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M odernism and Unity

Father, we want to thank You for this beautiful day the glory of all You have made. We pray thati will
be with us in this class and that You will teachAswe think about how Schaeffer wrestled withdbges of
60 years ago, may they be a challenge to us asrestles with the issues of our day. We ask thigésus’
sake. Amen.

Last time we discussed the article, “Modernism tlanism, and the Ecumenical Movement.” We werlertal
about the three phases of modernism. The firstgphas “tolerate me.” The second phase was “théebatt
And the third phase was “control.” We had not qéiteshed discussing the third phase when we cantleet
end of the last lesson.

There were two points we made under this third @lzdscontrol.” The first point was that the modists were
by that time, Schaeffer says, in control absolutélgnany of the major denominations. However, tfeeed the
problem of growth. Were they building new church@g&e there masses of people coming to their clesfth
No, the opposite was happening. Churches were dgimdjthe church was losing its impact. There was a
tremendous drift among the young people away towatrdism. Thus the modernists realized that thegee
a new, more vital religion. And second, under thisd phase, | made the point from Schaeffer s<htihat
into that need for a more vital religion steppedlHarth with his tremendous idea. We discussetitiea last
time, of the separation of objective truth or raibtruth from religious truth. We also talked abthe way this
idea appeared to meet the need of the time.

Now, today | want to look at that in more detadrfr another article of Schaeffer’s. But let me feshclude
what he says in this article, “Modernism, Barthsanj and the Ecumenical Movement.” The conclusion of
Barth’s kind of thinking is that all religious trtidns are equally valid. The ecumenical movemecitgd up on
this idea. If there is no such thing as objectrught but rather truth is relative to the individaald religious
truth is different than rational truth, then we nsay that all traditions in the church are equedlid. In that
way we may build a new church, united from all pineviously separate traditions—Roman Catholic, &ree
Orthodox, old-line modernism, the new modernisna @even evangelical.

This brings us to the conclusion of Schaeffer'sclart He makes a point here about “control.” Hessailf
evangelicals are prepared to stay in their denaioims, to stay in the ecumenical movement and kgeegt,
then everything will be fine. That is exactly wiila¢ churches and the ecumenical movement want the
evangelical Christian to do, to simply stay insibesimply see himself as part of this now immeypsebad
Christian movement—to stay inside and keep quigat’Schaffer challenges evangelicals with two @raies.
This is how his article ends. He gives this chajknf we are going to be faithful to God’s Wordlao the
demand of God’s Word that we stand for the truth,only really have two options. One is to stayhia t
denominations that are now perhaps dominated byem@im or the new modernism, but we must teachlglea
what God’s Word says and try to show in practicgeugh discipline Bible-believing Christianity isetonly
true Christianity. That is the one option for tlvaegelical if he or she is going to stay in a demation that
now has much modernistic or new modernistic teachint. If he stays, he must not only presenttthé but
also try to confute those who contradict it, aslPaguires of every elder in his letter to Titufiat will mean a
commitment to try to discipline those who deny fiuéh, who reject the central truths of biblical ridtianity.
Schaeffer suggests that if evangelicals try tohilg if they try to stay and stand up for the trattd discipline
those who stand against it, life will be made ingiole for them. If this is the case, Schaeffeissag only
alternative, then, is what he calls separatioewerse. That is, evangelicals will have to leavetTis how he
finishes the article. He says this:
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When we have tried to bring the modernists to aigheretics and have failed, or when we realiae th
such a procedure has become impossible, then Bédieving Christians have only one recourse:
practice separation in reverse. Found new denomimsaand new councils that can be used to preach
the Gospel unfettered and that will draw the lileady on insisting that modernism is a false lielig
This is what we have in our separated denominaaodsin the American Council, and God willing we
will have an international council of Bible-belieg churches. This is the separatist movement.
Abraham Kuyper, Spurgeon, the leaders of the Freedb of Scotland, as well as Luther, Zwingli,
Calvin, and Knox, have walked this road before us.

