * What I do thou knowest not now,
but thou shalt know hereafter.”

From this it is fairly deducible that what was
done was of such a nature that its influence and ef-
fects would be felt subsequently. Everything con-
nected with that extraordinary transaction was of
a character to make the most profound impression,
and to provoke reflection and study into its design.

Nor was this reflection and study to prove fruit-
Jess. Ye shall know hereafter, said the Saviour.
We think that promise has already been fulfilled,
and, as we have argued thus far in this tract, that
the Lord made it too clear to admit of doubt that
what he did was designed to create an institution
for the use and benefit of those who should come
after him. That this was so, as it regards the
twelve, we have the authority of his own words for
believing. “If I then, your Lord and Master,
bave washed your feet, ye also ought to wash one
another's feet.” These declarations are explicit.
With what Christ had outwardly done, they were
well acquainted. Now, he enjoined, go and do
likewise to one another. No ingenuity in construc-
tion can evade the obvious and natural conclusion
from these words that the ordinance originated was
not to perish with its institution. The apostles
were not to be satisfied with simply contemplating
the nature of the work which Christ had done for
them, but they were strictly commanded to do to
each other the very thing which he had done to
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them. No duty ever devolved upon them which
was enforced by a clearer statement of obligation.
“If I then, your Lord and Master, have washed
your feet, ye also ought to wash one another's feet,”
said the Saviour. It was just as certain, therefore,
that they were to imitate his example as it was that
the work in question had been performed by him
upon them. That this work, however, had been
actually done, there was, with them, no room
for doubt. They had both seen and experienced it.
This being the case, there. was no room left them
for debate; what they had seen performed, they
were as certain that it was their duty to repeat as
they were that they had ever witnessed it at all.
The final declaration of Christ, also, emphasized
that which his positive command had embodied,
He did not say to them, Happy are ye because ye
have witnessed these things; but his delaration
was: “If ye know these things, happy are ye if ye
do them ;" 1, e., action, and not knowledge simply,
wag the important thing. The blessing which was
to be secured to them was not to come alone through
the channel of acquaintance with what the Lord had
accomplished upon their persons, but through that
of doing to each other what he had done to them.
With the lapse of time, the scene which they had
witnessed in that upper chamber would gradually
have faded from their memory. It needed to be
commemorated in order that the benefits to be de-
rived from it might be lasting in their character.
By each one of the twelve, asntine should participate
personally in imitating and perpetuating the occur-
rences of that night, would all the advantages be
realized and enjoyed in their fullness. - At each
recurrence of the solemn celebration, the individ-
ual actors would have most vividly portrayed anew
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before their minds the great condescension of the
Master, and thereby they would individually re-
ceive a blessing which might properly be repre-
gented as rendering them * happy indeed.”

Thus much for the duty of the apostles. Fur-
ther space need not be devoted to its consideration;
for if the Lord failed to make it manifest, then
language has lost its force, and can no longer be
relied upon as a medium through which to enjoin
obligation.

Passing, therefore, from the apostolic twelve, we
inquire whether Christians generally are not in duty
bound to obey the same injunction which the
Baviour directed to those who were honored with a
position nearest his person,

Asg it regards this question also, we think there
is little room for doubt.

First, because, as all will admit, the Saviour
gelected the twelve as o sort of a miniature church,
through which, for the purpose of convenience, he
conveyed his will and his commands to these then
living, outside of the apostles, and to those who
ghould follow them in subsequent ages. Through

them has come to us nearly all of the instruction

which fell from his lips for onr benefit. On one
occasion he said to them, “ What I say unto you I
say unto all, Watch. . :

Again, on the very evening on which the ordi-
nance of feet-washing was created, there sprang
into existence another sacrament of equal impor-
tance, which is at the present time universally cele-
brated. We have reference to the Lord’s supper.
The circumstances attending the origin of both were
nearly identical. They came into existence the
same evening, in the same room, were administered
to the same persons, and were enjoined by the same

Lord.
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If there be any difference as it regards the obli-
gation of either, that difference is in favor of the
more unpopular ordinance ; for it was of this that
the Lord said to Peter, that, unless he submitted
to it, he should have no part with him. Also it
was of this that he said, “ Ye ought to wash one
another's feet.”” Whereas, he simply remarked of
the other, “ As oft as ye do this, do it in remem-
brance of me.” These facts being true, the same
logic which would prove the perpetuity of the
Lord’s supper—vwhich was at the outset celebrated
by Christ and the apostles alone—would also perpet-
uate the ordinance of feet-washing ; and, therefore,
a8 Christians generally acknowledge that it is their
duty to observe the former, they should either con-
cede that they have been mistaken in that, or else
admit that consistency demands that the latter be
regarded as equally binding,

econdly, we conclude that Christians in our
time are as much in duty bound to participate in
the ordinance of feet-washing as were the apostles ;
because, reasoning from a general stand-point, we
are as much interested as they were in the princi-
le which the ordinance was created to illustrate.
hat principle was the duty of humility as enforced
by the example of Christ. Said he: “ The ser-
vant is not greater than his lord, neither he that
is sent greater than he that sent him. If ye know
these things, happy are ye if ye do them;” 4. e, if
I your Lord and Master; I by whom and for
whom all things were made that are made ; I who
am the only begotten Son of the Father, have so
far humiliated myself that I have been willing to
kneel before you, and in the bathing of your feet
have performed the service of & servant and a menial,
surely you, who are in common but servants to me,
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ought to be willing so far to humble yourselves as
to do unto one another that which I have done
unto you.

What a sublime lesson !

The King of glory so destitute of pride and ex-
altation that he could even wash the feet of sinful,
erring man.

) Hﬁw important that this lesson should be learned
y all.

With what overwhelming force is taught by it
the brotherhood of mankind, the wickedness of
pride, and the propriety that each should minister
to the other,

In no other way could this lesson have been im-
parted so successfully.

. But were the apostles the only ones who needed
its instructions ?

Were they less fraternal, more proud, or more
unwilling to minister to one another than we are?

Beyond all question, at the time under consider-
ation they were vastly more humble than the aver-
age Christian at the present hour.

This being true, however, the conclusion is una-
voidable that if ¢4ey needed the ordinance, we need
it in a ratio greater by tenfold.

By parity of reasoning, therefore, it was designed
for us, because Christ well understood what our
situation would be, and the presumption is, that,
having done what he did to meet the needs of one
class, he perpetnated the duty of exemplifying the
transactions of that hour, in order to meet the
greater necessities of those of us who were to come
after.

Were we to pass from the discussion of general
Principles in their bearing nupon the issue before us
to the question as to whether the New Testament
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throws any further light upon the matter of the
perpetuity of the ordinance save that which is
found in the command of Christ, we should enter a
field not wholly destitute of the confirmatory proof
which we seek,

The apostle Paul, in addressing Timothy respect-
ing the propriety of supporting certain widows by
the charity of the church, commends one class as
being worthy of maintenance at their hands.
Guarding with jealous care the fruits of the liberal-
ity of his brethren, and being unwilling that they
should be consumed by any except those of the
most undoubted merit, he writes as follows: * Let
not & widow be taken into the number under three-
score years old, having been the wife of one man,
well reported of for good works ; if she have brought
up children, if she have lodged strangers, if she
have washed the saints’ feet, if she have relieved
the afflicted, if she have diligently followed every
good work.” 1 Tim. 5:9, 10.

