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Quod scriptura, non iubet vetat

The Latin translates, “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:’

On the Cover: Baptists rejoice to hold in common with other evangelicals the main
principles of the orthodox Christian faith. However, there are points of difference and
these differences are significant. In fact, because these differences arise out of God’s
revealed will, they are of vital importance. Hence, the barriers of separation between
Baptists and others can hardly be considered a trifling matter. To suppose that Baptists
are kept apart solely by their views on Baptism or the Lord’s Supper is a regrettable
misunderstanding. Baptists hold views which distinguish them from Catholics,
Congregationalists, Episcopalians, Lutherans, Methodists, Pentecostals, and
Presbyterians, and the differences are so great as not only to justify, but to demand, the
separate denominational existence of Baptists. Some people think Baptists ought not
teach and emphasize their differences but as E.J. Forrester stated in 1893, “Any
denomination that has views which justify its separate existence, is bound to
promulgate those views. If those views are of sufficient importance to justify a
separate existence, they are important enough to create a duty for their promulgation ...
the very same reasons which justify the separate existence of any denomination make
it the duty of that denomination to teach the distinctive doctrines upon which its sepa-
rate existence rests.” If Baptists have a right to a separate denominational life, it is
their duty to propagate their distinctive principles, without which their separate life
cannot be justified or maintained.

Many among today’s professing Baptists have an agenda to revise the Baptist
distinctives and redefine what it means to be a Baptist. Others don’t understand why it
even matters. The books being reproduced in the Baptist Distinctives Series are
republished in order that Baptists from the past may state, explain and defend the
primary Baptist distinctives as they understood them. It is hoped that this Series will
provide a more thorough historical perspective on what it means to be distinctively
Baptist.



The Lord Jesus Christ asked, “And why call ye me, Lord, Lord, and do not the things
which I say?” (Luke 6:46). The immediate context surrounding this question explains
what it means to be a true disciple of Christ. Addressing the same issue, Christ’s
question is meant to show that a confession of discipleship to the Lord Jesus Christ is
inconsistent and untrue if it is not accompanied with a corresponding submission to
His authoritative commands. Christ’s question teaches us that a true recognition of His
authority as Lord inevitably includes a submission to the authority of His Word.
Hence, with this question Christ has made it forever impossible to separate His
authority as King from the authority of His Word. These two principles—the authority
of Christ as King and the authority of His Word—are the two most fundamental
Baptist distinctives. The first gives rise to the second and out of these two all the other
Baptist distinctives emanate. As F.M. lams wrote in 1894, “Loyalty to Christ as King,
manifesting itself in a constant and unswerving obedience to His will as revealed in
His written Word, is the real source of all the Baptist distinctives:” In the search for the
primary Baptist distinctive many have settled on the Lordship of Christ as the most
basic distinctive. Strangely, in doing this, some have attempted to separate Christ’s
Lordship from the authority of Scripture, as if you could embrace Christ’s authority
without submitting to what He commanded. However, while Christ’s Lordship and
Kingly authority can be isolated and considered essentially for discussion’s sake, we
see from Christ’s own words in Luke 6:46 that His Lordship is really inseparable from
His Word and, with regard to real Christian discipleship, there can be no practical
submission to the one without a practical submission to the other.

In the symbol above the Kingly Crown and the Open Bible represent the inseparable
truths of Christ’s Kingly and Biblical authority. The Crown and Bible graphics are
supplemented by three Bible verses (Ecclesiastes 8:4, Matthew 28:18-20, and Luke
6:46) that reiterate and reinforce the inextricable connection between the authority of
Christ as King and the authority of His Word. The truths symbolized by these
components are further emphasized by the Latin quotation - quod scriptura, non iubet
vetat— i.e., “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:” This Latin quote has
been considered historically as a summary statement of the regulative principle of
Scripture. Together these various symbolic components converge to exhibit the two
most foundational Baptist Distinctives out of which all the other Baptist Distinctives
arise. Consequently, we have chosen this composite symbol as a logo to represent the
primary truths set forth in the Baptist Distinctives Series.
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OPINIONS OF DISTINGUISHED AUTHORS AND SCHOL-
ARS ON THE MERITS OF “INTERCOMMUNION OF
CHURCHES UNSCRIPTURAL,” ETC.

Rev. E. ]. Fish, D. D., Mich., Author of *“Ecclesiology.”
Rev. J. R. Graves, LL. D.

Dear Brother :—For years I have been accustomed to say that
the question of communion roots itself in the greater question of the
church, and will not be satisfactorily answered until that greater ques-
tion is answered. It was with much gratification, ther.fore, I opened
yvour treatis: on ¢ Intercommunion,” to find that you had gone to the
very root of the matter—a work for which your many years of ecclesio-
logical study and discussion, your loyal heart and logical acumen had
given you rare qualifications. 1 have now read, re-read and studied
your interpretations and reasonings, and give my emphatic verdict in
favor of your main conclusions, viz , that the church of Christ is ex-
clusively a local body of prescribed doctrinal and structural form, and
that the Lord’s Supper is a memorial ordinance to be observed only
within and by a local church. You thus make church ordinance ob-
servance, and church disciplinary protection exactly coextensive—as
manifestly sensible, as it is a scriptural order. On fundamental ideas
of the church, yvour two brief chapters (Part I1., chapters ii, 1ii,) are
worth more than a wagon-lond of ordinary treatises. On the Sym-
bolism of the Supper you are without a peer, so far as I know,
and deserve, as in time vou will receive the thanks of all true Christians.
With great pleasure, therefore, I commend your work to all ministers
and church members as without an equal in its line.

Rev. S. H. Ford, LLL. D., Editor “F.rd's Ch. Repository,” St. Louis:

““One thing at least is done in this work, with a clearness and
thoroughness surpassing any work on the Lord’s Supper that
we are acquainted with—the development of the symbolism of
the crdinance. He has shown that the Supper is the covenanted
mambers o' a particular church symbolically preaching Christ—shecw-
ing {orth his death.  We hold that the object of the Supper, the radical
idea of the symbolism, confines it to a particular church.”

The “Central Baptist,” leading paper of the West, St. Louis, Mo. :

“This book 1s so compact that to summarize its contents is almost
impossible.  ‘The conclusion sought in the argument by the author is,
that the Lord’s Supperis a (local) church ordinance, and that, there-
fore, neither by right nor courtesy, can the members of different
churches be asked to celebrate it tegether. The old points of conflict
have been along the line between our denominatisn and others, and
‘close communion’ has been the reproach cast uponus. Dr. Graves
transfers 1he contest to the narrower lines which surround each local
church, maintaining in a masterly way that the ordinance was put there
by Christ and his apostles, and by its significance must remain there,
withis the limits of church discipline. To his argument we have seen
neither scriptural nor logical reply. His reasoning, by itself, must be well
nigh convincing to a candid reader; and if there is another side to the
question, which will modify the conclusion, it has no: been bronght out.
That the ordinance is within the local church we think the
author most conclusively proves. We have seen no spccific law
authorizing courtesy or establishing rights beyond church membership,
and those who advocate intercommunion among Baptist churches must
assume the proof of their position. The general law is against them}
if that law is modified by precept or example, the burden of showing
such modification is theirs.”

(4
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CHAPTER L

Reasons for offering a new book in defense of Scrip-
tural Communion— Because 1. Grounds and argu-
ments by which our present practice is supported
manifestly untenable and unsatisfactory; 2. Con-
cesstons made by our standard authors fatal to the
extstence of Baplist churches; 3. A new treatment
of the whole subject can be offered.

MRHY a new book on ‘‘Communion,” about
I which so many books have been written?
\” Why a pair of new shoes when you have
\t- bought so many? What better answer can

be given than ‘¢ Because the old ones are
no longer serviceable?” The fact is—and it is but
the part of candor to admit it—that the old current
arguments by which Baptists have attempted to
vindicate our entire consistency in restricting our
Communion to our own denomination have been

shown to be untenable, and our principal argu
(9)




10 INTERCOMMUNION,

ments sophistical. The result is, dissatisfaction
with our present practice of restricted Communion
is manifestly increasing yearly, both in the ranks
of our ministry and the masses of our thinking
membership.

This state of the case imperiously calls for a
thorough re-examination of the whole question, to
ascertain whether the cause lies in the fact that our
present practice 1s wrong, or our arguments illogi-
cal, or both. Then it is the conviction of the writer
that our standard authors, who have written in de-
fense of our practice, in order to escape the charge
of ““bigotry,” ‘“illiberality,” and ¢‘uncharitable-
ness,” have conceded so much to the denomina-
tions opposed to us, that Baptists have, in fact, no
foot of ground left to stand upon, and no alterna-
tive seems left us but to search for other and more
defensible ground and arguments, or surrender at
discretion. I do not say this because my confi-
dence 1n a scriptural warrant for strict Communion
1s shaken; since I firmly believe that all the teach-
ings of Scripture and all arguments based upon
reason, are in favor of strict Communion, as it has
been conceded by a distinguished affusionist that all
the arguments are in favor of immersion as the
apostolic act of baptism,* but, in my humble opin-
ion, the true line of defense—the impregnable
scriptural argument—has never been clearly laid
down; while, as I have suggested, an indefensible

# Olinthus Gregory.
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line of argumentation has been hastily adopted,
and, in attempting to defend it, concessions have
been made fatal to our existence as a denomination.

In addition to this, our churches, while holding
fast to the form of sound words, have been insensi-
bly beguiled by the fraternal feeling and the plea
of courtesy into the practical surrender of Church
for denominational Communion, thus immeas-
urably weakening the whole line of defense, and,
in fact, abandoning our chief bulwark to the enemy,
and, by our practice, perverting the sacred symbol-
ism of the Supper.

It seems to me evident, that if our arguments in
support of the practice of our churches were scrip-
tural and our practice consistent, they would have
been like the shoes of God’s ancient people, Im-
perishable,—

«’Till all the ransomed Church of God
Is saved to sin no more.”

So fully convinced am I of the truth of the above,
that, for years past, I have chosen an altogether
new line of battle, and developed defenses which
the most powerful of our opposers have been com-
pelled to pronounce impregnable. It 1s my per-
sonal conviction that of all questions pertaining to
Baptist faith or practice, this one of ‘¢ Close Com-
munion” has been the most superficially and
inefficiently treated, which must be the reason for
the general and growing dissatisfaction in the very
bosom of our churches. This can not be said of
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our views of the subjects, design and act of Chris-
tian baptism, and is it not because these have re-
ceived a more scriptural and logical treatment ?

Numerous, therefore, as are the books, tracts,
and treatises upon ‘¢ Close Communion,” I trust I
will be pardoned for offering for the consideration
of my people and the public an altogether new
treatment of the whole subject of Church Com-
munion, developing what I consider its impregnable
strength from four sources—(1.) The constitution
of the Christian Ecclesia; (2.) The divine sym-
bolism of the ordinance itself; (3.) From the posi-
tive teachings of the Scriptures forbidding denomi-
national Communion; and (4.) The practice of the
primitive churches and not from mere ‘“analogy,’’
or, as it 1s denominated, ‘‘orderly example.” I
shall prove, if I know what constitutes proof, that
it is not only unscriptural, inconsistent, and pro-
ductive of evil for Baptist churches to invite mem-
bers of other denominations to their Communion
tables, but wrong so to invite members of our sister
Baptist churches—. ¢., that denominational Com-
munion,* as at present practiced by Baptists, is un-
scriptural, inconsistent, and fraught with manifest
and manifold evils. T only asked to be impartially

#Tn this book I shall, for convenience, use the term De-
nominational when applied to Communion, to designate the
common practice of our churches in inviting all members of
the Baptist denomination present, and even district associa-
tions and State Conventions to partake of the Supper with
them:
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heard, if such a thing is possible. If I do nothing
more than to awaken a general discussion of the
whole question, or offer a clew that will conduct
our churches out of existing confusion, my effort
will not be altogether fruitless. Other and abler
pens may take the direction indicated, and lead the
denomination into ‘‘all truth” upon this subject.