Thus he points out that many people in the past had to do the same thing. This is basically vagpened
at the Reformation. When the church as a wholedeasinated by a position that was in oppositioncims of
the central truths of the Gospel, the Reformeithetime had no alternative, basically, but to pcaovhat
Schaeffer calls separation in reverse. That ikedee and found new churches. Schaeffer contirfés,are in
just such a day today. This is what we have td\ui.to do one of these two things is to agree acfice with
the modernists. It is to allow the unbeliever teapfor us and to control us. It is to deny thehazg of the
Bible on the need of church purity. It is to saytie world, ‘There are many ways to salvationisIto deny the
holiness of God in our practice.” That is his cbhafie. He finishes up by saying, “We are outsideeads of the
heretic being outside. However, being outside by’'&grace and for His glory, ‘here we stand.” KHeof
course, quoting Luther there at the end. “Here tards we can do no other.”

Schaeffer insists that the Bible itself demands$ wWeaboth teach and practice the purity of the chuHe is
thinking of passages like Galatians, 1 John 4|dtiers to the churches in the early chapters eER¢ion, and
so on where there is an insistence on dealingfaiie doctrine. Later on in Schaeffer’s writingsdat is
apparent in some of his letters, he regretted stfmédnat was there in the separatist movement anee s
what he had done himself. Is he referring to ttasd that he makes so clearly in this particulicla? We will
come to this in more detail later when we disctssspiritual crisis Schaeffer went through himgedt a few
years after this where he reexamined Christiarotyletely. But it is not really this he is refegito in his
statements of regret. Here he is dealing with timeldmental issue of the purity of the church. WHeatame to
regret later, and what he was already beginnirigetooncerned about by this time (you see it coraurighere
and there when you read this article) is the needdnsistency in our lives as well as in our woidsat is a
theme that was already beginning to appear morerammd in his teaching.

| think what he regretted later was the mentalitpoag some of those who were separated. For exathple,
division that led to setting up Faith Seminary esict from Westminster Seminary, the two Bibldiaang
Presbyterian denominations splitting up over missues, some of the harsh things that were sdithatime,
some of the ugliness in the mentality. | think,ufb, it was not just that there was sometimes &nragntality
among those who were trying to stand for the truthink another thing he regretted later and saweing
very distressing was the attitude toward those staged in the major denominations that were dorathay
modernism. Rather than simply challenging themmtdd stand for what is true and if at all possitdgractice
discipline, and then to consider leaving—rathenttias, sometimes those who left went to a positibn
refusing to have anything to do with anyone whgetiainside.

You will remember | told the story a few lessons afjwhen Schaeffer was with David Calhoun in 19H@.
wept when he saw on the board the statement aihgroups, those forming the Presbyterian Chumch i
America (PCA) and the evangelicals who stayed énSbuthern Presbyterian Church (SPC). They were
meeting together to pray. Schaeffer said, “We wateable to do that.” There he was thinking bactheomid
1930s when there had been a tremendously negdtiteela toward the people who stayed inside. Akddw
there were things he regretted not only about Wwappened among others but also about some ofitigsthe
had said at the time. | would say perhaps the tniech where he had some regrets later was pettiapgly in
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which he expressed some of the things he said.wilbgee this quite clearly in the next article eek at,
“The New Modernism: Neo-Orthodoxy and the Bibledn%e of the language he uses in that article younatl
find him using later. He uses language like “chegti “dishonesty,” and the like when he talks aboedv
modernism. And you do not find him using that kafdanguage later.

| think all through this time, because he was vanch a central part of the separatist movemendsenot as
able to see the problems with it. But when it begago really sour, just a few years after thisbkgan to see
that it was having a more and more negative thArgd. already he talks about that in some of theseles: “It
is not enough for us to say no. We have to stamarlgl for something. It is not enough to be againisigs; we
have to stand for the truth and we have to livetthih consistently.” As you read through theseckas, you
will see how this comes out. He refers to this agaid again, often at the end of an article, attiteof a
lecture, he makes it clear that what is centralisown relationship to God, our own obedience itm,Hand our
own standing positively for the truth.