In this passage the obvious allusion is to one
who, possessing those other Christian graces neces-
gary to the development of a symmetrical charac-
ter, was also one whose humility and sincerity had
been proved by the high test of a willingness to
carry out the behest of the Saviour brought to view
in the words, “ If I then, your Lord and Master,
have washed your feet, ye also ought to wash one
another's feet.”

Such was the nature of the obligation imposed
by this precept, and such was the mind which its
fulfillment betokened, that Paul felt that he would
be perfectly safe in recommending the individual
possessing it as worthy of material aid. He well
knew that the dishonest, the insincere, and the hyp-
ocritical would be very slow to carry out an ordi-
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nance which had in it so large a demand upon the
graces of meekness and ingenuousness.

Reasoning from this stand-point, therefore, we
reach two conclusions. 1In the first place, it be-
comes clear that the apostle placed a very high es-
timate on obedience to that institution which the
Lord inangurated on the eve of his departure from
this world, in order to commemorate that lowliness
of heart which enabled him to perform the most
menial offices for the benefit of others. In the sec-
ond place, it is eyident in the side-light thus thrown
upon the subject, that in the year of our Lord sixty-
five,—thirty odd years this side of the passover
supper, — Christians were still celebrating with
gaat solemnity the event which took place in that
chamber at Jerusalem in which the Lord, in the
attitude of a servant, condescended to wash with
his own hands, and to wipe with the towel with
which he was girded, the feet of his attendant dis-
ciples.*

But, if this be true, we have again reached,
through the practice of the church, the same decis-
lon at which we had arrived by inductive argu-
ment. That is, we are brought once more to the
gonclusion that the sacrament of feet-washing is

*The following from Kitto’s Cyclopedia will serve to show
the reader the facts in regard to the historic evidences respect-
Ing the continuance fn the early chureh, for centuries, of the

‘telebration of the action on the part of Christ which is passing

In review before us:—

““Feet-washing (pedilavium) became, as might be expected,
& part of the observances practiced in the early Christian
Church. The real signification, however, was soon forgoiten,
or overloaded by superstitious feelings and mere outward prac-
Hces. Traces of the practice abound in ecclesiastical history,
and remnants of the abuse are still to be found in the Romish
Church. The reader who wishes to see an outline of these may
consult Seigél, Handbuch der ch. Alierthiimer, ii. 156, seq.”
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still binding upon all, since we find it in use
among the churches some thirty odd years this side
of the boundary line of this dispensation ; for since
that period, all will admit our relation to that sub-
Ject has been in nowise affected by any change of
doctrine or duty. If we had found no trace of the
practice in the meager record of current events
which the New Testament brings to view, that
would in nowise invalidate the necessity of per-
forming an office which rests squarely on a positive
command. But, having the command, and then
finding & usage approved by the highest authority
known to the church, which harmonizes perfectly
with our interpretation of the law, the question of
the necessity of our obedience to the same is not
only emphasized, but also settled beyond dispute.

T'hus, reader, we have canvassed this subject as
fully as the circumstances of the case seem to re-
quire,

By the positive precept of Christ, by numerous
inferential arguments so strong as to amount to
actual demonstration, and by the practice of the
first generation of Christians, there has been
brought home to your door an obligation which,
although heretofore not understood by you, has
now become plain and unmistakable.

It only remains, therefore, to inquire, What dis-
position will you make of this matter ?

Returning to the point whence we started, how
does your heart appear to you, when upon it is
thrown the flood of this new light ?

Do you discover in it any disposition to evade
the requirements of the situation, or to shrink from
them ?

Is the consecration as complete, after all, as you

had hoped it was ?

:

%
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A
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Or is God bringing you now to a point where
on can discover your own lack, and where, if obe-
dient to him, you will be able to attain to a deeper
ugericnoe than you have ever reached before?
beg of you to move cautiously over this ground,
for here are quagmires and quicksands whi
#wallowed up many an unwary traveler.
Be not deceived. It is not a matter of indiffer-
ence whether or not we walk in the light. As it
‘was of old, so it is now. He that refuses to do
this, sooner or later will grope his way in moral
darkness. “ While ye have light, believe in the
light [said the Saviour], that ye may be the chil-
dren of light.” In these words is brought to
Wiew, a8 existing within the individual himself, the
wer to believe or disbelieve the truth., If we are

have

~ honest in heart, we may “know of the doctrine.”

The danger is that where knowledge brings with it

. Unpleasant duty, we may deceive ourselves by re-
. Quiring more testimony than the case demands.

‘Where no additional responsibility is incurred, and

* Where the matter is one of sentiment rather than of
~ practice, we reach conclusions with comparative

ease, The instance before us, however, is not of

* this sort. The thing required furnishes us with
~ Bomething to do, as well as something to believe.

Experience has shown that the dangers of the situa-
tion lie in the direction of an unwillingness to per-

- form the act required. For some reason, there is in
" the minds of many persons a repugnance to carrying

out the practical features of the sacrament under

 discussion which is exceedingly strong. That this
should be so with the natural heart, it is not diffi-
“eult to comprehend. Not so, however, with pro-

fessing Christians, who claim to have mortified the

* fiesh,  The former, being unregenerate, have never
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learned to humble themselves; but the latter are
but poor scholars in the school of Christ unless
they have learned the absolute mnecessity of self-
abasement,.

So far as the action of washing the feet of a
brother is concerned, it is true that when per-
formed in the manner in question it is a work
which is humiliating in its nature; but does this
really render it objectionable? It seems to us
that this is very far from being the case. Ifin
any way the humiliation involved dishonor, the
gituation would be different, This cannot be,
however, since Christ himself gave us the exam-
ple, and he never would have done anything that
was wrong in the abstract. Where, then, does
the cross enter? Manifestly in the tacit confes-
gion inyolved in the action which we put forth,
In washing the feet of another, we virtually sa;
to him, “ My brother, I am willing, for Christ’s
sake, not only to regard you as fully my equal,
but also to sustain to you the relation of an ab-
ject servant to his superior.” If there be pride
in the heart, this will be an unpleasant task. If
you be a rich man, and that brother a poor man,
again the deed will greatly mortify the flesh. If
you be learned, and he be unlearned, the situation
will be trying. Nevertheless, if the true spirit
of the gospel be in our hearts, these difficulties
will vanish like the dew before the rising sun.
Paul declared that there was a saying that was
worthy of all acceptation; 4. e, “Christ Jesus
came into the world to save sinners, of whom I
am chief.” Again it is said, Let the rich rejoice
that he is made low. James 1:10. And once
more : “ Mind not high things, but condescend to
men of low estate. not wise in your own con-
ceits,” Rom, 12:16,
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In fine, the Scriptures abound everywhere in
tions to the effect that we ought to be
to humble ourselves at all times, regard-

~ willin

‘.:_ in:gaot ers as better than ourselves,

By one who understands his own heart, this
& will not be looked upon as a difficult and un-
i reasonable requirement; since, being acquainted

With his own sins and ignorant of those of his

- meighbor, and feeling that there is no defense for

i |M 1:1.! past course, he will naturally come to view

. those around him as really more deserving of the

K divine clemency than himself. To him it will

. be rather a pleasure than a burden to perform

. any action which shall in any way develop in

,ﬁm&elf a spirit of contrition, and furnish to others

- proof of his lowliness of mind. But convince him

- $bat Christ has gone before and set an example

hich he is expected to follow, and he will not

p to debate the question whether in any way

‘may be doing those things which by the more

ughty in spirit may be regarded as a violation

“the proprieties of cultured life, With him

‘Sentimentalism is past, and the struggle for life

“has become so real and all-absorbing that mere

~ fonventionalisms have lost their power to sepa-

~ mte him from Christ. With him, the popular

" Whim which attaches a taint of degradation to

t #he person who is religiously employed in the

_u_.';!.uhmg of feet, will have little or no weight.