I propose, in the first place, to show—

1. That the many concessions, so fatal to Bap-
tists, made by all our standard writers who have
volunteered to defend our restricted practice, are
not sustained by the facts in the case—indeed, are
disproved by the self-same authors themselves !

2. That the principal positions hitherto taken by
our own writers in defense of Restricted Com-
munion, not only force wide open the doors of our
own tables, which they seek to close, but surren-
der every just claim we have to exist as Christian
churches.®* Like soldiers attempting to defend
the outposts, surrender the citadel itself; so very
many of our authors on Communion, while attempt-
ing to defend our present practice of Communion,

# Tt is a fact, as regretful as true, that an enemy could,
with little trouble, by collecting and arranging all the
admissions made by our prominent men in favor of the
denominations opposed to us, and what they have asserted
adverse to our historical succession as churches, establish
the claims of these denominations to be scriptural churches,
and that the rise of Baptist Churches was many centuries

this side of the apostles! Touching our history this has
already been done, and the book is before me'!
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have surrendered the denomination. There
can be no question but these false positions should
henceforth be abandoned.

3. That the scriptural argument used by our
writers, 1s, to say the very least of 1it, the very
weakest the word of God affords, and that these are
rendered wholly uninfluential by the concessions
of our standard authors on Communion.

The ground being properly cleared of these ob-
structive matters, I shall make ‘‘my best endeav-
ors” to bring to the front and establish, ‘‘beyond
successful contradiction,” the clear, positive, and
impregnable scriptural arguments in support of
local Church Communion, as opposed to the
modern practice of indiscriminate denominational
Communion.

During the thirty-four years of my uninterrupted
editorial connection with ‘¢ 7%e Baptist,” 1 have
written little upon the subject of Communion, as all
my brethren have noticed. The reason has been
not that I was not a staunch believer in restricted
Communion, but satisfied of the inconclusiveness
of the current arguments, ‘hackneyed and worn,”
and suspicious of their logical accuracy, I hesitated
with that most sagacious remark of the wise man
before my eyes, ‘“Whoso breaketh a hedge a ser-
pent shall bite him,” warned me, that before pre-
suming to encounter such a peril in attempting to
break the ¢‘hedge” of an old and popular usage,
I should be thoroughly convinced it was my duty
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to break it. Now fully convinced as to my duty, I
boldly cleave through the hedge with ¢ the sword
of the Spirit, which is the Word of God,” and offer
a new line of argumentation that is equally adapted
to offensive as to defensive warfare. The great
Wellington sagely remarked, that a position only
adapted to defensive operations was a dangerous
one, and such is the position Baptists now occupy
upon the Communion question—only fitted for de-
fense; and that it is both a weak and dangerous
position, has been demonstrated by the immense
losses we have sustained as a denomination by
occupying it.

My aim will be to indicate the scriptural position
of the Lord’s Supper in the Churches of Christ,
and to defend that position with unanswerable argu-
ments, which will not only establish the fact that dif-
ferent denominations can not intercommune without
perverting and profaning the ordinance, and eating
and drinking condemnation to themselves, but as
conclusively show that intercommunion, now
so generally practiced among Baptists, is not only
unscriptural and inconsistent, but is working many
and serious evils, and immense loss to our denomi-
nation.

To all those who regard this plan and purpose as
sufficient to warrant one more “little book” by an
old editor on the subject of Scriptural Communion
at the Lord’s table, these pages are affectionately
commended.
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In justification of what I have said, I submit the
following from the pen of Rev. George B. Taylor,
D. D., our present missionary to Rome, when
editor of the Christian Review :

¢“The most prominent of our denominational journals
have, within the last half year, contained communications
from Baptists, in different parts of the country, expressing,
to say the least, the absence of satisfactory conviction that
baptism is ¢the true limit to Communion;’ and, recently,
in some of these journals have appeared communications
which, in view of the prevalence of inquiry on the subject,
call for another treatise in defense of Restricted Com-
munion. We mention these circumstances, unimportant
in themselves, as straws which show how the winds of
opinion and feeling are blowing. The author himself
is aware of not a few prominent Baptists—ministers
and laymen in different States-——men not suspected of
heterodoxy—who, more or less cautiously avow, at least,
that the arguments commonly used in favor of Re-
stricted Communion to the baptized, seem to them not
entirely satisfactory. How many there are, practicing
this restriction, who do so because they have received it
from their fathers, or find it practiced by those around
them, it were difficult to say, and not pertinent to our
present object to inquire; though the fact that there ar.
many such, would certainly be a reason for the re-dis-
cussion of the whole subject.”
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CHAPTER IIL

Facis and axioms, with their logical tnferences demon-
Strative of the one Jact, that, of the thirty-four
sects e Amervca, only one can be an Hovangelical
Church.— “ The Branckh Church,” < The Army
Church,” < The DBreastplate Church,” ¢ The
Rainbow Church,” ¢ The Curvency Church,” and
“ Universal Church,’ theories refuted.— The ad-
mission that opposing sects are Evangelical Churches
Jraught with disastrous consequences— (1) It yields
the claims of Baptist Churches to be evangelical;
(2) 7t must have a direct influence to infidelize the
nation.—Infidel France,

[ HAT the reader may clearly apprehend the
Il objections I am about to make to the state-
(o, ments of most Baptist authors who have
preceded me in the discussion of the Com-
munion question, it will be necessary for
me to lay down a few fundamental facts, which
every intelligent, unprejudiced Christian will, I
think, admit.

FIRST FACT.
That Christ, while upon earth, did set up a visible
kingdom, of which each local church is an integral or
constituent part.

It is enough to refer the reader to the fact that
2
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all the prophets which foretold the coming of Isra-
el’'s Messiah and the world’s Redeemer, declared
it to be a part of his mission to “‘set up a king-
dom” on this earth, unlike earthly kingdoms in
the beneficence of its mission, the character of its
subjects, and the unchangeableness of its duration.
Daniel says: ‘“In the days of these kings’—the
Roman Emperors—¢“the God of heaven shall set
up a kingdom”’—but one kingdom and visible—
‘““which shall not be given to other people, but it
shall stand forever.” Christ did appear on earth
in the days of the Cesars—the kings of the fourth
Universal Empire—and his herald announced this
fulfillment of the prophecy in these words: ‘“The
kingdom of heaven has approached,” and, subse-
quently, the king himself, in the same language.

From this we learn that this visible kingdom of
visible saints did not exist upon this earth prior to
or in the days of Daniel (600 B. C.); and, since
it is composed of visible churches as its constitu-
ents, we decide that Christ had no visible Christian
Church or churches prior to his advent. We learn
from his own lips that he did have a visible king-
dom on earth. He could say in truth, that ¢ the
publicans and harlots go into the kingdom of God
before you,” which would have been impossible if
that kingdom had then no visible existence. He
could in truth declare that ‘‘from the days of John
the Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven suf-
fered violence—i. e., was assaulted—and that the
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violent—his enemies —-take it by force”—violent
persons are endeavoring to ravage or destroy it.
Christ explained what he meant in the next verse,
but the translators have put other words in his
mouth than those he used. ¢‘For,” said Christ,
as recorded by Matthew, ‘“all the prophets and
the law prophesied until John ”’—and Luke finishes
the sentence (xvi: 16)—°‘‘since which time the
kingdom of heaven is preached, and every one is
violently opposing it,”*—not all men are pressing
into it, which would make Christ contradict his
statements throughout the whole chapter and the
preceding one, but his general statements through-
out the Gospels (read especially vs. 16-26). John
the Baptist bore direct testimony to the statement
of Christ, that all men (comparatively) opposed
his kingdom. ¢‘He that cometh from heaven is
above all; and what he hath seen and heard that
he testifieth, and no man receiveth his testi-
mony.”—Jno. lil: 32.

Christ, in definite terms, declared that his king-
dom was present; and upon the soil of Judea, and

*The natural force of the terms biazo and harpazo, in
Greek usage, is to indicate the violent action of an enemy,
and not the loving movement of friends, e. g., biazes-
thai ton parthenon and biazesthai auton, to do oneself
violence—to kill oneself. Eis before the accusative, with
biazo, indicating hostile intent, means to force against,
Z. e., to assault, to violently assail. See Harrison on Eis,
with verbs of hostile motion, p. 213.
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within the jurisdiction of Herod, ‘‘my kingdom 1is
among you, not within you.”—See Aiford.

SECOND FACT.

Christ never set up on earth but ONE kingdom,
which is a visible one, composed of his true churches
as constituencies,

THIRD FACT.

Christ did not “set up” his kingdom of constituen-
cies in deadly antagonism to each other, and in open
rebellion to his authority also—a kingdom CONSTI~
TUTIONALLY divided against itself—of materials
so heterogeneous and discordant that they could never
be ¢ fitly framed together.”

Christ, the Founder, hath said:

¢ Every kingdom divided against itself is brought
to desolation.”

But Christ’s kingdom is never to be brought to
desolation, but is to stand forever; and, therefore,
it is not divided against itself—composed of dis-
cordant and antagonistic constituencies—churches.

DIrRECT INFERENCES FROM THESE FACTS.

FirsT INFERENCE. — That these constituencies
of Christ’'s kingdom are each and all the equals
of each other in every quality that constitutes
logical differentia—i. ¢., essential qualities.

In a Christian ecclesia—church—the essential
features are—1. The character of its members; 2.
Organization; 3. Ordinances, with their respect-
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ive designs or symbolisms; 4. Fundamental doc-
trines, etc.

I shall take it for granted that my readers will
admit that the essential features of a visible church
of Christ are clearly revealed to us by Christ and
his apostles, so that we need not err in the descrip-
tion; and—

That no organization, however old, numerous
or respectable, or however pious and saintly its
members, can rightly be called a Christian or
evangelical church, unless it possesses the di-
vine essentials of a true church of Christ.

This statement of the late Bishop Doggett is in
place here:

““We do not suppose that any unprejudiced mind would
call any body of men or women the true church-—so par-
ticularly described by the inspired writers as the true
church has been—unless it comes up fairly and fully, in
every minute particular, to a description proceeding from
that wisdom that could not err in the description in any
remote or conceivable degree.”

The churches of Christ, then, are not diverse
the one from the other, but the equals of each
other, having the same character of member-
ship, the same form of organization, the same
ordinances in form and design, and holding and
teaching the same fundamental doctrines.

SeEcoND INFERENCE.—That the popular ‘¢ church-
branch theory” is a bald absurdity. This theory—
which is so popular with all those ministers and
members who pride themselves upon being ¢‘un-



22 INTERCOMMUNION,

denominational Christians ”’—is that all the lead-
ing popular ‘“sects,” at least, variant and antago-
nistic though they be, are branches of ¢ The
“hurch” of Christ—the constituents of his king-
dom visible! Branch is a relative term, and nec-
essarily implies a trunk or body; but these peo-
ple are unable to tell us what or where the trunk
of this tree 1s! The absurdity of this conception
must be apparent to the dullest comprehension,
when one thinks of a tree bearing natural
branches of sixty-three different kinds of
wood, and without a body!

THIRD INFERENCE.—That the ‘“ Church Army”
theory is equally absurd with the former. This
theory, so popular with the ‘“broad-gauge” preach-
ers and members, 1s that all the different denomi-
nations compose but one alhed army, Christ being
the ¢ Captain,” and the various sects the regiments,
brigades, etc., and the different creeds the flags
under which they fight, etc.

This theory sadly breaks down when we recall
the fact that the varlous parts of an army are all
under the same laws and regulations, drilled
by the same tactics, and not in deadly conflict
with each other,—regiment against regiment, and
brigade against brigade, as the different denomina-
tions called ‘¢ churches” have ever been from the
day they were originated, are to-day, and must be
to the end of time, so long as they hold and teach
different and antagonistic doctrines. They are not
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fighting a common foe, but are endeavoring to
betray and deliver each other over to a common
enemy.

