THE LAPSE OF TIME:
Has It Changed the Situation?

Being a Letter on Certain Present Difficulties.
2nd Edition

My Dear Brother:

Your kind letter reminds me that I have never
answered your earlier communication. I had not
really forgotten this, and had been hoping, from
time to time, to find opportunity to reply. 1 felt
that the subject of your letter was one that cailed
for careful consideration, and more than a hasty
.reply. 1 shall now endeavor to take the matter
up, as the Lord may enable me; but I am frec to
own that I have no love for controversy, and it is
with reluctance that I approach a subject involv-
ing anything of the kind.

In the frst place, permit me to assure you, dear
brother, that I can very well understand your
fcc(mgs, and your desire to be on terms of loving
fellowship with both the circles you refer to. I
can say more. I can say that [ desire the same
thing myself. The Lord knows how often I mourn
‘over the divided state of “Brethren,” and what a
burning shame and disgrace I feel it to be—and
this, too, I trust, not in any spirit of party feel~
ing. I feel the present state of things to be our
common shame. It should exercise every onc of us
and bring us low before God. “And whether one
member suffer, all the members suffer with it; or
one member be honored, all the members rejoice
with it.” 1.'Cor., 12:26.

Thank God, we know the time is not far distant
when all the Lord’s people shall be forever united,
in the presence of Him who has loved us, and
given Himself for us; where * all taint of sin shatl
be removed, aff evil done away.” All these wc‘(cd
questions will then be settled, no more to rise.
Yet we have a present responsibility which cannot
be ignored. One desires to see more general exer-
cise concerning it. Let us pray God for a fresh,
widespread stirring of heart and conscience among
us, irrespective of our ecclesiastical positions, and
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that there may be a turning to God in {érvent
prayer for restoring mercy ! o N

One does not necessarily mean to intimate by
this that ali are alike guilty, but the shame of it
all is a common shame. And then, too, as has
recently been pointed cut by a beloved brother
amongst us,—there was a state that called for the
chastening hand of Goxdl; and we may well pause
for a moment- and inquire of ourselves if that
state has been confessed and judged before Him?
I believe if there is to be any degree of blessing
or recovery among us, it must be preceded by con-
fession and humillation, See how beautifully this
order is maintained in Ezra 10, where restoration
comes in from gross evil, and departure from
God.  First we read: “The people wept very
sore,” then Shechaniah, representing them, says,
“We have trespassed against our God," and then
—but npot till then—he adds, "Naw there is hope
in Israel concerning this thing.” Where are the
weepers among us today? May the Lord, with
whomn are mercies and $orgivenesses enable us to
answer this question, and to know something of
His restoring mercy, ourselves!

In all this I do not doubt, dear brother, that
we are in accord; but I am sorry to find, as 1
proceed further, much in your letter with which
I cannot agree. Your way of solving present
difficulties would be to ignore the barrirrs that
exist, without inquiring too precisely into them.
You would forget the past. You would have the
divided companies meet together again, as though
all had been well from the beginning, And with
these yearnings of the heart, one can well sympa-
thize, But don't you see, dear brother, we cannot
always yield to the impulse of affection? Qur
hearts must be governed by the Word of God.
Nothing else can guide us.” Natural emotions—
yes, even spiritual affections and longings—all
must be contralled by that Word, We must be
able to say, “It is written.”

As your difficulty particularly relates to what is
generally called “the Grant party,” [ must speak
of this.” I don't know what your thought is as
to the origin of this separate company. Prob-
ably, however, you will agree with the most of
hrethren that its beginning was unhappy. It is
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not my thought to enter into the details of the
controversy that brought about so sad a result
as the dividing of the saints. Enough has been
circulated as to that. [ just desire to establish
the fact that the beginning of the Grant table
is well known to have been under a cloud. This
is so gencrally admitted, cven by leading brethren
among -the supporters of Mr. Grant today,* that
I shall take it for granted in this letter, One may
choose phrases as to this. The setting up of the
sch\smauc table ay be modcs(b (em'\ed “un-
wise,” precxpxlaxe. or ‘"regrettable,” but the
paint’ is, it was obviously not the result of the
Holy Spirit's leading. The plain truth is that it
was an independent table, and the beginning of a
sacrow which has continued to this day.