& Discriminating between solid argument and mere

istry, he will discover that the washing in

-. ion is not for the removal of the filth of the

flesh, but as a type which has a reflex influence

- by calling attention to what the Saviour has done

*in his own person; thereby developing in the

\ disciple that grace which would make him com-
R 3

i
—r
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pare in lowliness of heart with hisgreat Exemplar.
All the unpleasant associations in the minds of
the prejudiced against the ordinance as being one
to be employed merely for the purposes of phys-
ical cleanliness, will be removed when he learns
that all who participate in it, following the ex-
ample of Peter, have grevious]j’ purified the per-
son for the occasion by the employment of the
nisite ablution. Ll ;
hose objections, also, which arise in the mind
of many because of the mistaken notion that t!:m
ordinance is entered upon by the sexes promis-
cuously, will be dispelled when he ascertains that
everything is done decently and in order, the
males administering the ordinance to males, and
females to females, under circumstances caleu-
lated to secure the strictest propriety in all par-
“ticulars, !

In fine, he will instantly perceive that all of
the arguments which are brought to bear upon
the su%ject by those who object to the suitable
commemoration of one of the most striking events
in the life of Christ, fall so far short qf accom-
plishing the end desired, and are so radically de-
fective in their nature and construction, that the_y
serve to establish, rather than to undermine, }:na
new convictions. They will appear to him like
the most tenuous cobwebs stretched across the
pathway of truth, hardly tangible enough to be
felt, and destined to be swept away by the ad-
vancing foot of the first passer-by. All of them
will be found to have their origin in a mistaken
conception of the facts, or in a disposition to
evade a duty by an unwitting agpeg.l to preju-
dices altogether unworthy of a Christian man.
To all of t'fem he will make but the one answer:

NATURE OF THE ORDINANCE, 35

The eommand and the example of the Son of God
are with me authority of too high a nature to be

 set at naught by a logic sadly defective in its
 character, or by a caprice, which, if it would re.

flect on the ordinance at all, would also reflect
on Him by whom it was created.

- The more he shall consider the matter of the
sacrament, and the important lesson which it
teaches, the more profound will be his assarance

~ that it meets us in our fallen natures right where
" We are, and where we most need help.

Should it ever be his fortune to enter the
room where the humble followers of Jesus,
acting upon the instructions of the Master, are
y mtic&]ly illustrating the value of the institu-
ion which originated with him, he will appre-

 tiate, as never before, the power of the dramatic

i religion. As with streaming eyes, and hearts
‘that are bowed down with a solemn sense of the
‘Work in which they are engaged, one after
 8nother girds himself with the towel, and, in im-

' itation of the Lord, kneels to administer the or-

‘dinance to a brother, he will be overwhelmed as

. Dever before with a sense of the condescension

of Him whose glory filled the heavens, and yet

- Who, laying it all aside, clothed himself with g
form of flesh and actually performed the office of

| | Sservant to servants. While his eye runs over
r'ﬂlﬁ emblems now upon the table, of the Lord’s
I broken body and shed blood, as well as the visi.

o ble appliances connected with the ordinance of

Londescension, the scene enacted in that upper

"Mom at Jerusalem eighteen hundred years

Will be revived before his fancy with a vividness

- 8nd power which mere words could never impart.
With a grateful heart, and an almost erushing
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sense of his own unworthiness, he will thank
God for the perpetuity of an emblematical scene
which overwhelms him with a deeper sense of
the self-abnegation of the Master than ever had
taken possession of his mind before.

May God grant, candid reader, that your expe-
rience may prove to be of the kind spoken of
above, and that—putting aside as unworthy of
a moment’s thought, all suggestions which are
dictated by the fear of man or the love of ap-
plause—you may walk in the light which now
shines upon your pathway, content to know that
this light comes from Heaven, and that the path
which it illaminates will lead you to a deeper
experience in the things of God, and to a more
Erofound sense of your own unworthiness and of

is goodness.

Suffer no false issue to be presented before
your mind. Remember that the question re-
solves itself simply into this: When the Lord
said, “ Ye ought to wash one another’s feet,” did
he mean to be understood as saying e ought not
to wash one another’s feet? Or did his words
accurately express the thought that was in his
mind ¢

If you shall decide that the first position would
dishonor the Master by reflecting upon his ability
to employ language that was calculated to con-
vey correctly the lesson which he designed to
teach, then your duty will be plain. Then those
other words, so searching and so just—“If ye
love me, keep my commandments ” (John 14:15),
—will furnish you with a key to duty which will
unlock every problem relating to the course you
ought to pursue in the future,
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CHAPTER II.

THE ORDER TO BE PURSUED IN THE ADMINISTRA-
r TION OF THE ORDINANCES.

As some difference of opinion seems to exist

. among those who accept the ordinance of feet-

‘washing as one which rests on Seripture author-
ity reapectin%ethe question of precedence in ad-
. ministration between it and the Lord’s supper, I
~ have thought that it might not be unprofitable
' to discuss the matter in a brief chapter.

The record from which it will be necessary to

. draw our data is exceedingly meager, and in or-

der to attain to the desired end it will be re-
~ quired that we proceed with care, comparing at

- every step the statements bearing upon the sub-

~ ject, which are made by the different evangelists,

‘It is not a little remarkable that those who

- mention the Lord’s supper make no allusion to

the ordinance of feet-washing, while the one who

- makes mention of feet-washing does not refer in

any way to the administration of the eucharist,

his latter fact is accounted for on the hypoth-
‘esis that John's Gospel was supplementary in its
nature, and designed principally to supply facts
which the other evangelists had omitted in their

* productions, and, therefore, as they neglected to

‘mention the ordinance of the Lord’s humiliation,
he supplied the omission without repeating the
- &ccount of the Lord’s supper, the details of which
- they had given so fully. Should it be objected
~ to this supposition that John also speaks of a

~ “supper,” we reply: The one to which he ad-
. verts was that of the passover, which preceded
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the partaking of the emblems of the Lord’s
death, and must not be confounded therewith.
The term “ Lord’s supper ” is applied to the eu-
charist but once in the New Testament, This
use of the term is found in 1 Cor. 11:20, and
did not occur until A. D. 59; 4. e., about twenty-
seven years after the death of Christ.

The expression usually employed when refer-
ring to the matter seems to have been that of
“breaking of bread.”

That the supper to which John alludes is that
of the passover, is manifest both from the aceounts
given by Matthew, Mark, and Luke, and from
the fact that there was on the table a dish into
which the Lord dipped the sop which he gave to
Judas. Had it been merely the “ Lord’s supper,”
no such dish would bave been necessary, since
the bread and wine required nothing of the kind
when used as a sacrament.*

Having premised thus much, we come now to
the real work in hand, i. e, that of deciding
which of the two ordinances was first partici-
pated in.