FourTH INFERENCE. — We learn that the ‘“ Breast-
plate theory,” and the ¢¢ Rainbow theory,” (Dr.
Burrows), and the ¢‘Currency-Churchi theory”
(gold, silver, nickel and copper, representing the
different churches of different values—Lorrimer),
are all equally fallacious and God dishonoring,
though so popular with all our “* go-easy” preach-
ers and members. The simple fact being, that
paste, In a breastplate, or anywhere else, is not
a gem, however illusive, no more than an un-
scriptural Church is a ray of real light, or a coun-
terfeit coin, currency, in any sense, but a cheat
and a fraud.

Firra INFERENCE.—The above facts equally
lay bare the absurdity of the ‘¢Universal Church
theory ”"—a church theory so popular with all pedo-
baptist theologians, and those Baptists who are their
disciples. '

This theory is, that all the different and opposing
sects—the respectable ones at least, taken together
constitute “The Church and Kingdom of Christ
visible.” The fatal disease of this theory is, that
it squarely antagonizes with the first fact—that
the constituencies of Christ’s kingdom must be con-
cordant and equal the one to the other, else Christ
would have a kingdom divided against itself. But
the various denominations which ¢liberalists”’ call
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Christian and Evangelical Churches, are discord-
ant and irremediably divided against themselves,
and engaged, like the men who sprang up from the
dragon teeth, in destroying each other. If any one
should succeed in obtaining the universality it is
striving for, it would annihilate every other Church
of Christ from the face of the earth! One part of
the kingdom destroying and swallowing up all the
rest! As I have said, it is too preposterously
absurd to be put forth by men who have any re-
spect for the wisdom of the Divine Founder of the
Chnistian Institution called a Church of Christ.
Infidels could wish for no better argument against
Christ or Christianity. 1 henestly believe that more
infidels are made by those who teach these absurd
and unscriptural church theories than by all the
speeches and writings of avowed infidels them-
selves. Convince a man that Christ did originate
all these diverse sects, and that he really 1s the
Author of all the absurd and contradictory doe-
trines and systems of faith, if not a fool, he must
be an infidel. Christ has no more two Churches,
one visible and the other invisible, than he has two
kingdoms.
FOURTH FACT.

There are in America alone fifty-four distinct
sects of professed Christians, all diverse, and most
of them radically differing from each other in
the essential elements of a Church of Christ,
but each claiming to be alone conformed, or at
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least, more than any other conformed—to the scrip-
tural model of a Christian Church. Now the un-
thinking multitude is taught, from the pulpit and
the press, to believe and to call all these antago-
nistic sects, Evangelical Churches, which means
Scriptural Churches of Christ, and equally entitled
to our Christian consideration; and that it is proof
of ““intolerant bigotry” to deny that they are not
all Churches of Christ, or that any one is more con-
formed to the scriptural pattern than any other, or
that one alone is so conformed. This is a plain
statement of an existing fact.

The honest Christian has but one alternative,
either to stultify his reason and common sense, and
admit what he knows to be false, or he must dare
the burning fiery furnace of a perverted public
opinion, which modern and idolatrous liberality has
prepared, heated to a sevenfold intenser heat by
sectarian hate than it is wont to be heated for any
other offense.

There is no proposition easier demonstrated than
that two—much less two score—different and un-
equal things can not be equally true or equal to a
third thing.

I will state two Axioms that will apply to this
subject as well as to mathematics.

FIRST AXIOM.

Things equal to the same thing are equal to each
other-
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And its converse—

SECOND AXIOM.

Things unequal to each other can not all be equal to
the same thing—one, and only one, may be.

This 1s but the equivalent to the truth stated in
another axiomatic form.

THIRD AXIOM.

Of contradictory propositions, if one be true all the
others are false.

Now apply these axioms. There are fifty-four
sects in America, each claiming to be equal to the
same thing—an Evangelical Church—but are they
equal to each other in all the elements essential to
an evangelical church? Ask each one separately
to testify concerning the others, and each will deny
that the others are equal to itself or to the evangel-
ical model. The question is thus answered by
themselves : Try their claims by the second axiom.
Are these fifty-four sects unequal to each other—
any two of them essentially alike? Put the ques-
tion to their respective representatives, and they
will affirm that each is widely, if not vitally, unlike
the others, and this unlikeness is their sectarian
glory. It is the boast and glory of Methodists that
they are radically unlike the Presbyterians in doc-
trines and organization, and in all the distinguish-
ing features of Methodism. So it is of the Pres-
byterians, that they are unlike the Methodist, and
so of each of the other denominations. They all
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can not be equal to the same thing—an evangelical
church; if one is evangelical, whether that one
be the Catholic, or the Methodist, or a Baptist
Church, only that one is an evangelical or scrip-
tural church.

Try these sects by the third. That the creeds or
faiths of those sects are diverse and contradictory,
needs no proof. Who could conceive of two creeds,
touching the vital doctrine of grace, more contradic-
tory than the Calvinism of Presbyterianism and the
Arminianism of Methodism in common with Ca-
tholicism ? or that of the Baptists and Campbellism?
They are the very antipodes of each other. All
these fifty-four contradictory sects, built upon as
many contradictory propositions, can not be equally
true—1if one 1s evangelical, only one can be. Now,
if this be a fact, ought not every honest Christian—
and can a Christian practice habitual dishonesty,
falsehood, and deception ?—to say so, though the
burning fiery furnace stands in appalling fierceness
before his eyes? Has he not a God able to de-
liver, if not to place on his brow a martyr’s glori-
ous crown?

I have said all this to prepare the reader to see
the force of this irresistible mathematical conclu
sion. If I should affirm that the Catholic is an
evangelical church, would I not thereby affirm
that Baptist churches, and all the other fifty-three
sects, were not evangelical? And so of any other
one, should I admit any one to be evangelical, it
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would be affirming that only that one is evangeli-
cal; while, if T should admit that all were evan-
gelical, T would convict myself of—what? I will
not say of hypocrisy, but of self-stultification.

The reader can now understand the force of my
complaint, that so many—nearly all—Baptist au-
thors, who have written on the Communion ques-
tion, have admitted that Protestant denominations
—if not Campbellites also—are ‘¢ Christian de-
nominations,” ‘‘evangelical churches,” ¢¢Christian

churches.”

I complain for two reasons—1. The admission is
fatal to the claims of Baptist churches to be evan-
gelical, or Christian, as we have seen above. In
attempting to defend strict Communion, every one
who has made this admission, has surrendered his
denomination ; 2. It is a concession to infidelity
fatal to Christianity. (1.) It admits that Christ is
the originator of fifty-four conflicting faiths, and that
he, himself, originated, or authorized the origination,
of fifty-four antagonistic organizations, that must,
from their very constitution, be in perpetual con-
flict until one shall have exterminated all the rest,—
a kingdom divided against itself, which the found-
ers of earthly kingdoms would not think of doing;
and (2.) It concedes to infidels, that the oceans of
blood that have been shed in religious persecutions,
all the martyr fires that have been kindled, and all
the racks and instruments of infernal torture that
have been invented, have been shed, and kindled,
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invented and used by the evangelical churches
of Christ, upon evangelical churches, Christians
playing the role of infernal fiends upon their fel-
low Christians! Make the world believe this, and
will it be swrange if it should rise up with demo-
niacal frenzy and spurn Christianity from the land
as the red-armed butcher of innocency, a fraud
upon human reason, and a damning curse to the
race? It was the like of this that smote France
with centuries of infidelity. It was the Catholic
church, claiming to be the very embodiment of
Christianity, while she proved herself the direst
foe of humanity. Scarlet, but with the blood of
saints and the purest and truest patriots of earth.
Mother, indeed, but of those twin evils, and
direst of all abominations, civil and religious tyr-
annies which she hung in double conjunction over
the sky of Europe and France for half a century,—
like the plague-struck sun of the apocalypse, tor-
menting the nations. It was with respect to Cathol-
icism, as Christianity, and not toward Christian-
ity itself that France was infidel; and unless we
would impregnate the veins of our populations
with the virus of a like maddening unbelief, let
us not, in God’s name, teach them that Christian-
ity has been the torture-armed inquisitor of the
centuries; that evangelical churches have gored
their spotless robes in the blood of their own chil-
dren, or even denied to mortal man the divine and
indefeasible boon of absolute religious freedom.
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CHAPTER I11.

The definition of the terms *“ Scriptural,” ** Evangel-
weal,’  Gospel,” ¢ Christian,” ** Orthodox,” etr.
The admission of Baptist authors that the leading
denominations are Evangelical, Christian, Gospel,
cte.—Drs. Howell, Arnold, Samson, ct.

T is urged, in defense, by those who apply
the terms ‘‘Evangelical,” ¢¢Christian,”
““ Orthodox,” to opposing sects, that they
are not synonymous with scriptural, and
they do not mean that they are conformed

to the scriptural pattern of a scriptural church. If

they do not mean this, the world and those sects
understand them to mean it. ¢ Liberalists”’ have
no right to use words with opposite or different
significations from their definitions in our standard

Lexicons. Let us refer the question to Webster’s

Unabridged:

¢ Scriptural. — 1. Contained 1n the Scriptures;

2. According to the Scriptures or sacred oracles.

“ Orthodox. — 1. Sound in the Christian faith;

2. According with the doctrines of Scripture—
as an orthodox creed, or faith, or church.

¢ Christian.—1. Pertaining to Christ, taught by

him, or received from him, as the Christian re-
ligion, Christian doctrines.
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“ Gospel.—1. Accordant with the Gospel.

« Evangelical. — 1. According to the Gospel,;
consonant to the doctrines and precepts of the
Gospel published by Christ and his apostles.”
With these definitions before the reader’s eyes,

he needs no word of ours to see clearly that they
are as nearly synonymous as words can be. 'They
mean substantially the same thing, and ¢‘ Evangel-
ical ” 1s the strongest of them all, if, indeed, one
implies a greater degree of accordance with the
teachings of Christ and his apostles. No church
can truthfully be called ‘“ Evangelical,” unless, in
all the essential elements of a church, it conforms
to the teachings of Christ and his apostles. This
covers all the ground. Friends of Christ and his
truth should persistently refuse to allow liberalists
to use this term to mean any thing more or less
than Webster’s definition, which they seem deter-
mined to do.

I will now call the reader’s attention to a few
noted examples of the real use of these terms.

Dr. Howell asserts and implies it throughout his
elaborate work on Communion, though admitting
it once would accomplish all the harm to our cause
that a thousand repetitions of it could do:

““Between Baptists and the members of all the sur-
rounding evangelical denominations, we cherish for
them, as the people of God [?], the sincerest affection.”

If it be true that all the surrounding denomina-
tions are evangelical, or the various Protestant
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bodies—for I will grant the author means no
other—then his work on Communion, and all he
ever wrote in a long life against Pedobaptists, was
but a ruthless assault upon the kingdom of our
Lord Jesus Christ, as will be shown in a subse-
quent chapter:

«“And it is evident that all the respectable writers we

have quoted, and others of all the evangelical churches,
concur with them.”—p. 117, Lon. Ed.

He refers to all Protestant Pedobaptist societies,
at least, here, as in the former quotation, and the
reader will mark that he in the one sentence pro-
nounces them ‘‘evangelical denominations,”
and, in the latter, ¢ evangelical churches.”

““They [the views alluded to] originated with the
churches in Switzerland [ Pedobaptists], but, with some
modification, are now the prevailing sentiments of evan-
gelical Pedobaptists.”—p. 195, Lon. Ed.

Whether we understand the term ¢‘ evangelical,”
as applied to Pedobaptists personally, or to their
societies, he admits that they are * evangelical.”