I gatber from your letter, however, that you
may say, “Yes, that may all be so, but it does
nnt concern us today, [t happened a long time
ago.  Let us forget about it, and get together
again”  [f this (s your thought, dear brother,
let me assure vou that if it were a Scriptural solu-
tion 1o the difficulty 1 would be rejoiced to accept
it.  But let me ask you, Does God forget? You
and 1 may agree to overlook the past, but strife
and division among us is not only a personal sor-
row. [t ts e sin against God.  What would a
settlement he worth that left'God out? This is a
serinus point. and one that it is well to coasider
in this day of expediency.

*To substantiate this stdtement the following :om-

ple!a <oer of a circnlar issued hy well known aupport.
¢ Mr. Geant two or three years ago, is printed:

"Ta the Saints gathered to the Name of the Lord

Jesus Christ: N

Beloved Brethren: We desire to address you upen
A matter, which while the art referred to occured s
bumber of years ago, still has & bearing upon omr
telation here in praclical lellowship,

In the dividion at 3Montreal, in 1884, it will be re-
mamhered that s well known and faithful servant of
the Lord, wss judged by the msjority of the sssembly
to be » perton——for hix doctriges. or for the manner in
which he maintained them—unfit to have s place with
ny at the Table of the Lord. A large minority in the
meeting dissented from this artion, protesting ear-
meeting dissented f{rom this action, protesting earn-
estly sgainst it a4 they had against what led ap to
it. "On the follawing Lord’s day after he had been
put sway, vou will rememher thix minority met at Craiz
Street and continned the hresking af the bread with
out sny interval. Tt ix of thia rthat we wish to apeak.

Without going into datsils, we believe that in thus
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The lapse of many years may seem to minim-
ize the gravity of this question to us, but with
Him one day 1s as a thousand years, and a thou-
sand years as one day. Ah! dear brother, listen:
“God requircth that which is past” Ecc, 3:15.
No veneering of the surface, no plastering with
untempered mortar, will pass His searching eye;
and it is with Him we have to do. David had
sinned against his fellow man, but in the presence
of God he could say, "Against Thee, Thee only,
have [ sinned, and done this evil in Thy sight.”
Psa. 514, °

But even from a human standpoint, is it proper
to assume that time makes wrong right? Let us
consider this a little, Let us go back thirty years
to the setting up of the Grant table. For the pur-
poses of this letter, as already indicated, I shall
consider it admitted to have been a wrong step.
Very well, then, we begin with this evil thing, in
the year 1884, It could not have been the Lord's
table then, set up without the guidance of the
Spirit of God. God is not the author of confusion,

beginning & fresh assembly {n separation {rom thair
brethren meeting at N. H. H. & new isaus was raised,
which was calcolated to distarb the minds of many,
Wo therefore believe that thix was an unwise step
zad not in sccordscce with thal patiance, forbearance
ind long-suffering which the Word of God inculcates.
We balieve that had the saints refrained from this act
artil sufficient time had heen given for brethren elss-
where to now what had been done at Montreal, op-
portunity would have been given for the Spirit of God
ta awaken conscience and to minister the needed truth
in grace to thaza whe had® been concerned in this
whols sorrow{cl matter,

Wa belicre that while the minds of many were mada
en, and thal while there war & goad measure of knowl
edge of what war tsking place, yet it was due the
Lord and to our brethren evervwhere, that so sudden
and radical a step should not have been taken until
after every effort had been exhausted and epportunity
for consultation had been given, Believing in common
with large numbers of saiats then, aad aow, that our
brother ¢ould mot be considered fundamentslly wn.
sound, nor a heretic or party maker, we could not
jnatity the actisn of the majority or take yides with
them.” We have, therefors, gone on with another in
the refusal of that action, rather than in approval of
the special datzil at Cralg Street of which we speak.

e may add, however, that profiting we trust by
onr failnes at that time, wa have sought, when tron-
bla threatened, te avoid precipitancy, and to be mora
patient, eareful and deliberate.