Now, as the next few years went by, that becamera snd more important part of his teaching. Theibdgan
to give whole lectures on the necessity of speattiegruth in love. And he began to stress thatritpa
negative attitude toward the ecumenical movememtatd the World Council of Churches, toward theid{l
Council of Churches, toward liberals, toward Cattgyltoward Communism—this is not enough. The
American Council of Churches, which was the sepsrbody and the International Council of Christian
Churches, could not have an identity just by be&iegative. They had to have positive identity.

Of course, that is always one of the dangers ddrsgism. You see it over and over again througbbutch
history. When you stand against something, thatresally good entrance place for the devil. YoupoigHife
and mentality can begin to be defined by beingraggahings. Therefore you spend all your time mmfor
heretics rather than getting out there and actwltigg the task God has given you to do, whiclo isve His
Word, teach His Word, and to stand for somethinger@he next few years after writing the articldh€TNew
Modernism: Neo-Orthodoxy and the Bible,” it becaapparent to Schaeffer that the separatist movethant
he and many others had many very positive desiresds becoming more and more negative in its thrus
Thus | am sure that later on he regretted the weagaid some of the things he said. But | do noikthie ever
regretted his stand for the purity of the visibheicch. It is very clear that ihhe Church before the Watching
World, written many years later, he always remained cittachto the need for Christians to belong to chasc
that are biblically pure. Now, later on he was vemsry careful not to criticize people who stayathim
denominations that were dominated by modernism.

Schaeffer went to England in the late 1960s, whenetwas a big division going on there betweerecsfit
evangelicals. There were those who were with Matiyd-Jones who left the major denominations and
formed the Independent Evangelical Church and at@paratist churches, in the sense that they viereltes
committed to the purity of biblical doctrine. Thedre pled with Martin Lloyd-Jones and other men hika at
the time not to be harsh, negative, or criticahieir mentality toward people like John Stott wheysd within
the Anglican church as committed evangelicals. led with them to carry on treating one anotherraghers
so that there would not be the same kind of unhappgion between those who stayed in and thoseleftho
that there was in the 1930s and still existed ammagy people in the 1940s. Some of that plea fetleaf
ears, and English evangelicals had to go througlsdéime kind of struggle.

Thus even recently some friends of mine (who arferReed Baptist and Reformed pastors in the Independ
Evangelical Church) and | were involved togethea itonference with R. C. Lucas, who is a very fine
evangelical Anglican, the rector of Saint Helenisi®ps’ Gate in the banking district in London. Whgick
Lucas organized a conference for young preachesagh his proclamation trust, he was reaching ott ko
young Anglican evangelicals and to evangelicalshat in England are called the “separated brethreron-
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Anglican churches, Independents, Baptists, anchs®izk Lucas organized a conference to which youeg
from both groups were invited. And some friendsnifie who are pastors in the Reformed Baptist Chanth
in the Independent Evangelical Church, when thesewevolved with him in organizing that, there were
articles written against them by others who werallaf radically and rigidly separatists, sayingptfYmust
never do anything with an Anglican evangelical. §&people are in mixed denominations. Thereforgufdo
anything with them, you will become contaminatedliosir involvement.” Thus it is not enough to separ
yourself from those who are, say, liberal in thib&ology, but you have to separate yourself froangelicals
who are involved in denominations in which there lgerals. This is what is called “second-degree
separation.”

Schaeffer took a very strong stand against thet tat. And when he went to England in the 1960, was the
issue he pleaded with them about: “Do not makegdhise mistake. It is right for you to come outhdt is
what you feel your calling is before God.” Schaeffeas completely committed to the purity of theibis
church. He would never have been a minister inumaththat was mixed with liberals and evangelitadgether.
Schaeffer believed biblically and passionately that ought to be a pastor in a pure church, orte¢hdy
makes an effort to be faithful to Scripture andlicipline pastors who are not. But at the same,time wished
to respect the views of those who stayed in angudge them harshly, which second-degree separation
basically does. Second-degree separation sayscaWaave nothing to do with you because you are
contaminated by staying in.” He certainly took &ifion against that. But that was expressed muein. At
this time he is beginning to speak about the ingra¢ of really living the truth, of standing faitlly for the
truth, of being consistent in your life, and of woiy being negative but also positive. But at tiiee we do not
have a clear expression from him of what he laaeneto call “speaking the truth with love.”