««The evangelical portion of them [ Pedobaptists] will,
I doubt not,” etc.

It can not be denied that this author admits that
the members of Pedobaptist denominations are
‘““ evangelical Christians,”” and their societies
‘“evangelical churches.”

Prof. Curtis, in his very able work on Com-
munion, as frankly admits, throughout his book,
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that Pedobaptist societies are ¢ Christian’’ and
‘“evangelical churches.,”

It must be supposed that he used the term
¢ church” according to his own definition, given
on pp. 36 and 37:

¢« Whoever carefully studies the New Testament, will
find the word Church, when applied to a Christian assem-
bly, is used in two distinct senses: (1) For a particular con-
gregation of professed believers [mark him, not a mixed
body of professed believers and unconscious infants]; (2)
For the Universal Church—the general assembly and Church
of the first born.”—p. 36.

<« Each separate Church, then, is recognized in Scripture
as a divinely organized society, having its own special pre-
rogatives and relations independently of all other bodies,
and for the employment of which it is answerable to the
Head of the Church alone.”— p. 37.

This being his own definition, he can not be
justified in calling any organization a Church that
is not a “divinely organized society of professed
believers existing independently of all other
bodies,” etc.; for to apply it to any humanly
organized society, religious or otherwise, not of
professed believers, would only serve to con
fuse rather than instruct his readers, and confirm
members of such societies in their errors.

Prof. Curtis, through five entire chapters, 112
pages, seems studiously to avoid applying the
terms “ evangelical,” or ¢ orthodox,” or ¢ Chris.
tian Church,” to Pedobaptist societies; but occas

sionally applies the term Church to them, ¢ g.,
3
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““belonging to churches of other denomina-
tions.”—Page 96.
“That we do not participate in the occasional celebra-

tion of the Lord’s Supper with churches of other denomi-
nations, whose members we do not consider baptized.””—

P. g7.

He here, contrary to all standard writers, whether
Baptist or Pedobaptist, concedes that there can be
a Church, and a Christian Church, without bap-
tism, where not a member of the body is baptized !

But when he comes to meet the objections of
Pedobaptists, that we unchurch them by our terms
of Communion, he seems to break down altogether,
and disowns and throws overboard his own previ-
ous definitions, to make fair sailing under Pedo-
baptist skies.  After admitting that almost all
Pedobaptists—he could have said all, without an ex-
ception, known or heard of by us—regard baptism
as essential to a Christian church, he says, ‘“We
shall, however, express in all candor our own opin-
ion,” just as though he had not done so in his first
definition given above !

“The original word for church is used with different
significations in the Scripture. [Not in its primary sense,
which is the only one we have any thing to do with.] 1In
one sense even the tumultuous assembly at Ephesus is so
designated (ecclesia) Acts xix: 22.¥ Any Christian congre-

#Not the multitude (demos), nor the disorderly crowd
(ochlos) was designated here (ecclesia), but a specific body



UNSCRIPTURAL AND INCONSISTENT. 35

gation, especially if assembled for worship, would have been
thus called in the time of the Savior and his Apostles
(Matt. xviii: 17).% All organized religious bodies acknowl-
edging the Ileadship of Christ, and assembling for the
worship of the Father through him, we [Professor Curtis]
regard as Christian churches. We only do not consider
them as regular churches, according to the New Testament
pattern: ‘If a company of believers without any baptism
at all-—as, for instance a body of Quakers—claimed the title,
we should have nothing to say against it.””’—Pages 117, 118.

In thus repudiating his first, and, so far as it goes,
a correct definition of a Christian church, Pro-
fessor Curtis concludes that any organization of
professed believers, with or without any kind of
baptism, claiming to be a church, is a church in his
estimation! Is such a writer a safe instructor upon
this subject? He furthermore states that a com-
pany of believers, not organized according to

of qualified citizens whose names were enrolled—a body
corresponding to the House of Commons in England. This
ecclesia convened at its accustomed place of meeting, the
theater, and the disorderly multitude rushed in. It was
not a tumultuous ecclesia, but demos—populace. When
the officers of the ecclesia could not learn from the multi-
tude any definite charge for the ecclesia to consider, he
dismissed that body and dispersed the crowd.

* Here Professor Curtis errs again, for the ecclesia re-
ferred to here by Christ was an organized body empowered
to exclude, from its fellowship and membership, an offend-
ing member who would not be governed by its judicial de-

cision—and, therefore, it was a judicial body—a Christian

Church.
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the New Testament pattern, may be consid-
ered a Christian church! This means, in plain
English, that a body organized in open manifest
violation of the teachings of Christ, is a Christian
church, which means, is organized according to
the teachings of Christ! If this is not a pal-
pable self-contradiction, we do not know what is one.

Dr. Arnold, professor in Madison University, in
Hamilton, N. Y., in his work ¢ Prerequisites to
Communion,” yields the question he attempts to
defend by the fatal admission—

““But, strictly, evangelical Pedobaptists, with whom we
have chiefly to deal in the present controversy,” &c.—p. 16.

Dr. Hovey, the distinguished president of the
Newton Theological Seminary, Massachusetts, in
his little work on Communion, also admits it:

“From what has been said, it appears that the principles
which require Baptist churches to limit their invitation to
the Lord’s Supper to Christians of their own faith and
order, are identical with those which determine the action
of other evangelical churches in this matter. Hence we
can not perceive the fitness of calling their practice ¢Close
Communion.” In principle it is as open as that of most
orthodox churches; as open as the New Testament allows

them to make it.”—p. 68.

Here, in three sentences, 1n one paragraph, and
on one page, Dr. Hovey admits that Pedobaptist
societies are ‘“evangelical churches,” and ¢¢ ortho-
dox churches.”
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Dr. Samson, late president of Columbia College,
D. C., in his little book, ¢¢The Christian Law of
Union in Communion,” 1s in accord with the
above, in admitting the evangelical character of
the members of Pedobaptist societies as well as
of the societies themselves—

¢ Discussions in all evangelical churches, since the alli-
ance, have turned on the issue of union and Communion,
this being the natural result of that conference.”—p. 6.

¢ Mission of Baptists among evangelical Christians.”—
page 8.

¢« All evangelical Christians agree in the general state-
ment,” etc.—p. 9.

¢ Believing with all other Christian denominations,”

etc.—p. 20.

¢Injustice to other Christian denominations,” etc.—
page 31.

¢“The experience of churches, other than Baptists,”
etc.—p. 36.

¢ The variety of views, arising in great degree from differ-
ent constitution of human minds, has given origin to varied
denominations of evangelical Christians, which are some-
times said to have different missions.”—p. 45.

And Dr. Samson nowhere offers the least pro-
test to this view, only claiming that ‘¢ the Baptists
certainly have a very important mission.”

““By common consent, the assembled delegates of the

evangelical alliance, representatives of evangelical
churches of every name and nation.”—p. 50.

From a perusal of Dr. Samson’s book no one
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would receive the impression that he even imagined
that Pedobaptist societies were a whit less churches
of Christ than Baptist churches, but everywhere
speaks of them as ““evangelical churches,” and
““evangelical denominations,” and of their mem-
bers as ‘“ evangelical Christians.”

Rev. Henry Colby is another author who, through
the American Baptist Publishing Society, essays a
defense of restricted Communion of the T.ord’s
Supper n a twenty-one page Tract,

He contributes his influence to impress Pedo-
baptists and the world, as well as Baptists, that
Pedobaptist societies constituted, as Dr. Osgood
says, upon principles subversive of the whole
scheme of Christianity, are indeed the true churches
of Christ, only somewhat ¢‘irregularly consti-
tuted,” vyet truly evangelical, and possessed of
the ordinances—administering the Lord’s Supper,
but only ‘¢ prematurely!”

I quote a few statements:

“The real question we understand to be this:

¢ Ought we to acknowledge that evangelical Pedo-
baptists are qualified to partake of the Lord’s Supper?
We say evangelical Pedobaptists, because those with whom
we have to do chiefly in this discussion do not ask us to re-

ceive any others.”—pp. 3 and 4.

He must mean all the Protestant Pedobaptists as
opposed to Catholics.

“We simply declare, concerning Pedobaptist churches,
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that, in our judgment, they are irregularly constituted;
and, as for the t:ble which is spread by them, the bread is
there, the wine is there, the prayers are offered, and the
elements duly distributed to many devout persens, who par-
take of them in faith, and find the occasion a precious

means of grace” [?], #* * < We have no disposition
to deny that it is the Lord’s Supper. But since baptism
scripturally precedes the Supper, our view is that they par-
take of it prematurely.”—p. 14.

¢The declaration that our practice casts contempt upon
their churches or their table is a misrepresentation of our
[ Mr. Colby’s] attitude.”—p. 15.

This author allows no one to mistake his quali-
fied indorsement of Pedobaptist societies as scrip-
tural churches, and the rite professed to be ob-
served by them for the Lord’s Supper as really and
truly the Supper. I can not resist the question
here: If organizations irregularly constituted—
which means in violation of the law of Christ—are,
indeed, Christian churches; and if it is the Lord’s
Supper, though ““ prematurely ’’ observed—which
means in violation of the order in which it was
commanded—then why not say their sprinklings
of water are evangelical baptisms, though a
different act than Christ commanded?

I could fill pages more with like admissions, but
these must satisfy all that I have not misstated the
fact when I say that all our leading writers, in de-
fense of Close Communion, have admitted that
Pedobaptist societies are evangelical churches and
in substantial agreement with us on the fundamen-
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tal doctrines of grace and teachings essential to
salvation.

In addition to these frank admissions, all these
authors, and the hosts who follow their leadership,
seal their teachings with the highest possible prac-
tical indorsement of the evangelicalness and real
scriptural character of ‘“all the leading denomina-
tions around us.” They, one and all, advocate the
validity of the immersions of all these sects; and,
as often as they have opportunity, receive them
into Baptist churches, where they believe that no
orgauization on earth 1s authorized to admnis-
ter Christtan immersion, except a true Church of
Christ.

They, one and all, practice and defend the
pohicy of pulpit exchange and pulpit affiliation
with the muinisters of all these sects, thus accred-
iting them, before all men, as truly ordained
ministers of Christian churches—since no
organization, save a true Church of Chnist, can
ordam and commission a man to preach the gospel.

It s useless to say that such ministerial affilia-
tions and fellowships do net aceredit and indorse
them as scriptural mintsters, for 1t does mdorse
them as such. These ministers so understand it,
and have a right to so understand it. Their peo-
ple so understand it, and have a right to do so;
and the world so understands the act, and have no
right to understand it otherwise (see App. A.).

These admissions are far from being only expres-
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sions of ‘ courtesy ”—mere ‘‘trifles light as air.”
These logically necessitate the following grave—

CONCLUSIONS:

I. That there can be an ‘‘evangelical” or
¢ Christtan” Church without scriptural bap-
tism, and practicing infant baptism.

All the above writers concede this cardinal prin-
ciple with Baptists, by admitting that Pedobap-
tist societies are Christian churches; and Prof.
Curtis makes the admision in so many words—
‘¢ churches baptized or unbaptized.”

II. That all EVANGELICAL churches
are SISTER churches.

No one can, with reason, question this. No
church can be more than evangelical any more than
one circle can be rounder than round, or than one
square can be more square than another. Bap-
tist churches are denominated ¢ sister churches”
because they are, one and all, evangelical.

The third irresistible conclusion is—

III. That ¢¢ all the leading denominations
around us,”” and Baptist churches, are sis-
ter churches, and, consequently, of the
same faith and order..

Then, what other conclusions invincibly follow ?

If members of sister churches, of the same faith
and order, can scripturally commune together, as
all the above writers admit and advocate, then it
follows—
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IV. That Baptist churches may scriptu-
rally practice open communion with ¢all
the leading denominations around us.”’