For the purpose of reaching our conclusion
with ease and certainty, we will make the ac-
count, as given in the thirteenth chapter of John,
of the events which transpired on the evening of

* In addition to what has been said of the supper, it might be
well to call attention to the fact that in Luke 22 : 17 mention is
made of a cup, while In the twentieth verse of the same chap-
ter another cup s spoken of, and that some, by eonfounding
these two cups, have adopted wrong conclusions. The cup al-
luded to in verse 17 was one of the four ordinarily partaken of
in connection with the passover supper; while the one men-
tioned In verse 20 {s the one which the Lord appointed to be
used in connection with his supper. See Bible Dictionary pub-
lished by the Ameriean Tract Society, art. Passover,
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ver, the basis upon which to eonstruct

a table which, we think, will enable any person

to reach a safe conclusion in the matter under

consideration,

If the reader will now turn to the narrative

the beloved apostle in the thirteenth chapter

of his Gospel, he will find that the events trans-
pired on that evening as given below :—

1. Passover supper (John 13:1, 2); 2. Jesus
arose from the table and washed the disciples’
feet (John 13:3-11); 3. Sat down again to the
table and conversed (John 13:12-17); 4. Des-
ignated the one who should betray him (John
13:18-26); 5. Said to Judas, “ That thou doest,
do quickly” (John 13:27-29); 6. Judas went
out to betray him (John 13:30); 7. Jesus dis-
coursed to the disciples (John 13 :31 to 14 :31);
8. He goes out to the Mount of Olives (John
14:31).

As letnarked above, the table is based on the
account of John, because it is more full than that
of any other evangelist,

The reader will observe that he mentions eight
transactions in consecutive order, and that we
have given to each one of them its proper num-
ber. He will please turn in his Bible and care-
fully read all the verses which we have quoted
in order to verify the citations which we have
made. Having done this, he will be ready to
enter with us upon an examination of what
Matthew, Mark, and Luke have recorded in their

pels as having transpired on the same even-
to which John makes reference. When this
shall be accomplished, he will readily perceive
that as each one of them understood in his own
mind the order of events as they occurred, and




40 THE REJECTED ORDINANCE.

gave them without confusion of statement, it will
be possible for us to harmonize their accounts
when we get the proper clue,

That is, when Matthew, Mark, and Luke speak
of the breaking of bread, they all have reference
to the same event, and that event must have
stood related in their minds to the other transac-
tions of the evening in the same way that it did
in the mind of John; since all were present on
the occasion of which they write.

In other words, if in tracing their accounts we
shall find that both they and John speak of what
Christ said about the betrayal of himself by
Judas ; the{ on the one hand locating the break-
ing of bread in immediate connection with such

saying of Curist, and John, on the other hand,
speaking of “feet-washing” as having been at-
tended to before the saying of Christ to Judas,

then we must understand that the “washing of
feet” did precede the breaking of bread, although
the three evangelists fail to mention the same,
and although John neglected to allude to the
Lord’s supper at all.

The first evangelist whose account will be ex-
amined is Luke. As it is brief, we shall give it
nearly in full, as follows :—

““ And when the hour was ‘come, he sat down, and the
twelve apostles with him. And he said unto them, With
desire I have desired to eat this passover with you before
I suffer; for I say unto you, I will not any more eat
thereof, until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God. And
he took the cup, and gave thanks, and said, Take this,
and divide it among yourselves; for I say unto you, I
will not drink of the fruit of the vine, until the kingdom
of God shall come. And he took bread, and gave thanks,
and brake it, and gave unto them, saying, This is my body
which is given for you: this do in remembrance of me.
Likewise also the cup after supper, saying, This cup is the
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new testament in my blood, which is shea for you. But,
behold, the hand of him that betrayeth me is with me on
the table. And truly the Son of man goeth, as it was de-
termined ; but woe unto that man by whom he is be-
trayed.” Luke 22:14-22,

A glance will reveal the fact that Luke's testi-
mony is of the highest importance in our investi-

tion. He unlike John, makes mention of the
breaking of bread, This transaction he connects
with our Lord’s designation of Judas as the be-
trayer. His words are: “ This cuE is the new
testament in my blood, which is shed for youn.”
“But, behold, the hand of him that betrayeth me

I8 with me on the table.”

By this declaration two points ave settled.
The first is, as stated above, that the breaking of
bread and the passing of the cup took place in im-

‘mediate conneetion with what Christ said to Ju-

das about his betrayal of him; and the second
is, that they preceded that event; transpiring in
immediate connection therewith.

Do you ask how this will assist us in deciding
which preceded in the order of events, feet-wash-
ing or the Lord’s supper ?

I answer, that, as Luke has linked these two

N things together, we ascertain that the feet-wash-

ing could not have transpired befween them, and
therefore, it must either have preceded both of
them, or followed both of them, and consequent-
ly, that we have found a clue which will legd us
to a settlement of the whole question; since
John, though he does not speak of the breaking
of bread, does—as scen in the above table of the
order of events, Nos. 2 and 4—lecate the conver-
sation between Christ and Judas affer the wash-
ing of feet, But as we have seen that Luke con-
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nects the breaking of bread and the designation
of Judas as the betrayer, as having taken place
at the same moment, and as John places the feet-
washing before the time that Christ pointed out
Judas as the betrayer, he also proves that the
{mwhing must have preceded the breaking of

To restate the proposition that all may under-
stand it: John's account shows that Christ
washed the feet of the disciples, then sat down
to the table again and told Judas that he would
betray him ; while Luke's account shows that
Christ made this declaration about Judas while
passing the emblems of his broken body and
spilled blood, and, therefore, after the washing of
eet ; else it could not have taken place in con-
nection with what Christ said to Judas; since
John shows that the declaration of Christ to Ju-
das was made after the washing of feet,

Should it be objected that Luke’s account is
not mecessarily consecutive in the order of its
presentation, we should reply that it must be,
8o far as it relates to the Lord’s supper and the
pointing out of Judas as the traitor; since Luke

ives, not his own words, but those of Christ,
Just as the Lord spoke them. That is, he repre-
sents Christ as saying, “ This cup is the new tes-
tament in my blood, which is shed for you. Buf,
behold, the hand of him that betrayeth me is
with me on the table.” Now the use of the con-
junction “but” as thrown in by Christ between
what he said about the cup and about Judas,
would not be admissible in such a conneection,
unless it was found in a connected conversation.
This however, would not he true of the conversa-
tion under consideration if the view which we
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are combating be correct; since as John shows
beyond all controversy that Judas was not iden-
tified by Christ as the betrayer until after the
washing of feet, then (the position of our oppo-
nents being true) Luke must have taken words
which Christ spoke about the bread and wine
before the washing of feet and the long discus-
sion which accompanied it, and related them, in
in the use of the conjunction “but,” as though
they were in the same disecourse; whereas, at
least half an hour intervened between the two
declarations.®* But such a supposition would be
absurd in the extreme, and consequently, cannot
be entertained for a moment so long as the other
view offers no difficulties whatever, and is con-
sistent both with the laws of language and the

robability that Luke’s representation of what

hrist said is just what it appears to be,—a con-
nected conversation,

Let us advance now to an examination of what
Matthew has said concerning the matter which
is passing in review. It will be found in the
twenty-sixth chapter of his Gospel, and reads as
follows :—

¢ Now when the even was come, he sat down with the
twelve. And as they did eat, he said, Verily I say unto

you, that one of you shall betray me. And they were ex-
ceeding sorrowful, and began every one of them to say

# That we are right in supposing that half an hour would be
consumed in washing the feet of the twelve aposties, will be-
come apparent to any person who will pause and consider the
matter for one moment. The least possible amount of time
which could have been devoted, In this process, to each indi-
vidual, without its being characterized by indecent haste, would
be two minutes; allawing, therefore, two minutes to each of
the twelve apostles, and six minutes for the extended remarks
which accompanied the ordinance, you have half an hour as
the least smount of time requisite for its administration.
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unto him, Lord, is it I? And he i

that dippeth his hand with me in tﬁgﬁﬁd&:iﬁ%h}zﬁ
betray me. The Son of man goeth as it is written of him
but woe unto that man by whom the Son of man is be-
trayed | it had been good for that man if he had not been
born. Then Judas which betrayed him, answered and
said, Master, is it I! He said unto him, Thou hast said

And as they were eating, Jesus took bread, and blesded it,
and brake 1t, and gave to the disciples, and said Take,
eat; this is my body. And he took the cup and g&\’t"
thanks, and gave it to them, saying, Drink ya’ all of it;
for this is my blood of the new testament, which is shed
for many furl the remission of sins. But I say unto you

I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until
that day when I drink it new with you in my Father's
kingdpm. And when they had sung a hymn, they went
out into the Mount of Olives.” Matt. 26 : 20-30.