Thia statement s given in the bellef that we shonld
clenr ourselves before the peopla of God as to the
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and it certainly was confusion to set up another
and rival table’in opposition to the one long estab-
lished at Natural Histery Hall. We could not
conceive of the Lord owning two hostile and con-
fiicting tables in the same place. nor could the
Holy Spirit (who does the “gathering” referred
to in Matt. 18:20) have led to the cstabllshmem
of such a state of things.

But if it was wrong then, it must be wrong
now. If you deny this, T will ask you to teil
me just when the change occurred? If the Grant
table was not the Lord's table thirty years ago,
but is the Lord's table today, there must have
been some one special time when wrong became
right.  When was that?

The independent table was set up in 1884, I be-
lieve, Was there some magic quality about the
year 1885 that changed it? Did 1886 do it, or
18877 Did the lapse of five change it? ‘Did
ten years?—twenty years?—thirty years? Come,
now, dear brother, let us get to the point here.
What particular time effected the change?

Is it not true that a table begun in independence
thirty years ago, remains independent to the pres-

principle lavatved. We do not da it with apy ulterior
motive, it having been for many years ip mind. As a
matter of fact, free expresaion, bath private and puh.
iic has been given this séntiment, Should it, under
God, be the mesns of assuring sny of ovr beloved
hrethren aa to our practice and principles, we shall be
only too thankful, Fn;m; that in this day of feeble.
ness and rebuke, those who lnve the Shepherd’s voics,
taay be drawn mors cinsely to Himself and. therefors,
by blessed neceasity more closely ons to ths ather.
The following Brethren have exprexsed their tull (sl

lowship with the above fer themseives and for many
othera.
B. C. Grtenman Toronts, Canade,
H. A. QOray, St. Paul, Minn,
W. H. Wiison, Chieago. M.
A M. Srott, Alton,
. Fleming. \(mnmpolu Minn,
J B. Gottshall, Lehighton, Penns
Gea. McCandlers. Philadeiphis, Pa.
J. F. Parker, Plainfield, N. .1,
P, . Loizesux, Pleinfleld, N, T,
T. O. Loizesnx, Plainfleld, N, I,
Samne! Rident, Plainfeld, N. J.
J. anaban, Elizabeth, N. J.
Qea. MceKenzie, Kenelworth, N, J.
T. (. Perkins, Newnrk, N, J,

a7 ailmour,
J. B. Jacksoa,

Brooklyn.
Bostoh, \[ul,
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ent day, and always will remain independent, until
restoration is effected in a godly way? The foun-
dation remains unchanged. Suppose you build
a house. You are in a hurry, and you put in a
poor foundation. The house is all finished, and it
looks as nice and is as comfortable as any other
house. Time passes. You forget all about the
foundation. It is cut of sight, anyhow. Does
your forgetful®ess make the rotten foundation
any better? Does the lapse of time improve it?
Does it not always remain a rotten foundation?
Even the presence of nice people in the house
does not make it any better; and one gladly owas
to the prescnce of godly and estimable saints in
the Grant fellowship.

Again, in reading through your letter, I notice
you say, in speaking of the coming of the Lord,
“our hatred will then be forgotten.” Now, dear
brother, I object to this expression. I am sure [
don't know any brethren who "hate™ those in the
Grant circle. In my own case, far from hating
them. I love them, and 1 believe this is the genecal
fecting among us. .

m from other Christians is sometimes
o often)/a proper and scriptural course.
obey the Word of God though it be
s us. I rejoice to know that in hcaven [
forever with all the redeemed. and I

be <0 here. But I find in Scripture a
injuactions which make such a thing’
. With some [ am not to keep com-
Thess. 3:14}; others I am to mark and
avcid [ Romans 16:17); certain others are to be
put awsy from the Lord's table (I. Cor. 5), and
then there are the well known principles of 2
Tim., 2:21, with which you are no doubt familiar,
and those of the Old Testament concerning the
leprous house, in Lev, 14, All these scriptures and
many others show that we cannot unite indiscrimi-
nately with all Christians, however much we might
desire it But we are nowhere told to hate those
from whom faithfulness to God's Word scparates
us. On the contrary, we are never to cease loving
them, and we should do all in our power for their -
restoration. In the latter 1 believe we fail.