This 1s a clear surrender of the citadel. But
another conclusion—

V. Baptist churches can properly and
consistently dismiss members by letters
to, and receive members by letters from,
‘¢ all the leading denominations around us.”’

This certainly follows, for we say dismissed
when joined to another church of the same faith
and order; and if they are evangelical churches,
they, most assuredly, are of ‘¢ the same faith and
order.”

But the crowning consequence of the admis-
sions of our brethren is—

VI. Baptist churches are not evangelical
churches, and, therefore, have no moral or
scriptural right to continue their existence.

And thus, in attempting to defend an outwork,
our defenders surrender the citadel and the garri-
son at discretion !
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CHAPTER IV.

The unwarranted and fatal admission made by Bap-
tist authors on Communion—ithat in all things essen-
tial to salvation, in all the fundamental doctrines of
grace, Baptists agree with Congregationalists, Fres-
byterians, and Methodists— Our agreement wnith
Presbyterians examined.

NOTE concessions upon another point which
| confirms the one noticed in the last chap-
Jj ter, and, if true, justifies the statements so
ﬁ@a often met with in Baptist authors, and

heard from too many Baptist pulpits, and
especially common in ‘‘union meetings,” that in
all the essential doctrines of Christianity Baptists
and all the leading denominations agree. Then it
i1s upon the non-essentials of Christianity that Bap-
tists exist, and about which they differ from other
denominations. If this be so, the sooner Baptists
are exterminated out of the land the better for
Christianity and the world.

The form this idea assumes in some of our most
popular books on communion is about this:

That in all the fundamental doctrines of
grace and things essential to salvation,
Baptists substantially agree with Protest-
ant denominations.

It 1s far from being a pleasure to me to call pub-
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lic attention to their unfortunate concessions in
favor of denominations so diametrically opposed to
us; concessions that strengthen them with the pub-
lic and weaken Baptists; it is with pain I do it,
as 1t 1s with painful astonishment I read their ad-
mussions, but I do it to correct a false public opin-
ion created largely by the unwarranted admissions
of Baptists, and in hopes that these brethren may
see fit to modify their statements in future editions
of their works; and others who write hereafter may
be more careful of their statements.

Dr. Gardner in his popular work on ¢¢Church
Communion,” says:

* With some of them, as the Congregationalists, Method-
ists, and Presbyterians, we agree substantially in what

’

is essential to salvation,” etc.—p. 22.

Again, on page 53 we find this—

“ Hence we see that the Baptists and others agree as to
the qualifications for Communion, All agree (1.) That the
new birth is a scriptural qualification; (2.) That wvalid
baptism is a scriptural qualification; and (3.) That regular
church-membership is a scriptural qualification.

¢ Such, then, are the points of agreement between Bap-
tists and others; (1.) Asto the nature; (2.) As to the de-
sign; and (3.) As to the qualifications for the Lord’s
Supper.”’

Dr. Gardner must have written this in a mo-
ment of forgetfulness, for no statement could be
wider of the facts in the case, as he himself abun-
dantly proves in the latter part of his book, where
few, who read his book to ascertain his position,



UNSCRIPTURAL AND INCONSISTENT. 45

would be likely to find it, and of little force also,
whatever else he might urge after having conceded;
1. That in all things fundamental and essential to
salvation Baptists agree with Protestants; and 2.
Concerning- all the scriptural qualifications for the
Lord’s Supper Baptists agree with Methodists and
Presbyterians.

Why should the inquirer read further? or how
otherwise conclude but that Baptists are, indeed,
unscripturally close and bigoted sectarians if they
refuse to commune with those with whom they
agree both as to the doctrines of grace and the
qualifications for, and the design or symbol-
ism of, the Supper? Though I propose to de-
vote the next chapter to the refutation of these
concessions, I must say here to the reader—who
may lay down the book at the close of this, satis-
fied with the evangelicalness of these denominations,
and the correctness of their practice, indorsed so
fully and by such high authority, and satisfied also
that Baptists are indeed a bigoted sect—that neither
Methodists nor Presbyterians, much less Baptists
who think, will indorse these statements of Dr.
Gardner, and, as we have said, he himself refutes
them nearer the close of his book.

Do not both these sects hold and teach that both
baptism and the Lord’s Supper are sacraments
of salvation,— God’s appointed media through
which the blessings of salvation, pardon, regenera-
tion, and sanctification are offered, communicated
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and sealed to the soul of both the unconscious infant
and the unregenerate adult? Do not Presbyte-
rians hold and teach that the ordinances are seals
of the covenant of grace? Do not both agree that
“‘in the ordinary way” one or both are necessary
to salvation; so that ‘“out of the church there 1s
no ordinary possibility of salvation.”— Preshyterian
Confesston, p. 112. Do Baptists agree with these
sects touching the way an infant or an adult is to
be saved? I trow not.

But do we agree with Methodists as to the qual-
ifications for the Lord’s Supper? They hold and
teach, and on this faith practice, that all men, bap-
tized or unbaptized, should partake of the Supper
as a meansof pardon, regeneration, and salvation,—
that no qualifications are required except to know
and feel one’s self fit for hell.

Wesley says:

““ Every one who knows he is fit for hell, being just fit
to come to Christ in this as well as all other ways of his ap-
pointment.”

He says all such should come to have their
““souls renewed in the image of God;” and he
makes it the duty of his ministers to invite and
urge all sinners to partake of the supper for this
purpose, and they do it all over the land. Do
Baptists agree with them 1in either the qualifications
for or design of the Supper?

Presbyterians do not require regeneration as a
qualification for the Lord’s Supper, so they be
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church-members and not absolutely scandalous in
life, and are not infidels or scoffers. This all n-
telligent Presbyterian ministers and elders know full
well, and Baptists should know it. In the late
Pan-Presbyterian Assembly that met in New York
last September, Dr. Bannerman, of Scotland, a
celebrated scholar and theologian, read a paper on
‘“ sealing ordinances,” which was unanimously ap-
proved. I copy one sentence here:

¢ Applicants for the sacraments, therefore, do not profess
to be Christians except in an outward way. They simply
declare that they are not infidels or scoffers, and that they
wish church privileges for themselves and their children.”
—p- 525 of Report, etc.

From this we learn two things; 1. That all ex-
cept infidels or scoffers are qualified to receive
Presbyterian baptism; 2. And on baptism and mem-
bership their unregenerate wives and all their un-
godly children are baptized and taken into church
relations, and entitled to the Lord’s Supper. Do
Baptists agree with Presbyterians either as to the
qualifications for baptism and the Supper, or the
design of those ordinances? Do we believe that
by them pardon, and regeneration, and salvation
are secured—that they are effectual unto salvation,
with or without faith? Let no Baptist say, then,
that the faith of Baptists and Protestants is the
same, or that we indorse their teachings on the
above points. See next chapter.

Prof. Curtis in his work on Communion makes
the same statement slightly modified:
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“But it is true that baptism is the chief thing that pre-
vents us from affiliating with those Pedobaptist churches
which are of similar faith and of congregational govern-
ment.”—p. 118.

Here 1s the threefold admission; 1. That Pe-
dobaptist societies are churches; 2. That there
are Pedobaptist churches of like faith with Bap-
tists; and 3. That baptism is the chief thing that
prevents our intercommunion with them! It re-
ally pains one to admit here that Dr. Howard Os-
good, of Rochester University, New York, a brother
whom I so highly respect as an authority, in his
little work ¢¢Protestant Pedobaptism,” etc., makes
the misleading admission, that, touching the doc-
trines of grace, Baptists and Protestant Pedobap-
tists are generally agreed, and thanks God for it!

He says:

“The central point of controversy between Baptists and
Protestant Pedobaptists is not the doctrines of grace—for
thanks be to God, we generally agree there—but itis
the constitution of a church.”—p. 8.

¢ Baptists are thought to be great schismatics, because
agreeing with evangelical Protestants on the great doc-
trines of the gospel, antecedent to the doctrines of a
church,” etc.—pp. 8, 9.

Now, this was not written to mislead, but it
does mislead—nor to deceive, but it does deceive,
and greatly contributes to the much already writ-
ten calculated to confuse and bewilder the peo-
ple, and to confirm Pedobaptists in their doctrinal
errors.
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What other impressions are these statements cal-
culated to make ? what other can they make upon
the masses who read them, or hear them quoted,
than this, that in all things essential to the salvation of
men, Baptists and Pedobaptists substantially agree,
and the things about which they differ are mere non-
essentials ? I do not intend to say, or imply, that
these good brethren think this, but I do say, this
is the impression their unfortunate admissions are
calculated to make, and do and must make. How
often is it spoken and written by Baptist ministers
and writers, that the points of agreement between
Baptists and Protestants far outnumber those about
which we disagree, and the impression sought to
be made by those who make this declaration is,
that we should not permit these few and non-essen-
tial differences to separate us in Christian work
or Church Communion. Now, if this was the
truth, no one would glory in it more than the writer
of these pages; but alas! it is not the truth, and it
ought not to be spoken, or written, to deceive the
world. The stern, sad fact is touching the funda-
mental doctrines of grace; and all that is essential
to the plan of salvation, Baptists differ from Prot-
estant Pedobaptists, %fo c@lo, just as far as salva-
tion by the ‘¢ sovereign grace of God alone,” and
salvation by the deeds of law—any law, moral, cer-
emonial, or ecclesiastical. As far as the East is
from the West are these two grounds of salvation

asunder,—the whole revealed word of God
4
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lies between them. Protestant Pedobaptists
have made the whole plan of salvation and grace
of God of none effect by their traditions. In-
stead of teaching salvation by grace, they teach
that union with Christ and salvation, is by and
through the ordinances which they have in com-
mon with the Romish Church, converted into sacra-
ments, thus teaching that through the church,
can and must the sinner, ‘‘in the ordinary way,”
come to Christ; and through the water of bap-
tism gain access to the blood that alone cleans-
eth from all sin; and through the ministration of
an ordained minister can onec alone be savingly
introduced into the everlasting covenant, and sealed
an hewr of grace! This doctrine, as the thought-
Yul reader can see, converts the simple minister
of the gospel, and servant of the church, mto a
priest, practically possessed of the keys of heaven
and hell, at his own will opening so that no one
can shut, and shutting so that no one can open!
Not only 1s the sinner’s regeneration thus made by
them dependent on the will of men (John 1), but
‘¢ their churches, so called, are all formed in direct
contravention of God’s way of salvation.”

I have said, and I must continue to repeat it, that
I would as soon have a sacrament from the
hands of a Romish priest, as from a Protestant
minister (whose creed makes him a priest), and
sooner, as a mercy to the perishing, would I ap-
prove of seven sacraments than but two, as mul-
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tiplying the ‘“means of grace.” I can not refrain
from allowing Dr. Osgood, whom we heard just
now thank God for the agreement of Baptists with
Protestant Pedobaptists on the great doctrines of
grace, and the gospel of our salvation, an oppor-
tunity here to refute his own hasty declaration :

¢ And this point of difference, 7. e. [concerning church
constitution], involves not merely that which is outward and
subordinate, but draws in its train immediate consequences
which affect the doctrines of God’s grace to sinners.”
—page I0.

That is the stern fact. Their views of church
constitution subvert what Baptists regard as the
fundamental doctrine of salvation, and therefore
our disagreement from all Pedobaptists is nothing
less than %o celo.

Hear him again :

“Their churches are, to our view, formed in direct con-
travention of God's way of salvation; their constitution
is AT WAR WITH THE DOCTRINES OF GOD'S
GRACE.”—p. II.

““But this we say, that while we may so highly regard
them [not as churches, but personally], we are compelled to
bear our testimony—unequivocal and earnest—against what

we esteem to be grievous errors against the doctrines
of God.”—p. 12.