The reader will observe that Matthew makes
mention of four of the events spoken of by John
and one in addition, of which John does not
take notice, 4. ¢, the Lord’s supper.

He will also discover the fact that there is
nothing that Matthew says which will enable
us to locate the “breaking of bread” definitely
with reference to the relation which it sustains
in point of time to the “ washing of feet.” Mat-
thew simply remarks that the bread and the
wine of the eucharist were partaken of while
they were eating, without particularizing further,
His statement must be taken as one that was
not designed to be given in chronological order;
else his account would disagree with that of
Luke; since, if it is given in chronological order,
Matthew places the “breaking of bread” after
the identification of Judas as the traitor; whereas
Luke locates it before that event in the most un-
qualified manner. Matthew evidently carries his
hlstm:y forward through the passover supper, the
washing of feet, the sitting down again of Christ
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at the table, and the pointing out of Judas as the
traitor, and then—in accordance with a custom
often followed by the sacred writers—he falls
back in his narrative once more in order to bring
up the matter of breaking of bread (which he had
previously omitted), in the use of the words,
“ And as they were eating, Jesus took bread,” ete.
We are now ready for the parallel passages in
Mark, which we give verbatim herewith :—

¢ And in the evening he cometh with the twelve. And
as they sat and did eat, Jesus said, Verily I say unto you,
One of you which eateth with me shall betray me. And
they began to be sorrowful, and to say unfo him one by
one, Is 1t 11 and another said, Isit 11 And he answered
and said unto them, It is one of the twelve, that dippeth
with me in the dish. The Son of man indeed goeth as it
is written of him; but woe to that man by whom the Son
of man is betrayed ! good were it for that man if he had
never been born, And as they did eat, Jesus took bread,
and blessed, and brake it, and gave to them, and said,
Take, eat; this is my ImdﬁI And he took the cup, and
when he had given thanks, he gave it to them; and
they all drank of it. And hesaid unto them, This is my
blood of the new testament, which is shed for many.
Verily T say unto you, I will drink no more of the fruit
of the vine, until that day that I drink it new in the king-
dom of God. And when they had sung a hymn, they
went out into the Mount of Olives.” Mark 14 :17-26.

What has been remarked of Matthew is equally
true of Mark.

He also omits the Lord’s supper in his general
account,'and then falls back in order to mention
it in the use of a similar expression to that which
Matthew employs; 4. e, “ And as they did eat,
Jesus took bread,” ete.

As already remarked, any other interpretation
would inevitably lead to inextricable confusion;
for, as suggested above, it would leave Matthew
and Mark in conflict with Luke; since Lake cer-
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tainly represents the breaking of bread as having
transpired before Christ pointed out Judas as the
betrayer,

The only objection which could with any show
of reason be raised to the interpretation” which
we have offered, will be found in the suggestion
that Matthew and Mark speak of the breaking
of bread as having occurred “as they sat and did
eat.” This objection, however, we do not regard
as valid. It may be met in one of two ways,
1. It is not impossible that the idea which the
evangelists meant to convey was simply that the
breaking of bread took place while yet they were
at the table of the passover supper. 2. It is not
incredible, or even improbable, that after the
Lord arose and washed the feet of the apostles
and sat down a second time to the table, the
might have resumed their eating which had been
prematurely broken off by the mysterious action
of Clrist in the washing of their feet.

Either of these hypotheses is preferable to a
view which would make Matthew and Mark
flatly contradict Luke, and at the same time put
them out of harmony with John.

Should any person still insist that we have
erred in reasoning that the accounts of Matthew
and Mark do not give in consecutive order the
events to which they make reference, then we re-
ply: Should we grant the objector’s desire and
concede that they speak of the transactions just
as they occurred, and that their account should
be taken instead of that of Luke, such & conces-
sion would not alter the conclusion reached ma-
terially ; for by reading what they say with the
understanding that it 1s connected history, they
will be made to teach that the Lord’s supper
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ollowed what the Lord said to Judas about be-
{mying him; this being so, then it must also
bave followed the fect-washing; since John
shows that the washing of feet occurred before
they sat down to the table t.hp ae(.:ond time, hlmt.
event being numbered two in his table, while
the declaration of fCh:-i;-qt. to Judas, in the same
le is numbered four.
t‘“’:‘I‘hua it has been made to appear that—take
whichever horn of the dilemma may please him
—the objector will be compelled to admit that
feet-washing must have preceded the breaking
of bread on the memorable evening on which our
rtook of his last passover supper.
Lolr{iclz)?mtrurtinq, now, our table of the order.of
events based upon the account of John, a.mi in-
serting therein in its proper place—as determined
by the record of Luke—the celebration of the
Lord’s supper, the reader will be enabled to ob-
tain a consecutive view of the principal occur-
rences of the evening: 1. Passover supper; 2.
feet-washing; 3. Sat down the second mmg to
the table; 4. Lord's supper (Luke 22:19-21);
designating the one who should betray him;
5. Said to Judas, “ That thou doest, do quickly;
6. Judas went out to betray him; 7. Discourse
to his disciples; 8. Went out to the Mount of
ives. H
OIA brief summary of some of the principal
points which have been made in the present arti-
would run as follows :— .
clal. The supper mentioned in the thirteenth
chapter of John was the passover supper.
2. The account given in the thirteenth chapter
of John, being the fullest of any furnished by the
evangelists, and giving, as it evidently does, the




48 THE REJECTED ORDINANCE.

events which it enumerates in consecutive order
as it regards each other, furnishes a basis for a
table with which to compare the statements
found in the other gospels.

3. In such a table it is manifest that the
“washing of feet” preceded the pointing out of
the traitor,

4. Luke mentions the Lord’s supper, while
John omits that supper, and connects it with the
E:inting out: of the traitor; which event is num-

red four in the table of John.

5. Matthew’s account is not given in consecu-
tive order, and therefore does not affect the ques-
tion,

6. Mark’s account, also, is not given in consec-
utive order; and, therefore, it does not affect the
question,

7. We are left, consequently, to the accounts
of John and Luke for the settlement of the whole
matter ; and as Luke connects the Lord’s supper
with the designation of Judas as the traitor, it
must be joined with that event 1, ., the one num-
bered four in the table of John.

8. Uniting the Lord’s supper with No. 4 as
found in John's table, we ascertain that the
Lord's supper must have followed the feet-
washing; since “feet-washing” is, in the same
table, numbered two,

Having now, as we believe, removed all the
difficulties which lie in the way of our theory
that the feet-washing preceded the Lord’s sup-
per, and having established that theory by a line
of argument which is both natural and easy, and
which cannot be successfully controverted, we
leave the subject with the reader, trusting that
what has been said will commend itself to his
judgment,

TIME OF THE ORDINANCES.