Is it possible to have convictions about what yelidve is right and not judge others who come difarent
conclusion? It seems to me that Schaeffer woulploras to this by appealing to Paul’s statement imRas
14:5b that “each one should be fully convincedigmdwn mind.” You may disagree with what someorse el
has done. You may even think they are the weakehér to make the choice they have made. Butbisyour
place to judge them, because they have to giveeawuat to God. Our calling is to love one anoti&u can
think of 1 Corinthians 8:1b where Paul says theestiiing, “Knowledge puffs up, but love builds u@ur
challenge is to love one another and respect oothen even if we think someone is making a wrangjae.
That is the point Schaeffer was making.

So, here you have somebody, let us say it is Digtak, whose evangelical credentials are absolutely
unimpeachable, who is Reformed in his thinking emklis approach to the Gospel, who has carefulty ha
nothing to do with the hierarchy, basically, of #heglican church, who just says, “I do not agreghwvhat
they are doing. It is too late to discipline theawn because we are a minority as evangelicalsisrctiurch.
But | will just try to do what | am sure is righetore God.” And he does. God has clearly blessged hi
commitment to preach the Word very, very faithfulynd he is delighted to work together with people are
not Anglican. Thus he has people on his staff wigoPaesbyterian, Baptist, and so on. (That is ualjisu
Schaeffer’s response to someone like him wouldlsay, “I could not stay in like you are, in a demeation
that is dominated by liberalism and by Anglo-Caitiei [evangelicals are approximately 20% of theykgan
Church, which makes them by far the largest grdugvangelicals in England]. | could not do thigoluld not
do what you are doing. | feel that God’s Word obradles me—and challenges you, too—to practice thig/pu
of the visible church, to either try to disciplittese who preach falsehood or to leave.” Thenafrttan replied,
as Dick Lucas would, “Well, yes, | understand wyat are saying. And | agree that in Scripture thesn
emphasis on the purity of the visible church. Bigdl God is calling me to stay in here and todhful to
Him here as | preach His word here without compeani hat is what | feel called to do.” And Schaedfe
response would be to say, “I disagree with you,llbaspect you. You are a brother in the Lord. Wi prvay
together, we will work together, and we will hae#idwship together.”
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Now, whether he could have said that at this tinge, not know. This comes much more clearly att@rlpoint.
| think as you read through these articles, yoli sgé that he is moving toward that, in the sefiseeing the
need for a consistency of life and doctrine andjusitmaking negative statements about other peBypitit
gradually works itself out over the next five yeafsere he begins to reexamine the whole sepanatigement
when he sees some of the ugliness in it. Thereawasole group of churches that actually joinedgbearatist
movement. It was not nebulous at all; it becamaitearganized group of churches whose represgasati
would meet regularly in the United States. This Wwesause it became first the American Council afistian
Churches, as it was formed first here in the Un8éates. Carl Macintyre was one of its leadersoofse, as
he was in the Bible Presbyterian Church. But tezee many other men involved in its leadership ftom
Presbyterian Church as well. Schaeffer was onkevht Though he was a younger man at this time,dse w
from early on one of its leaders and speakersttgre were quite a lot of separatist denominatidhsre were
several conservative Baptist denominations, comaseres Methodists, and so on. There were more thdwean
churches that joined together.