Is not the good doctor manifestly inconsistent,
here with himself, when, in one breath, he thanks
God that Baptists generally agree with Pedobap-
tists on the doctrines of grace, and, in the next
breath, bears his testimony, unequivocal and ear-
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nest, against ‘‘their grievous errors against the doc-
trines of God?” But Jupiter sometimes nods.

On page 13, Dr. Osgood charges upon all Pedo-
baptists that they put the Church in the place
of the Word; and, on page 20, that they put
the Church in the place of faith; and, on
page 24, he draws this very just conclusion:

“When the Church is put in the place of faith in the
order of salvation—when one is said to be united to Christ,
a member of Christ, before he exercises faith—they reverse
the whole gospel scheme of salvation. By that act, it is
practically declared that salvation is of works, not of
faith.”

Even these charges are not all, or the severest.
On pages 30 and 31, he says:

“To put the Church before faith, to put it before the
work of the Spirit, to put it before the Word, is to attempt
to put it in the place of God’s sovereignty and secret will;
and there it breaks upon the bosses of Jehovah’s buckler.
The constitution of that Church can not be scriptural which
thus wages incessant war, not only with distinct and separate
truths of God’s word, but [in Dr. Hodge’s words] with the
relation in which the several parts of the divine plan stand
to each other.”

On pape 32, he says:

‘“ Put the ordinances of a church entirely out of view for
the moment, and beyond them how wide is the differ-
ence bctween us! What puny superficiality, then, to
assert, that the form of one ordinance is all that makes a
Baptist Church to differ from others, or that Baptists exist
merely to uphold that form! If there arec any Baptists so
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blind as to acquiesce in a statement so far short of the
truth, I pity them

What noble testimony this would be if Dr. Os-
good did not nullify the whole force of it by the
declaration and thanksgiving (which Pedobaptists
alone will use), that ‘‘touching the doctrines of
grace, and on all the great doctrines of the gospel
antecedent to the doctrine of a Church, Baptists
and Protestants, thank God, are agreed.” How
wide the difference between this statement and his
statement last quoted! Who can reconcile them?
Pedobaptists will not quote what the doctor says
against, but for, them.
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CHAPTER V.

e statements of many of our authors concerning the
evangelicalness of the leading denominations cxam-
tned.— The criterion by which they are to be judged,
not Charity, but the Word of God.— The sources of
our nformation as lo what they hold as their ac-
knowledged doctrinal standards.— Do Baptists agrec
with the sects of Presbyterians touching how adults
are lo be saved 2—An appeal to their standards and
thetr scholars.

PROPOSE, in these chapters, to develop,
from the standards of the leading sects, their
faith and teachings touching the one great
vital doctrine of Christianity, viz.: How a
sinner is to obtain the benefits of Christ’s
death—pardon, regeneration and salvation. If the
system of a sect is diseased at this point, the malady
is mortal, the body is as good as dead, and, like a
contageous corpse, should be buried out of contact.
It has become a bounden necessity to determine
the question, whether all the leading denominations
agree with Baptists touching the essential, vital
doctrine of grace—the way a sinner may be saved
—since so many of our authors—through igno-
rance (it is the most charitable judgment) of the
doctrinal standards of the sects—are so free to
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affirm a substantial agreement. The latest work,
by a popular author, scarce dry from the press, not
only indorses the evangelicalness of Presbyterians,
Methodists and Congregationalists; but extends
the circle of Christian charity (?), and embraces
Reforming Campbellites (a sect unheard of by me,
and unknown to the world), Reformed Lutherans,
ILow Church Episcopalians, and even Old Cathol-
icism, whose divinely written name is ‘‘ Mystery,
Babylon the Great, Mother of Harlots and Abom-
inations of the Earth;” and the teaching 1s, that all
these agree with Baptists as to how a sinner is to
come to Christ for pardon, regeneration and salva-
tion. If this statement 1s not true, it is time for
such a misleading and dangerous untruth to be no
longer published from our press and our pulpits;
but, if true, for Baptists to cease from the earth,
and no longer trouble the Christian world with
their ceaseless contentions about empty forms and
ceremonies not essential to either the life of Chris-
tianity or the salvation of a soul.

To ascertain the doctrinal belief of any denomi-
nation, we are not to take the faith of this or that
man, but its published symbols, and acknowledged
standards, and the concurrent testimony of its
founder, and the publicly recognized and indorsed
exponents of its doctrines, as its theological pro-
fessors, etc.

And it is befitting to say, here, that Christian
charity has no office to perform in this task—it is
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not her province. 1 am aware, that, by a large
class, it is denounced as the lack of Christian
charity to question the essential orthodoxy of the
creed of any sect! What term 1n mortal language
1s more wrested and abused than ‘‘chanty”—
¢Christian charity ”—or used for a fouler pur-
pose, so unworthy of her heavenly origin, since
they would force her to be an accomplice of the
most deadly errors! What has charity to do with
printed propositions—articles of faith, or formu-
lated systems of religion? Her office is but two-
fold—(1) To succor the needy; (2) To kindly con-
strue motives. Creeds need no alms, and articles
of faith have no motives for us to judge kindly.
No; this talk about charity being applied to Chris-
tian doctrines or ordinances is all delusive, decep-
tive and fraudulent. The mandate of the divine
Father to all his children 1s: ‘“Prove all things,
and hold fast to that which is good ”—the true;
and to abstain from and reject every form of evil,
and to hate every false way, for Christian charity
alone rejoices in the truth, and is never an accom-
plice of error.

Before we can decide whether these various sects
all agree with Baptists as to the way a sinner is to
come to Christ for salvation, it will be necessary
for the reader to know what the Baptists do hold
and teach upon this point. I can state our faith
in a few sentences.

Baptists teach that a sinner must come to Christ
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by personal faith before he comes to the Church;
that the plan of salvation is, not through the
Church and its ordinances that a sinner comes to
Christ, but by faith through Christ to the Church
and its ordinances—Christ before the Church.

Stated in another form :

The sinner must, in every case, come to the
blood of Christ, that cleanses from all sin, before
he can come to the water of baptism, which is the
figure of his having been cleansed.

It is through Christ, by faith, to the water;
and not through the water to Christ. It is
Christ before water. He must go down into the
water with Christ—formed within the hope of
glory; and not go down into the water for Christ.
We see, then, it is:

Blood before water.
Salvation before baptism.
Possession before profession.

Let us first notice—

The Presbyterian Denomination. The
forty-nine* sects which constitute it, I understand,
accept the Westminister - Confession of Faith with
more or less or no modification.

I do not expect that any statement made in these

* At the first Pan-Presbyterian Assembly, which met in
Edinburgh, July, 1877, twenty-two sects of Presbyterians
were represented, and twenty-seven others expressed a de-
sire to be represented—forty-nine!
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pages concerning the doctrinal teachings of the
various sects will be received as true that 1 do
not prove to be so, beyond all possible contradic-
tion, by their doctrinal standards. I protestI have
no desire to misrepresent their views in the slight-
est degree, and shall therefore confine myself
strictly to the Confession of Faith and the most
distinguished exponents of it.

The first question to be settled 1s, what 1s the
distinction between the Presbyterian ‘¢ church” and
all other denominations, claiming to be churches?
If we turn to its Confession of Faith, chapter xxv,
section 2, we will find this definition:

“The visible church, which is also Catholic or Univer-
sal, under the gospel (not confined to one nation as before
under the law), consists of all those throughout the world,
that profess the true religion, together with their children,
and is the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ, the house and
family of God, out of which there is no ordinary possi-
bility of salvation.”

To say the least of this definition, it denies that
Baptist churches, and Campbellite societies to be
visible churches of Christ. If the reader should
ask a Presbyterian minister if he believed that
Baptist churches were conformed to the apostolic
churches, he would answer, No.

We draw two legitimate conclusions from this
definition, helpful to the settlement of the question
of inter-denominational Communion—

1. That Baptist and Campbellite communities
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are not churches of Christ. Presbyterians can not,
except by abandoning their own principles of con-
fession, invite them to their tables; but they do,
and hence their insincerity and inconsistency.

2. That Baptists and Campbellites, being out of
the visible church, there is no ordinary possibility
of their salvation.

3. The first step for a sinner to take toward sal-
vation is to join the Presbyterian Church, to which
alone 1s committed the ordinances and their ad-
ministration.

The reason of this will be seen when we under-
stand their views of the saving efficacy of the
ordinances. We will first notice what they hold
and teach concerning

BAPTISM.

¢ Baptism is ordained by Jesus Christ, not only for the
solemn admission of the party baptized into the visible
church, but also to be unto him a sign and seal of the cov-
enant of grace, of his engrafting into Christ, of regenera-
tion, of remission of sins, and of his giving up unto God
to walk in newness of life.””—Chapter 10.

Of this language, Dr. Howell says: ‘“Much
guarded caution characterizes the language of this
passage; indeed it appears almost a jumble of non-
sense ; but the doctrine of baptismal regeneration
1s, nevertheless, fully embodied and maintained.”
We turn to the Shorter Catechism and find this
additionadl light :
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QUESTION.—What is a sacrament ?

ANSWER.—A sacrament is a holy ordinance instituted by
Christ ; wherein, by sensible signs, Christ and the benefits
of the new covenant are represented, sealed, and applied to
believers.

Q.—Which are the sacraments of the New Testament ?

A.—The sacraments of the New Testament are baptism
and the Lord’s Supper.

The explanation of the operation of the sacra-
ments we will find in Larger Catechism, an-
swer 1071 :

Q.—How do the sacraments become effectual means of
salvation ?

A.—The sacraments become effectual means of salvation,
not by any power in themselves, or any virtue derived from
the piety or intention of him by whom they are adminis-
tered ; but only by the working of the Holy Ghost, and the
blessings of Christ by whom they are instituted.”

William Norton, of England, commenting on this
language, says :

¢« Except as to the intention of the administrator, this is
precisely the doctrine of Rome.

Lest we possibly put a wrong construction upon
these teachings, let us inquire how the most emi-
nent Presbyterian divines and professors of their
theology, understand and explain this.

Matthew Henry was ordained in 1687. In his
‘“ Treatise on Baptism,” he says:

¢« The gospel contains not only a doctrine, but a covenant.

Baptism wrests the keys of the heart out of the hand of the
strong man armed, that the possession may be surrendered to
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him whose right it is. The water of baptism is designed
for our cleansing from the spots and defilement of the flesh.
In baptism our names are engraved upon the breastplate
of the high priest. This, then, is the effiacy of baptism;
it is putting the child’s name into the gospel grant. We
are baptized into Christ’s death; that is, God doth, in that
ordinance, seal, confirm, and make over to us all the ber -
efits of the death of Christ.

We begin to see why there is ordinarily no sal-
vation out of the Presbyterian ‘‘church,” since re-
generation, sanctification, salvation,—indeed all the
benefits of Christ’s death are made over to us in the
act of baptism! And Christian baptism can only be
administered in the Presbyterian ¢‘church,” since
the ordinances are in, and not out, of the visible
church.

Dr. Dwight was elected president of Yale Col-
lege in 1795. In his ‘“System of Theology,” first
sermon on baptism, he says:

¢ When children die in infancy and are scripturally ded-
icated to God in baptism, there is much and very consoling
reason furnished to believe that they are accepted beyond
the grave.”

The converse of this cautiously worded state-
ment must be true, viz., that there 1s little or no
consoling reason furnished by the Scriptures that
unbaptized infants are accepted beyond the grave.
This is said of the unbaptized infants of believers,
what then are we left to suppose is the horrid fate
of the unbaptized infants of all unbelievers?
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Well wrote a Pedobaptist against this doctrine
when put forth by Dr. Pusey:

“Strange doctrine ! which leavesus in doubt of the eter
nal salvation of millions of millions of hapless infants, be
cause they have not been subjected to a rite which depend
wholly on the will of another; nay, which may be with
held by the parents precisely because they have conscien

tious scruples on the subject; in obedience, as they suppose
to the will of God.”