CHAPTER IIL

THE PROPER TIME FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF
THE ORDINANCES.

HAVING considered in a previous chapter “ The
Order to be Pursued in the Administration of the
Ordinances,” I propose in the present one to dis-
cuss the question of the proper time for their cel-
ebration,

The difficulties that attend the discussion of
this branch of the subject are neither so great
nor 80 numerous as were those with which we
were confronted in the consideration of the points
presented in the former chapter. Probably there
are fifty who have been troubled as to which
should take the precedence in adwinistration, the
washing of feet or the breaking of bread, where
there has been one who has borrowed ary trouble
concerning the precise time when the ordinances
should be administered. Should there be but
one, however, it would be our duty—provided
he were sincere in his questioning—to assist him
in the solution of what might, to his mind, ap-
pear to be a difficult problem.

So'far as we are aware, those who hold to a
specific time for the “ breaking of bread ” and the
“washing of feet” are of the opinion that it is
indispensable that they should be attended to in
the evening.

It is difficult to say whence they get this opin-
ion, unless it be either from the fact that Christ
broke the bread and washed the feet of the dis-
ciples in the evening when he instituted the
ordinances, or because it is supposed by these in-

4
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dividuals that the ordinances take the place fully
of the passover, and are to perpetuate it under a
different set of types, but subject to the same
limitations and regulations.

So far as the first position is concerned, it may
be properly remarked that more importance is
attached to the fact that the “ Lord’s supper ” and
the “washing of feet” were attended to in the
evening than the circumstances itself will war-
rant, The element of time is never to be re-
garded as essential unless it is made so by the
very nature of the duty preseribed, or by ex-
plicit declarations found in the command impos-
ing the same.

To illustrate: “Go ye into all the world, and
preach the gospel to every creature,” is an in-
Junction which has imposed an obligation on
every minister since the days of Christ, the exact
moment, however, at which the preaching and
the baptizing shall be performed is not thought
to be a matter worthy of discussion, since there
is no limitation, as to the time when these things
should be done, found in the original command.
This being true, the preacher has felt free to pre-
sent his message whenever and wherever he could
get the ears of the people, and to baptize either
by night or day, in the morning or at noon, or in
the twilight, all candidates who have met the
implied requisition by believing on the Lord
Jesus Christ.

Again, in the sixth chapter of Matthew and the
ninth verse, the Lord's prayer is introduced by
the words, “After this manner therefore pray
ye;” but who does not understand that the in-
dividual is left free to select the time and place
for the repetition of that prayer in accordance
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with the opportunities or necessities which may
surround him? The reason why he uses this
liberty is apparent. It is because the precept
was given without specification as to time and
place, and he naturally and correctly concludes
that he is left to select these for himself.

But without multiplying illustrations further
for the purpose of proving a general principle of
interpretation which is too obvious to demand
farther exemplification, we turn to apply it to
the question before us.

Did the Lord, in the memorable evening of the
institution of his supper, enjoin upon his disci-
ples that they should commemorate the same
thereafter in the evening, and in the evening
only ?

In order to discuss the question intelligently,
we have transcribed all the passages which bear
directly upon the subject. They are as follows :—

“Buat I say unto yon, I will not drink henceforth of
this fruit of the vine, until that day when I drink it new
with you in my Father’s kingdom.” Matt. 26 : 29,

“ And as they did eat, Jesus took bread, and blessed,
and brake it, and gave to them, and said, Take, eat : this
is my body. And he took the cup, and when he had
given thanks, he gave it to them; and they all drank of
it. And he said unto them, This is my blood of the new
testament, which is shed for many. Verily I say unto
you, I will drink no more of the fruit of the vine, until
that day that I drink it new in the kingdom of God.”
Mark 14 : 22-25.

“ And he took bread, and gave thanks, and brake it,
and gave unto them, saying, This is my body which is
given for you : this do in remembrance of me. Likewise
also the cup after supper, saying, This cup is the new
testament in my blood, which is shed for you. But, be-
hold, the hand of him that betrayeth me is with me on
the table.” Luke 22:19-21

“ What! have ye not houses to eat and to drink in! or
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despise ye the church of God, and shame them that have
not1 What shall I say to you? shall I praise you in this1
I praise you not. For I have received of the Lord that
which also T delivered unto you, That the Lord Jesus the
same night in which he was betrayed took bread; and
when he had given thanks, he brake it, and said, Take,
eat : this is my body, which is broken for you : this do in
remembrance of me. After the same manner also he
took the cup, when he had supped, saying, This cup is
the new testament in my bloc u]l : this do ye, as oft as ye
drink it, in remembrance of me. For as often as ye eat
this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the Lord’s death
till he come. Wherefore whosoever shall eat this bread,
and drink this cup of the Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty
of the body and blood of the Lord. But let a man ex-
amine himself, and so let him eat of that bread, and
drink of that cup.” 1 Cor. 11 : 22-28,

““The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the com-
munion of the blood of Christ! The bread which we
hreak, is it not the communion of the body of Christ?”
1 Cor, 10; 16.

““ And they continued steadfastly in the apostles’ doe-
trine and fellowship, and in breaking of bread, and in
prayers. And fear came upon every soul; and man
wonders and signs were done by the apostles. And all
that believed were together, and had all things common ;
and sold their possessions and goods, and parted them to
all men, as every man had need. And they, continui
daily with one accord in the temple, and breaking h‘l'ﬁ
from honse to house, did eat their meat with gladness and
singleness of heart, praising God, and having favor with
all the people. And the Lord added to the church daily
such as should be saved.” Acts 2 :42-47,

¢ And upon the first day of the week, when the disei-
ples came together to break bread, Paul preached unto
them ready to depart on the morrow; and continued
his speech until midnight.” ‘ When he therefore was
come up again, and had broken bread, and eaten, and
talked a long while, even till break of day, so he de-
parted.” Aects 20:7, 1L

In examining the foregoing scriptures, the
reader has discovered that in all which Christ
said there is not one declaration from which it
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may reasonably be inferred that he designed to
convey the impression that the evening furnished
the only period of time in which the breaking of
bread was to be attended to thereafter.

The scope of this injunction comprehends three
things: First, it is fairly deducible from his re-
marks that they were expected to imitate his ex-
ample ; second, that when they did so, it was to
be done in remembrance of him; third, that they
should continue to commemorate his death in
that way until he should come again.

The expression “as oft as ye do it” is general
in its character, and, in the absence of any qual-
ifying clauses, cannot be claimed to place any re-
striction whatever upon the free choice of the
individual as to the time and the place when and
where he shall commemorate the humility and
death of his Lord.