After Schaeffer’s trip to Europe in 1947, manyleése European pastors he visited then led therckbs and
denominations into the International Council of Btian Churches. Thus there were people in Sweden,
Switzerland, and Holland, for example, who becamm @f the International Council of Christian Chues.
This was sort of set up as an evangelical bodydstgrover against the World Council of Churchest iBu
Schaeffer’s mind, even from the beginning, it wasar there just as a negative thing. For him therer was
just, “The World Council of Churches is a large padldat has much liberalism in it and so on. Theefee
need something else. So we will have somethingtbltds started with a negative thrust.”

That was never Schaeffer’'s mentality. If you reedlittle article, “The Need in Europe of the Pras&ime,”
he challenges American Christianity. He says thette are basically three needs in Europe at treeptéime.
The one is material. There are people in tremengdousrty without enough food, and they need anranas
amount of help in trying to build their lives tobet again after the war. And he appeals to American
evangelical Christians to really give financialig,help that reconstruction of peoples’ lives irr@pe.

He says the second need is a political need. dheaently someone from Poland say on the radiaox, tiS it
will be either the Marshall plan or martial law agaln other words, “Either you [appealing to tbaited
States] help us get our act together here or webwiinder martial law again if we do not get aripHrom
outside. We simply do not have the resources.” Thghat one of the leaders of Poland was sayitey dfeir
free elections. And that is the situation Europe waafter the second world war. They really nedugq. Thus
Schaeffer said, “We need political help in Eurogmerf the United States.” He really challenged peeygien he
came back to America to see that America really giasig aid for the reestablishment of the econaaiethe
democracies in Europe. This is because there Wwaseavhen there were quite a few European countinigis
could quite easily have become Communist, as th@endf Eastern Europe did as the Soviet Union took
control of it.

Schaeffer saw the third need as being a spirite@tinAnd he saw that spiritual need as having tavtspFirst,
there was a need for the widespread proclamatidimeotGospel. This was because he could alreadgtsbat
point how few Christians there were in Western perdiow weak the evangelical church was, how all-
pervasive modernism was, and how devastating actaffhad on the church. Thus he said there weeed for
missionaries; there was a need to preach the Gddptehe said there was also a need for unityetdlgese
separated and scattered groups together—churcbesanus evangelical mission bodies and other-para
church organizations in Europe. There was a needdourage them to get together and to supportaae.
Schaeffer said, “We will be happy to work with thamd support them from the American Council of €lirain
Churches in the United States.” Thus his commitnietite International Council of Churches was mwipsy,
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“We need a body over against the WCC.” This wagotf like, a negative purpose that may have beemin
purpose of some of the others involved. It cernfagdems that way when you read some of the literaBut

his purpose from the very beginning, because hetweasne who encouraged many of these men in Edoope
become part of the ICC, was a really positive 6As.a united body of evangelicals, let us realrst
together. Let us pray for one another, let us eragrieach other, let us support one another, le¢lpseach
other. If we do, this is only pleasing to God ampthwilding to us all.”

Thus his purpose was really a positive one, tesa#ise proclamation of the Gospel in Europe. Anthatsame
time he was encouraging the start of children’sks@il over Europe. That is one of the things Betaeffer
then went back to do, to start Children for Chelasses and to encourage the starting of Childre€ffrist
classes all over Europe. They did this so tha@@bspel would be faithfully preached to childrerthea than
them having to hear the other teaching that wasredf, which was not very biblical.

In Korea we have 25 denominations, and they refladhfection from America: the division of the cbl.
This is one of the sad commentaries we have to rmaladurch history: that we export our division®tber
countries as well as having them at home. Thatiesfrom England, and it is true from the Unitedt8$, that
missionaries have done that. What is our attitodsef Among some there is a desire for unity. VEbetof
steps can we practically take toward bringing &fisut? How high a priority should unity have foP us