But hear her theologians, the exponentsof he
faith. Dr. Hodge, of Princeton, says:

““We are baptized in order that we may be united tc
Christ, and be made partakers of his benefits. This bap

tism unto repentance is a baptism that the remission of sin:
mmay be obtained.”—Pritchard, /nfant Baptism, p. 124.

Dr. Nevin, formerly professor at Princeton, anc
finally president of the Mercersburg Seminary of
the German Reformed Presbyterian Church, says

“The church (Presbyterian) makes us Christians by th
sacrament of holy baptism, which she always held to be o
supernatural force for that very purpose.”—Pritchard, /»
Jant Baptism, p. 124.

John Calvin, the father and founder—the autho
and finisher of the Presbyterian faith, says:
¢ By baptism God promises remission of sins, and wil

certainly fulfill his promises, etc.”

If we open the standard hymn-book we find tha
the same doctrine is sung as well as preached.
These are specimens :
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“ Abr’am believed the promised grace,
And gave his son to God ;
But water seals the blessing now
That once was sealed with blood.”
—z215t Hymn, 1st Book,

¢ Baptismal water is designed,
To seal his cleansing grace.”
—z1415t Hymn, 2d Book.

Now, if baptism is the seal of the covenant of
grace, as Presbyterians certainly do teach, then no
one unbaptized, young or old, has been saved, or
ever will be. Baptists hardly agree with these
views, and they do most certainly involve all that
1s essential to salvation and the whole system of
Christianity and the character of a scriptural church,
and we think thoroughly subversive of both. In-
deed, if Presbyterianism is the system of Christi-
anity, Baptists have never held or taught it; and
if the Presbyterian denomination is a church of
Christ in any sense, no Baptist church can be so
considered.*

I close this chapter with the strong and pungent
language of Dr. Osgood, of Rochester University,
New York:

“Their views of Church constitution subvert what Bap-
tists regard as the fundamental doctrines of salvation,
and, therefore, our disagreement from all Pedobaptists is

* According to the definition of a church given in the
confession, there is no church of Christ save one composed
of those who profess the true Presbyterian religion, to-
gether with their children.
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nothing less than fofo ca@lo . . Their churches are, to our
view, formed in direct contravention of God’s way of
salvation; their constitution is at war with the doc-
trines of God’s grace.”— Com., p. IL.

We ask the Baptist authors and editors of Amer-
ica, if this statement be true—and we have proved.
it in this chapter to be so—-can we call the Presby-
terians an ‘¢ evangelical” or a ‘‘ Christian church.”

Is it telling the truth to do so? They have no
Lord’s Supper to invite us to ; since the ordinance,
as perverted by them, is no more of the Lord’s
Supper than the Mass of the Catholics is the Lord’s
Supper, and a Baptist would eat and drink un-
worthily should he partake of either the one or the
other. I would as soon participate in a Romish
mass as a Protestant sacrament.

Some Christian Presbyterian, who hasexperienced
regeneration of heart by the exercise of a personal
faith, may say, I do not believe or profess the
above doctrine of sacramental salvation. But so
long as you are identified with, you do profess it,
uphold and teach it by all your influence; and if
you were baptized in that body you did profess it
personally or by proxy. If you do not believe it,
and as you would not by your influence teach oth-
ers to do so, and to depend upon sacraments for
salvation, you should renounce the doctrine by
léaving the Presbyterian church at once. So long
as you are a member you can in no way effectually
protest against those unscriptural doctrines.
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CHAPTER VI

Do Baptists agree with Methodists as to the essential
doctrines of salvation— What does Methodism teack
sinners they must do to oblain the remission of sins
and regeneration!— The teachings of Mr. Wesley, the
Jounder and finisher of its fatth.—DBishop Morres
—The Discipline—The Hymn Book— The General
Conference— The Church before Christ, and Water
before Blood tn every casel

% HERE are we to look for the doctrines of
Bl the Methodist ‘ church ”’—those that every
minister has professed to believe, and has
obligated himself to teach, and every Meth-
odist is pledged to uphold and defend?

Bishop McTyeire tells us in his work, ¢ Wes-
ley’s Sermons and Works,” ¢The Discipline,”
““The Methodist Hymn Book,” and the works is-
sued by their Book Concerns. To these, then, let
us go to ascertain the way of life and salvation as
preached by Methodism. It is presumable that the
father and founder of a system of faith understands
that faith. Let us now hear what John Wesley
taught and required his followers to believe and

teach concerning the way of salvation.
5
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THE EFFICACY OF BAPTISM.

In his ¢ Treatise on Baptism” Works, vol. 6, pp.
15, 16, New York edition, 1832, issued by the
¢« Book Concern” of that church, Mr. Wesley says:

“ By baptism, we who are by nature the children of
wrath, are made the children of God. And this regener-
ation, which our church in so many places ascribes to
baptism, is more than barely being admitted into the
church, though commonly connected therewith. Being
grafted into the body of Christ’s Church we are made the
children of God by adoption and grace—John iii: 5. By
water, then, as a means,—the water of baptism, we are re-
generated and born again, whence it is called by the
apostle ¢the washing of regeneration’” In all ages the
outward baptism is a means of the inward. Herein we
receive a title to, and an earnest of, a kingdom which can
not be moved. In the ordinary way, there is no other way
of entering into the Church or into heaven. If infants are
guilty of original sin, then they are proper subjects of bap-
tism, seeing, in the ordinary way, they can not be saved un-
less this be washed away in baptism.”

The very last book Wesley ever wrote was his
¢ Notes on the New Testament.” In reference to
the baptism of Paul on the words, ¢ Arise, and be
baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on the
name of the Lord,” he observes: ‘‘Baptism is
both the means and the seal of pardon, and God
did not ordinarily, in the primitive church, bestow
this grace upon any save through this
means.’’
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In his note on Col. ii: 12, speaking of ¢‘ the faith
of the operation of God,” Mr. Wesley says:

¢ Which he wrought in you when you were, as it were,
buried with him in baptism.”

On John iit: 5:—

“Excepta man be born of water, and of the Spirit; ex-
cept he experience that great inward change by the Spirit,
and be baptized (wherever baptism can be had) as the out-
ward sign and means of it;”’ Z e., the means of the bap-
tism of the Spirit, or regeneration.

There can be no doubt as to the doctrinal sen-
timents of Wesley, and these are adopted and in-
dorsed by the General Conference to-day without
modification, and they are bound never to reject
them.

I will quote a paragraph here from the sermons
of Bishop Morris:

‘¢ Baptism is one of the means of grace; and, therefore,
suitable for penitents, who need all the help they can get.
So Peter understood it, as it appears from the advice he
gave those who were smitten under his preaching: * Now
when they heard this they were pricked in their heart, and
said unto Peter and the rest of the apostles, Men and
brethren, what shall we do? Then Peter said unto them,
Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of
Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive
the gift of the Holy Ghost.” Here, Acts ii: 37, 38, we can
but mark the difference between the system of some Calvin-
istic teachers and that of the gospel. Their system is; 1.
Conversion; 2. Repentance; 3. Pardon: and lastly, Bap-
tism. But Peter’s arrangementis: 1. Repentance. 2. Bap-
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tism; 3. Pardon; and, 4. The witness of the Spirit.”"—
Morris's Sermons, p. 243.

Methodism teaches practically to-day that bap-
tism precedes pardon and regeneration, and is
the divinely appointed means of securing them.
Let us open the Discipline and examine the
office for the baptism of adults, and see if we do
not meet throughout with the self-same expressions
as in the office for infants, and which Wesley says
teaches there is no salvation without baptism. We
must admit they mean the same thing in both of-
fices. I, therefore, insert adult for infant, and re-
assert Wesley’s language.

It 1s certain that the whole office for the bap-
tism of an adult proceeds upon the fact that
every adult baptized by the Methodist Episcopal
““church” is an unregenerated sinner, and comes
to baptism to seek release from his sins, and to re-
ceive regeneration of heart in the act of baptism.

Let us notice the wording of each part of the
Ritual—i1. The exhortation the minister is re-
quired to make to the applicants: ‘‘I beseech
you to call on God the Father, through our
Lord Jesus Christ, that of his bounteous good-
ness he will grant, unto these persons, that
which by nature they can not have!” [this thing
is regeneration of heart, unquestionably], ¢ that
they may be baptized with water and the
Holy Ghost.”” By this latter baptism every
Methodist understands the spiritual baptism, or
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regeneration of heart. The language teaches that
the applicants have never received what they here
seek in baptism, and what the congregation is ex-
horted to pray they may have.

The first prayer—

¢ We call upon Thee for these persons now to be bap-
tized. Receive them, O Lord, as thou hast promised, by
thy well-beloved Son, saying, Ask and ye shall receive; seek,
and ye shall find; knock, and it shall be opened unto
you. So give now unto us that ask; let us that seek find;
open the gate unto us that knock; that these persons
may enjoy the everlasting benediction of thy heavenly
washing.”

This washing prayed for is the washing of regen-
eration, and therefore implies that those who apply
for baptism have never received it, but come to
baptism for it. If there is the least doubt of
it, the instructions of the minister following will
remove it:

“ Then the minister shall speak to the persons to be bap-
tized on this wise: Well-beloved, who are come hither,
desiring to receive holy baptism, ye have heard how the
congregation hath prayed that our Lord Jesus Christ would
vouchsafe to receive you, and bless you, TO RELEASE
YOU OF YOUR SINS, to give YOU THE KINGDOM
OF HEAVEN, and everlasting life. And our Lord Jesus
Christ hath promised in his holy word to grant all those
things that we prayed for, which promise he, for his part,
will most surely keep and perform.”

Then the last prayer—
¢ O merciful God, grant that the old Adam in these
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persons may be so buried that the new man may be
raised up.”

This supposes that the old man has never been
put to death in them, nor the new man raised up
m them—and they depend upon their baptism to
accomplish this in and for them:

“Grant that all carnal affections may die in them, and
that all things belonging to the Spirit may live and grow
in them.”

This is a statement on the part of the minister,
and an admission on the part of the applicants for
baptism, that they have never died to sin, or risen
in the new life in Christ, and that they come to
baptism seeking this change from nature to grace,
from death in sin to spiritual life:

¢ Regard, we beseech thee, the supplications of this con-
gregation ; and grant that the persons now to be baptized
may receive the fullness of thy grace.”

This grace had never been received, or it would
not be sought in baptism.

Every intelligent reader knows that this ritual
was copied, almost zerdatim, from the ritual of the
Church of England, concerning which Bishop
Melville, one of the most eloquent ministers of
the Church of England, of this generation, speaks:

““ We really think that no fair dealing can get rid of the
conclusion that the Church holds what is called baptismal
regeneration. You may dislike the doctrine; you may
wish it expunged from the prayer-book, but so long as I
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officiate according to the forms of the prayer-book, I do
not see how I can be commonly honest and yet deny
that every baptized person is, on that account, regen-
erated.”’

The office does not recognize or admit the idea
that they are already Christians saved, pardoned,
or regenerated, or that they can be without
baptism. There is no ceremony, or prayer for
the baptism of a believer, of a recognized regen-
erate person, in the Discipline! Therefore, the
baptism of a professed Christian, is unknown
in the Methodist Episcopal church. Every one
baptized by Methodist ministers must be baptized
as a confessedly unregenerate sinner, and
baptized to receive the grace of remission, regen-
eration.

I now open the Hymn-books of two divisions of
Methodism, and examine the hymns on baptism.
In the Northern book, besides the invocation, there
are nine hymns—eight are for infants, and one that
may be used for infants or adults; but each teach
the self-same doctrine—baptismal efficacy, spiritual
regeneration effected by baptism, as a sacrament !—
that it is the seal that imparts and ratifies the ben-
efits of the covenant of grace. I will give one,
found in both, No. 280:

« Father, in these reveal thy Son;
In these, for whom we seek thy face,
The hidden mystery make known,
The inward, pure baptizing grace.
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¢¢ Jesus, with us thou always art;
Effectual make the sacred sign;
The gift unspeakable impart,
And bless the ordinance divine.

s¢ Eternal Spirit, from on high,
Baptizer of our spirits, thou
The sacramental seal apply,
And witness with the water now.”