Turning to Luke 11:2, we read, s When  ye
pray, say, Our Father,” etc. In this language
we have a case nearly parallel to the one before
us; for the expression “when ye pray” is nearly
tantamount to the words “as oft” as ye pray.
But will any one insist that the former expres-
sion furnishes any limitation as to the time when
we may offer the Lord’s prayer? But the case
is a parallel one; for our Lord himself had just
been praying at the time he used the expression,
“When ye pray, say, Our Father,” ete. There-
fore, as this was doubtless done in the daytime,
it would, according to the view which we are op-
posing, be equivalent to a restriction upon the
disciples to pray only in the daytime. Sucha
restriction, however, is not acknowledged by
those with whom we differ upon the subject be-
fore us, and we cannot therefore see how they
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can fail to comprehend that in this, as in many
other cases, they have acknowledged a law of in-
terpretation which, when properly applied, will
remove all their objections to the administration
of the ordinances in the daytime, which are sim-
ply based on the fact that Christ attended to
them in the evening,

Thus much for the example of Christ,

The next point to be considered relates to the
proposition that the passover was always par-
taken of in the evening, and therefore that the
ordinances should be celebrated in the evening
also,

A serious objection to this line of argument
lies in the fact that it would prove altogether too
much. If it is valid in one point, it is valid in
all; 4. ¢, if the Lord’s supper takes the place of
the passover, and must consequently be attended
to in the evening because the passover was at-
tended to at that time, then, by parity of reason-
ing, it must, like the passover, also be partaken
of on the evening of the 15th day of Abib. This
being true, then it is necessarily an institution
which can be attended to only once in a year,
instead of once a week, as is the practice of some,
or once in a month as is the custom of others, or
once in three months, as is the habit of others
still.  But if this be so, it would be ne
that we should give far more attention to the
Jewish calendar as formerly made up than we
have hitherto been in the habit of doing, and we
fear that it might puzzle some of us exceedingly
to determine just when the 15th day of Abib
will be reached. Not only so, but it is also ap-
&rent that if the passover is the Lord’s supper,

th are subject to the same laws as it regards
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the time at which they were to be administered,
and it follows that the regulations which govern
in the case of the former will apply equally to
the latter, unless specifically repealed. As a con-
sequence, all the specifications relating to posture,
clothing, place, ete., which applied to the passover,
should be observed by us in partaking of the
eucharist. As we receive it, it should be with
our loins girded, our shoes on our feet, and our
staves in our hands; and it sl;Jould be eaten in

. (Ex. 12:11.) Since the passover was
::zt:ecbe(d also with t)he feast of unleavened bread,
who will say that all the regulations concerning
that feast, all that was said concerning the cleans-
ing of the house from leaven, and the abstinence
from the use of leavened bread for one week,
etc, is not still obligatory upon Christians for
geven days in each year at the return of their
annual passover ceremonies? Certain it is that
it would be just as reasonable to suppose that
these other ceremonial provisions which related
to the old institution are grafted upon the new
one, as it is to conclude that the peculiarity of
the former, as to the fact that it was necessarily
attended to in the night, should still apply to the
lat;\?;}, more: it is to us more probable that our
supper should resemble that of the passover in
the particular that it should be celebrated once a
year, than that it should be lumted,1 like the lat-
ter to the evening. This is so, first, because
Christ was crucified in the daytime; secondly,
because he was crucified but once, and will not
be again, and, consequently, since a full year was
formerly taken in the tabernacle service to rep-
resent the whole work of Christ from his eruei-
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fixion to his second coming, it would appear to
be not altogether improbable—judging from the
standpoint of the types—that the breaking of
bread might be properly participated in but once
a year, as were the passover solemnities formerly.
But this would be simply an induction of the
human reason drawn from the probabilities of
the case. Such induction, however, is not always
safe. God's plans are higher than our plans.
His methods vary from our methods. That which
appears to us to be highly proper might seem to
him to be highly improper. The best thing we
can do, therefore, is to leave speculation out of
the question, and confine ourselves to the record,
In that record we learn that Christ is our pass-
over. We also learn that the symbols to be em-
ployed by us in the celebration of our passover
are entirely different from those which the Jews
employed. They slew, roasted, and ate the lamb ;
we break and eat the bread, and drink the wine,
They partook of the passover but once a year;
we partake of it as often as circumstances render
it desirable. Our justification for this deviation is
made out in three ways. First, we understand
that the original passover was the creature of the
Mosaic law, and that, consequently, when that
law with all its types and ceremonies passed
away, the whole Jewish passover system was ab-
rogated with it; and therefore we have nothing
to do with its times and ceremonies. Secondly,
the law of our encharist was given by Christ
himself, and in it there is not only no restriction
as it regards the precise period when it is to be
administered, but, also, that the language em-
loyed by the Saviour is of such a nature that it
eaves us the prerogative of a'free choice in that
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particular. Thirdly, the examples which are left
us prove most conclusively that, so far as the
element of specific time is concerned, it is not
perpetuated in our institution.

In Acts 2:42-47 we read that the disciples
continued daily with one accord in the temple,
and breaking bread from house to house did eat
their 1oeat with gladness and singleness of heart.

In regard to the signification of this
learned writers have differed widely. Some have
supposed that it related simply to a common
meal, while others have thought that the allusion
was to the “breaking of bread” in the “ Lord's
supper,” which they claim at that time took place
in connection with such meals.

We confess frankly that it is not clear to our
own mind where the exact truth lies in this con-
troversy. We feel assured, however, that the
reference in verse 42 is to the sacrament, as any
other view of the matter would affect the dignity
of the record by making Luke appear to confound
the sacred with the profane by uniting in the
same sentence the mention of such Christian
duties as fellowship, doctrine, and prayers, with
the eating of an ordinary repast. This would
seem highly improper, both from the standpoint
of its connection, and the application of the word
“steadfastly” to the partaking of food in the
ordinary way. But if the “breaking of bread”
mentioned in verse 42 means the eucharist, then
in order to avoid the conclusion that it means
the same in verses 46 and 47, we must decide
that there is an abrupt deviation within this
brief space in the use of the term “breaking of
bread,” by which it is made in the first place to
point to the sacrament, and in the second place
to something wholly secular in its nature,
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Such a version, to say the least, appears to be
strained.

But if it be not correct, if the same word in
both instances is to be understood as represent-
ing the same idea, then we have the disciples
“breaking bread” and eating meat daily, either
in their own houses, or in those of one another.

This being true, however, then—as the “ eat-
ing of meat” is admitted by all to signify ordi-
nary meals—it is undeniable that they were in
the habit of partaking of the eucharist in the
daytime, unless resort be had to the violent pre-
sumption that they never ate meat except in the
night season.

Having considered those passages which favor
the supposition that we are at liberty to consult
our own interest or inclinations in deciding as to
when this ordinance shall be participated in, it
is proper that we should give our attention to
several texts which are supposed to favor the
opposite theory,

he first of these is quoted above, and found
in the twentieth chapter and seventh verse of
the book of Acts. That this verse records an in-
stance of the celebration of the Lord’s supper, is
generally conceded. That it was partaken of,
also, in the night season, is highly probable.
This being the case, it has been cited as an illus-
tration of the fact that the apostle Paul selected
that time because he desired to conform in his
practice to the example of Christ. The passage
n question, however, is very far from proving
that for which it is quoted.

In the first place, it is submitted that it is not
safe to infer an exemplary intention from a single
instance where there is not one word in the con-
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text which even intimates that such an inten-
tion was entertained by the apostle. If there
had been a long list of occurrences of this kind,
all of which uniformly took place at the same
time, there might be a bare presumption of de-
sign, unless other reasons should suggest them-
selves as furnishing & motive for the selection of
such a time, But when the case is a single one,
and when a sufflcient reason may be found for
the fact that the apostle attended to the matter
in the night because it was his last meeting with
the disciples at Troas,—since he designed to de-
part in the morning,—then that fact, n and of it-
self, fully explains his object in attending to the
matter when he did, It was very natural that in
his last meeting with those whom he loved so
dearly, he should desire to commermorate an event
which has brought salvation to all in common,
and which furnished a pledge of future reunion
which would never be broken up.