The solution to the Grant trouble is very simple.
We fong to receive these beloved saints again to
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our bosom, at the Lord’s table. All that is neces-
sary is for them to return there, owning the crror
publicly which so many of them own privately.
We do not claim to be exempt from all fault or
failure in the. controversy. It very rarely happens

that all the fault is on one side. But the principal
thing in question is the status of the Grant table,

and there is very little difference of opinion about
that.

Then again, as to love: Does riot true love scek
the good of its object? 1f I truly love a brother
who is in 2 wrong course, is it love for me to go
on with him just the same as if nothing had ever
happened? Should not love be faithful? Would
it be faithfulness in me to sit down and break
bread with Grant brethren, who, whether they
know it or not, have been going on in a wrong
course for many years, or would it be faithfulness
to refuse to endorse the wrong and thus bring
the question pointedly before them? Scripture
says: “Faithful are the wounds of a friend.”

To slur over and forget evil is not God's way.
He does not do this in His individual rdralings
with us, nor does He do it with His penple col-
lectively. Evil miust be judged. As another has
said, “Did He forget the sin of Solonon. who
brilt high places for false gods, to pleasz his
wives? Did he forget the sins of Jerohnam the
son of Nebat, who made Israel to sin, or of Ahab,
wha sold himself to work wickedness bevond all
others?” -

In conclusion. I notice you ask the question,
“What is the Lord's table?” In answer, I would
say it is “where two or three arc gathered unto
the Name of the Lord Jesus' You will observe
it is not where two or three “gather themselves”
together. It is where they “are gathered.” This
means that there must be a Gatherer, The Gath-
erer is the Holy Spirit. The Lord's tible is not
any place set up in the energy of nature. It is
the place where all is consistent with what the
Name of the Lord Jesus stands for, and those who
are there are brought there by the energy of the
Holy Spirit of God. How completely this shuts
out sclf-will, and the workings of religious pride!

It is a significant fact that the followers of Mr.
Grant appear to have openly given up this truth

“as to the character of the Lord's table. 1 trust I
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may be pardoned for saying they first lust the
reality, and then even the theory of it. [ quote
from a rccent copy of one of their publications
(“The Gleaner,” of Feb'y, 194) 1 “But perhaps
the biggest item om the credit side of onr ledger,
if one may be pznmllcd to compure, where all is
50 precious and vital, is the truth that no company
of Christiuns, not cven oursclves, can claim a
monopoly of the Lord's table, or of gathering in
the name of the Lord. Had this truth been known
thirty years ago, Nerhaps division might have been
averted.”

This seems to me a sorry subject for self-con-
gratulation. It suggests the thought of one glory-
ing in his shame. Shall it not be said that this
is the natural outcome of the looseness and dis-
order connected with the Grant movement at its
beginning, and characteristic of it te this day?

Thank God, the truth remains as it ever was,
There is yet such 2 thing as the Lord?d table, in a
distinct and particular sense; and, by grace, there
yet remain some whose privilege it is to be gath-
ered there.

I agree with yoa, too. dear brother, in what you
say about divisions. They are of the encmy.
Scripture forbids division (I. Cor., 1:10), and one
of the triumphs of Satan today is the hroken state
of the Church. And we should feel this, too: not
merely our own local troubles. But, as has often
heen pointed out, standing fust for God's truth is
not division. Those who seck, by divine grace,
and in whatever feebleness, to stand fast for God's
lruth are on the original ground. The others
are the ones who have departed, and the remedy
is simply for them to return where they once
were. )

1 trust that nothing I have written will give
offense, either to you or any other dear hrother
with you. As I said at the beginning of this
letter, I can, and do, sympathize with you, and
understand your feelings very well, but you see
the question is one that affects the Lord. as well
as ourselves. I 3t were just a personal matter
we could afford to make little of it, but can we
do this with 2 matter which concerns the Lard,
and His glory?

JR G

$t. Louie, Mo,
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