Again, | commend to you Schaeffer’s little bodle Church before the Watching Worlthis was written
much later, in the mid 1960s, 1968 or so. It sekmmse that there are three things we have to workree first
is that all of us are called on a personal andviddal level to recognize true believers wherevermeet them,
whatever denomination they belong to. Every indraidChristian is challenged by God’s Word and kg th
Holy Spirit to practice ecumenism first of all dretindividual level. For example, here at this s&ry we
have people from many different denominations. \&ednto really respect one another, learn from oot¢her,
pray together, fellowship together, encourage omheer—to do everything that we can together tyrea
recognize we are brothers in the Lord. And whilehatmoment we may belong to different denomination
when we stand before Christ we will all be one radtar what church we belong to now. Therefore waikh
practice already the reality of the unity in Chostll true Christians. That is very importantdame have no
business ever practicing second-degree separatlat-st separating ourselves from somebody elser-eve
though we recognize they have genuine faith insElamd they are saved—because they are in a deatonin
that is not pure. This is if we take the extrem#pa

Think about this. In the United States there areynevangelical Christians within the Roman CathGliwrch.
Now, what is our attitude going to be? Will we s&8gcause you are a member of the Roman Catholizcbh
that has doctrines that are explicitly against @@iblical doctrines, | will not associate witby?” It is true
that the Roman Catholic Church has doctrines tbatgainst the Bible. You can think of the staterm@fthe
Council of Trent, that anyone who says justificatig by faith alone is anathema, for example, &iedet are
many other statements like that. Another is anyehe denies the real presence of Christ physicaliyhé
communion bread and wine is anathema. There arg others like that, and we can see what that lthtolen
much of the Roman Catholic Church. Now, | believeeare called by God’s Word to respect the faithrof
Christian we meet, no matter what denomination tiedgng to, and to be prepared to fellowship whitnt,
pray together, and really encourage one anothés.igbecause people are not saved by the denaarirthey
belong to. They are saved by faith in Christ. k idenial of the Gospel to suggest anything eldgeMive stand
before Christ, He will not say, “What church diduelong to?” That is not what will be His firstegiion. It
will be a question of “Do you trust in Me?” Thattlee Gospel. This is very important. That is thistfievel of
true ecumenism: the practice of fellowship amomgraé believers. While we recognize that we maadree
on all sorts of issues, we have a commitment tc#mee Gospel at the heart.
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Now, at the second level, | would say there ouglie a preparedness for groups of Christians anctices at
the local level to start working together. Thusaa@ join together, let us say for an evangelistisade, or
whatever it may happen to be. Perhaps we will lgroaps of ministers in a local area from different
denominations who meet together to encourage oothemn support one another, and pray togethersl wa
involved in Britain, for example, with a group ofmisters that met regularly. | was a Presbyteriast@r. There
were also Anglican evangelical pastors, there Waf®rmed Baptist pastors, there were Independent
Evangelical pastors, and so on. We would meet begeegularly to read papers to each other andd¢owrage
one another and really support one another in evagythat we could. That, it seems to me, is tredoeasly
important as well. We should make an attempt totpra the unity of the church. We know in a sitaatiike
that that | am not there to convince my Baptisrid to become a Presbyterian. | respect his Baptist
convictions. | respect the fact that in his chutak required for members to be baptized by immoersl may
not agree with it, but | respect it because heeehisother in the Lord who is faithfully serving &m his
situation. And | am happy to do all sorts of thinggether with him.

That brings us then to the third level, which ie l&vel of actually joining churches together ifoamal union.
Now, wherever possible, | think our challenge islbathat. Christ Himself prayed in His high priggtrayer in
John 17 that His church would be one. And wheresthee divisions between churches that can be déalt
that can be set aside, we ought to work at thatekample, in our own situation here, several efBible-
believing Presbyterian denominations have rejoiddtr some of the very sad splits of the 1930mesof
those denominations have joined together agais.nfty prayer and my hope that the remaining evaceajel
Bible-believing denominations will join togethercannot imagine that it is pleasing to God thataneenot
joined. Where we really are sharing in our undeditg, there must be a commitment to church unhgnever
we can practice it in the sense of the formal uoftg church. However, | think we have to add di§aahere.
We have to recognize that historically there hasenbdivisions between Bible-believing Christiankjal,
while they are not fundamental to the Gospel, deampuiite a difference in practice. At that point kave to
respect one another and be prepared to love ortbaaramd help one another, but we need to recoginaeave
may very well have different denominations unté thecond Coming.