In the second place, we suggest that it was not
the matter of the precise time at which the ordi-
nance should be administered which actuated
Paul in selecting the night season for that work,
gince if that had been the case, he would have
chosen the first part instead of the latter portion
of the night. That the apostle did, however,
break bread in the morning, and not in the
evening, is easily demonstrated by the context,
wherein it is stated that he preached until mid-
night; the narrative showing that subsequently
to that time, Eutychus, having fallen from the
window, was restored by the apostle, and that
after this last event, Paul returned to the cham-
ber, broke bread, and continued to talk until
break of day; but the events connected with
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the restoration of Eutychus, the allaying of the
consequent confusion, and the delay which would
have been required before quiet, and order, and
calmness of thought could have been sufficientl
restored to allow the resumption of the apostle’s
discourse, must necessarily have thrown the sup-
per forward into the morning, even though we
allow no time for preachingfﬁer the coming up
and before the breaking of bread. Such being
the case, the text before us, instead of antagonixa-
ing with our theory, furnishes a marked confir-
mation of the same, by giving us the example of
Paul and the church at Troas on the side of the
p_ractiee which we defend ; for if the element of
time was essential in Paul’s day, he would bhave
been particular to administer the ordinances in
the forepart of the night, as Christ did, instead
of attending to them in the morning hours.

In the third place, it might be well to call at-
tention to the fact here that the meeting at Troas
—oceurring as it did too early in the season for
the annual passover feast—furnishes a confirma-
tion of the hypothesis offered above, that the re-
peal of the Mosaie code resulted in the abolition
of all the regulations respecting the annual cele-
bration of the passover, and, consequently, of
the Lord’s supper also.

By this means we are enabled to see that the
Christian ordinance, so far as its regulations
were concerned, must necessarily have been gov-
erned by the sayings of Christ, instead of the
provisions of the Pentateuch.

The last text we shall mention—as it is the
only one remaining unanswered, so far as we are
aware of—is found in the eleventh chapter of
first Corinthians, and the twentieth verse, The
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argument drawn from this passage is based upon
the fact that the breaking of bread is there al-
luded to as the Lord’s supper. From this it fol-
lows, say some, that the eucharist should be par-
taken of in the evening because it is styled a
supper, which never could have been the case
unless it was designed that it should be eaten in
the evening exclusively.

This argument seems to us to be weak in the
extreme. Mark you, the apostle does not say
that we should partake of the sacrament at sup-
per time; but he simply gives to the meal of
which we are to partake the name of “Lord’s

supper.”

ﬂ):w it by no means follows from that fact
that we are necessarily restricted in the partak-
ing of that meal to the precise time at which
our Lord instituted the same.

Were this the case, we should be unable to
comply with the command, since—as already
seen—the exact time at which the disciples par-
took of the emblems in the first instance cannot
be ascertained. It is true, doubtless, that it was
done in the forepart of the night; but it is not
true that the Lord’s supper, as such, could not
be partaken of at any time except that at which
the Lord partook of it at the first; for—as here-
tofore proved—the same apostle who wrote the

quoted from Corinthians did, as shown
rom his own example at Troas, deem it admissi-
ble to partake of the same in the morning hours.

The term supper—unfortunately for those who
attach so much importance to it in the decision
of the subject before us—is one which is not by
any means limited in its application to an even-
ing meal. Originally the meals of the ancients
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were two, the latter of which was called supper,
and was eaten very frequently mot only before
the setting of the sun, but even as early as noon
itself, or shortly thereafter. This being the case,
80 far as the signification of the name is con-
cerned, dany_ Ihpu]: which should fall between
noon and midnight might with perfect proprie
be selected for the Lgrd’s supppei. AJ?d ahe?-
ever the sacrament shall be partaken of at any
hour between those points, it could with pro-
priety be called, first, a supper, becanse of the
time at which it was administered, and, secondly,
the Lord’s supper, because originally instituted
by him,

But this being trué, then we have both the
afternoon and the first part of the night from
which to select an hour for the administration
of the ordinances, which shall suit either our
convenience or taste, even though we should
concede the argument of our friends to be true,
as they draw it from the appellation of supper
which was originally used to designate the sa-
cred meal. Hence the only portion of the day
wherein it might not be legitimate for us to
offer the emblems of the broken body and spilled
blood of Christ to any of his disciples, must be
found between sunrise and noon.

The only reason, also, why any one could
properly insist that such a period would not be
suitable for the work in question, would be
found in the fact that a meal partaken of dur-
ing its hours could not properly be called a sup-
per. In reply to such a view it will only be
necessary to say that if Paul could administer
the Lord’s supper between midnight and day-
light, then he might also have done it between
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daylight and twelve o'clock noon; as it would
be just as improper, when governed by the con-
gideration of time, to call a meal eaten between
twelve o'clock midnight and six o'clock in the
morning a supper, as it would be to give that title
to one entered upon between the latter hour and
twelve o'clock noon,

The simple fact is that it utterly overturns all
theories which rest upon the hypothesis that
the title “supper,” as applied to the eucharist,
does in any way affect or determine the time
when it shall be administered.

The truth, therefore, is by this time apparent
to all that such an appellation was not used be-
cause of future limitation in point of time, and
that the sole reason why it was selected is found
in the fact that the sacred writer sought to dis-
criminate between it and the passover supper,
in immediate connection with which it origi-
nated. Such an hypothesis is every way logical
and consistent, and it harmonizes also with the
words employed by our Lord in enforcing the
ordinance, and with the construction which the
apostle placed thereupon, as interpreted in the
light of his individual practice. Matthew, Mark,
Luke, and John, when alluding to the passover
which was eaten by the Lord and his disciples
on the evening of his betrayal, speak of it as the
“gupper.” It was therefore needful, in order to

revent confusion, that some other title should

applied to the Christian sacrament. How
patural that it should, for the purposes of dis-
tinction, take the name of Lord’s supper.

Thus much by way of argument.

It only remains, now, that we present an epit-
ome of the points made before leaving the sub-
ject. It would run as follows:—
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L. The element of time is never to be regarded as es-
sential unless it be made so by the very mature of the
duty prescribed, or by explicit declarations found in the
command imposing the same. Illustrations of this theory
of interpretation which all have indorsed, are fonnd in the
fact that all persons pray, and that all ministers baptize,
whenever occasion offers, simply because there is no lim.
itation in the original injunctions on these subjects.

2. There is no restriction as to time in the command,
as appears from the examination of the texts, since the
words ““as oft as ye do it” are not definitive in their
character,

3. The passover regulations do not affect the question,
since the passover was not the model of the Lord’s supper.

4. If Acts 2:42-47 be treated as though the term
“breaking bread,” which is employed twice in those
verses, has reference in both instances to the eucharist—
u3 it certainly does in one—then the disciples assuredly
did partake of the Lord’s supper in the daytime.

B, The record found in the twentieth chapter of Acts,
which is quoted to prove that the Lord's supper must be
partaken of in the evening, does in fact disprove that
proposition, since it is therein made to appear that—
thotgh they came together for that purpose in the even-
ing—they did not in reality break bread until the morn-
ing hours,

6. The argument drawn from the fact that the eucha-
rist was termed Lord's supper, Iwn"_\' possesses no force
whatever in the matter of limiting ifs celebration to the
evening hours; since, at that time, it would have been
proper to call any meal a supper which was eaten between
twelve o’clock and miduight.

7. 1f Paul could have partaken of the Lord’s supper in
the morning hours between twelve and six o'clock, then
he, as well as ourselves, might also do the same between
six o'clock A. M. and twelve o'clock noon.

8. The appellation Lord’s supper was given, not for the
purpose of (L‘.-ﬁning- the time when that meal might be
eaten thereafter, but simply to distinguish it from the
passover supper, in immediate connection with which it
was instituted in the outset.
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