For example, take the issue of baptism. Many Baplisrches and whole denominations are sincerely
convinced before God that baptism by immersiohésdnly valid form of baptism. They also believesit
wrong for the children of believers to be baptizaakl they will not accept someone as a membereaf th
church who is not baptized by immersion or who lbeen baptized as a baby, as a child of the coveaadt
therefore requires them to be baptized again. As 88 a church takes a stand like that—which we mus
respect because they are convinced as they una@iStaipture that this is what is right—this wilkan that
those who, like myself, believe it is right biblilseto practice the baptism of our children, bupbam by
immersion is not necessary, and baptism can be losprinkling, pouring, or immersion (that is myio
position on this, that all these are valid bapti$im&od). As soon as you have two different vieeshyou
have to accept that you will have two separate a@mations. What is important, then, is how we ti@ad
another, how we love one another, how we are peelgartreat one another. We must not stand as @mnitdg,
hating each other, tearing one another’s work danti¢cizing one another, but we must really res@ax
support and encourage one another. And there faceucse, other divisions—divisions on church gowveent,
divisions in understanding the Lord’s Supper, foaraple between Lutherans and the Reformed chuncti. A
we recognize that those differences will be therd the Second Coming.

Now, | suppose it would be possible in theory tggast we could have one denomination where every

individual congregation is allowed its freedom. Mdfresbyterians would not like that because theylaveay
that part of biblical church government is thathese a presbyterian church polity rather than syrspparate
churches, because that would basically be congoegdism. People have tried things like that aioaas points
in history. There was a point during the time ob@wvell in England when there was much diversity agithe
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churches there. They tried to form a group of chesowvhere some were Presbyterian and some were
Congregational. Some were more Episcopalian. Indidast very long. Sadly, one has to say sometlike
that is unlikely to last very long. But in a waydd not think it matters, actually. What is moregortant is
really the way we regard one another, the way e@&t tone another, the respect we have for one anatt
how prepared we are to do things together. Thisuesboth on the individual level and on the chusslel, as
pastors, as bodies of churches, and so on. Andewiercan, we work toward formal unity. But if wg to be
perfectionists in this area, we will never havetamg. We will not have anything if we insist eithge become
one totally or else we will give up. We do not haezfection in any area. We will have to wait umié stand
before the Lord, and then it will become clear wkas right and who was wrong about all the issuasdivide
us at the present time. And we will all find thag made many mistakes at that point.

That should warn us now, and I think this is thestmmportant thing, to have humility before Chastibrothers
and sisters. Thus we will say, “Here is what istc@nThis defines the Gospel. We will hold to treslly
firmly. There are these other things that we regardnportant. We will hold them firmly, but thegeanot a
basis for judging fellowship. And we are prepar@dé¢ humble before our brothers about these issugbe
prepared to be corrected.” We should always be tpenrrection by the Word of God and by fellowibeérs.
That humility, it seems to me, is the most imparthimg if we want to work toward any kind of true
ecumenism. But certainly, many of the divisiongeesally in situations where missionaries have gane
unnecessary. You will have Presbyterian churches fEngland, Presbyterian churches from America,
Reformed churches that are basically Presbyteran Holland, and then they are all there in Ausdraivell, |
mean, really they all believe the same thing. Theactice is even the same. The differences anegilly
cultural. Some of them have Dutch traditions, safthem have Scottish traditions, some of them Hawglish
traditions, some of them have Irish traditions, aathe of them have American traditions—but thaoidasis
on which to have separate denominations. And wieghave to work toward and pray toward is the jaroh
those who really share the same faith and the gpaantice, the same view of the church. We must seek
overcome those cultural divisions, to know tha€hrist there is no Dutch and Irish, no Scottish Bndlish,
no American and Canadian. Really, we ought toalbbe in the Lord.
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