These hymns teach that in no one who comes to
baptism has Christ been revealed; to no one has
the hidden mystery of baptism been revealed, or
the inward grace of the Spirit; and the prayer is
that the sign may be made effectual in the act, and
the unspeakable gift of pardon and salvation be
imparted, and the seal of the Covenant of Grace,
which 1s sacramental, be applied to the subject
who comes, not professing to have been pardoned
or regenerated, but as a seeker of them only, in
and by the nite.

Finally and conclusively—

THE ACTION OF ITS GENERAL CONFER-
ENCE

Establishes the fact that Methodism, like the Roman
Catholic Church and the Campbellites, teach that
baptism is essential to regeneration, becaunse the
appointed means of it. I refer to this because the
leaders of the unreading people aver that, ¢ how-
ever they might have viewed some things in Wes-
ley’s day, the Methodists of this day do not believe
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or practice baptism as a means of regeneration.”
I reply, Do they not still use the self-same Discip-
line ? repeat the same Ritual? pray the same
prayers? and for the same thing? Are not
Methodist ministers bound by the same vows to
hold, teach and practice the same doctrine?

The last Methodist General Conference, that met
in Memphis, indorsed an official report declaring
that the present growing practice among Method-
ists—to baptize persons on the profession of regen-
eration before baptism—was an evil that should be
discontinued! I copy a part of that report:

¢ Baptism, too, has been unnecessarily deferred, not only
in case of children, but sometimes postponed to an indefi-
nite period in case of adults. The practice of requiring a
public profession of regeneration before baptism has
resulted in evil; and that the design of the sacrament is
perverted, and the people encouraged to expect the divine
blessing without the use of means [baptism]! We call
attention to these evils that we may seek diligently to
remove them.”—Copied from the Methodist Advocate, offi-
cial Conference paper.

This is conclusive that this denomination, as
such, holds and teaches that there can be no re-
mission or regeneration without baptism !

What Baptist will presume to say that it is an
¢“ Evangelical Church,” a ‘¢ Christian denomina-
tion,” and in full agreement with Baptists touch-
ing the essential doctrines of salvation? Or can
we say that any one, though immersed by Meth-
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odists, with the above design, and for the above
purpose—as every one baptized by them is—has
received scriptural baptism? Can we accredit
such baptisms as scriptural and valid? Can we
claim to be 1n our right minds if we say that such
an organization—originated less than one hundred
years ago, holding doctrines that are subversive of
the whole plan of salvation, as they are of the or-
dinances of the Church of Christ—is, indeed, any
church at all?
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CHAPTER VIL

Baptist authors have generally misstated the real issue
between Baptists and others touching Communion—
That it is the lack of immersion that prevents Bap-
tists inviting others, which is not the case.

HE very first position our authors generally
lay down, in defending our practice, 1s as
manifestly untenable as it is false and fatal
to Baptists—

“That the mere act of baptism is
the real issue between Baptists and other
denominations—i. e., because they have not
been immersed in adult age, Baptists can
not invite them to the Lord’s Table.”

The reader will find that in nearly every book
and tract published, and sermon preached, and
discussion held, in defense of our practice, the
main position taken is, that it is not ¢ close com-
munion” but ¢‘close baptism” that separates us at
the table. We meet this statement every-where;
we hear it every-where; it Is our sheet-anchor argu-
ment. The impression made by our authors and
speakers is, if other denominations would only im-
merse adults, instead of sprinkling or pouring water
upon them, all obstacles to intercommunion with
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them would be removed. Of the mass of books,
tracts and treatises issued in the last fifty years, I
can examine but a few of the best known.

Dr. Howell, in his work on Communion, pub-
lished by the American Baptist Publication Society,
and republished in England, makes the following
statements:

““We can not commune with Pedobaptists because, not
having been immersed, they are not baptized.”

¢ These, briefly, are our reasons, and we believe they are
good and sufficient reasons, for refusing to recognize the
rite when administered in infancy. Pedobaptists have re-
ceived no other baptism but this, which is a nullity. They
are not baptized, and, therefore, we dare not, until they
are, admit them to the Lord’s Table.”—Howe/l, pp. 146-7,
Eng. Ed.

It is clearly implied here, that if Pedobaptists
would only adopt immersion every obstacle to in-
tercommunion would be removed. Again:

¢t Nothing would be more pleasing to us than to go with
them to the Lord’s Table, but we are repelled by the fact
that a preliminary duty [baptism] is essential, and with
this they have not complied.”—p. 23.

No one can mistake this language. Baptism is
indicated as the only essential barrier that sepa-
rates Baptists from the communion tables of Pedo-
baptists. Again:

«“We have shown that we can not commune with Pedo-

baptists, because Jesus Christ expressly, as nearly all of
them coufess, requires baptism as a preliminary to Church
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Communion ; and they have not, in our view, been bap-
tized,”” etc.—p. 452.

The impression is clearly made upon the minds
of Pedobaptists that their societies are all right, as
correct in all things as Baptist Churches, with the
solitary exception—the lack of immersion!

We do not think this, by any means, a true state-
ment of the case; and this author proves that it is
not—in another part of his book, in which he
shows that Pedobaptists administer both baptism
and the Lord’s Supper—for illegal purposes—i. e.,
as sacraments of salvation; and that by commun-
ing with them, or in any way to recognize them as
Churches of Christ, is to recognize the unregener-
ate as church members. He fails to show what
the symbolism of the ordinance teaches or re-
quires; indeed, the reader would not learn from
this author that it had any symbolic signification
whatever, which constitutes one of the radical de-
fects of his work.

Rev. W. W. Gardner, D. D., late Professor of
Theology in Bethel College, Ky., in his work on
¢ Communion,” in many respects an excellent work,
falls into the same error of emphasizing the want
of immersion as the principal bar to intercom-
munion with other denominations. He says:

¢ We learn, etc., (3) That it is not ¢close communion,’

in fact, but ¢close baptism’ that separates the Baptist and
others at the Lord’s Table.” —p. 255.

The great question, then, that here divides us is,
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““What i1s Scriptural baptism?’’ Here is the
real issue between us, and here the battle must
and should be fought.—p. 251.

¢« In the language of Dr, Hibbard, ¢ The only question,
then, that divides us [7 e., from Methodists] is, What is
essential to valid baptism ?’ ’~— Communion, pp. 163 and 251.

He adds, on page 252, another obstacle :

“Until they [how many denominations he saith not]
commune with us in believers’ immersion and church
government, we can not consistently and scripturally
commune with them at the Lord’s Table; and, as has
been shown, it is both unkind and uncharitable in them
to ask it. Hence, we sce the charge of ‘close communion’
is no more applicable to the Baptists than to others. It
is not ‘close communion,” in fact, but ¢close baptism’
that separates us and others at the Lord’s Table. This is
admitted by the ablest advocates of mixed communion.”

Whatever objections Dr. Gardner may sug-
gest, here and there, in his defense, we see that
he emphasizes his perfect agreement with Dr. Hib-
bard, that the ‘“only question that divides us
from the Methodists and others is valid
baptism.”” Dr. Hibbard must have been aware
that, could he lead Baptists into this snare, he
would thereby secure their indorsement of the
doctrines of Methodism!

But Dr. Gardner, elsewhere in his book, shows
that to commune with other denominations, would
be to pervert the design of the Lord’s Supper,
since they hold and teach that it, like baptism, is
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‘‘a sacrament’’—an efficacious means of salva-
tion. Also ‘“a test of brotherly love;”’ and
““a proof of our Christian liberality,”” and should
we partake with them, we would indorse this
unscriptural design. The impropriety of our inviting
them to our table consists in our indorsement of
their unscriptural form of baptism !

In our opinion Dr. Gardner, like all his pre-
decessors, has signally failed to occupy the strong
impregnable ground of defense of Close Commun-
ion, namely: ¢ The symbolic teachings of the
ordinance.”’

¢“ Restrictions of the Lord’s Supper” is the title
of a little treatise by Rev. H. Colby, and issued
by the American Baptist Publication Society, Phil-
adelphia, and therefore the exponent of the views
of that society.

He, like the authors quoted, falls into their error,
and poises the whole question upon the lack of
immersion on the part of Pedobaptists.

“Our unwillingness, therefore, to invite to the Lord’s
table Christians who have not been immersed, is so far
from expressing a reluctance on our part to promote Chris-
tian union ‘that it emphasizes our anxiety for the estab-
lishment of union upon the only real foundation.’”—p. g.

This foundation, he leaves no one to doubt, is
the immersion of professed believers.

Dr. T. G. Jones, in ‘¢ The Baptists,” says:

“ The real issue between Baptists and their Pedobap-
tist opponents respects baptism rather than the Lord’s
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Supper.” . . . ¢In common with others, they believe
that only the baptized are entitled to a place at the Lord’s
table. And they believe that only such as have been im-
mersed upon a personal profession of faith are baptized.
Hence they can not, without gross inconsistency, as well as
moral guilt, invite to the table of the Lord any, however
pious and exemplary who have not, upon such profession
been immersed.”

Dr. Hovey, president of Newton Theological
Seminary, Massachusetts, so cautious and reliable
in his statements, in his tract, ¢‘ Close Commun-
ion,” page 68, says:

¢“In reality, the great question between other denomina-
tions, and the one for which we have endeavored to speak,
relates to the subjects and the rites of baptism.”

Professor Curtis’s work on Communion, pub-
lished by the American Baptist Publication So-
ciety, we consider, on the whole, the ablest

Treatise that has yet appeared upon the ‘¢ Lord’s
Supper.”

Though he by no means discusses the symbolic
teachings of the ordinance to any extent, or devel-
ops their real strength in support of strict Church
Communion, yet he makes his strongest point in
its favor, by asserting—not proving—from the
one loaf itself, that ¢ the Supper is a symbol of
church relations, subsisting between those who
unite together in the participation of it.”

Professor Curtis does not concede as much as
the above-quoted authors, yet he makes the same
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unfortunate and fatal admission ‘‘that it is true that
baptism 1s the chief thing that prevents us from
affiliating with those Pedobaptist churches which are
of similar faith and of congregational government.”
—1. This concedes that their lack of baptism is the
chief thing that bars us from their Communion;
2. His language implies that there are Pedobap-
tist churches—a church means that organization, or
one equal to it, which Christ set up; and 3. That
there are <¢ Pedobaptist churches which are of sim-
ilar faith” with Baptists! If our faith and gov-
ernment are identical, then it is true that baptism
is the only thing that hinders intercommunion with
them, if intercommunion among Baptists is
admissible.

The very latest defense of our Communion, is a
sermon on Communion, by R. M. Dudley, D. D,
president of Georgetown College, Kentucky, pub-
lished in ‘¢ Baptist Doctrines,” which proposes to
be an exponent of Baptist faith. He follows in the
beaten track:

¢ This brings to the surface the fact that the real differ-
ence between Baptists and Pedobaptists is not one of
Communion at all, but of baptism. And for our Pedo-
baptist brethren to cry out Close Communion, is not only
wide of the mark, but ignoring the real issue. As has
been said the thousandth time, perhaps, <1t is close bap-
tism ;’ they will not give the Supper to the unbaptized.

We say no more than that, so the question between them
and us is, ¢ What is baptism?’ "

Now exactly where Dr. Dudley stands, practi-
6



82 INTERCOMMUNION,

cally, on the Communion question we can not
divine, for he advocates the validity of immersions
by Campbellites and Pedobaptists, if not of Mor-
mons and Universalists. Consistency compels him
to advocate Communion with all who have been
immersed on profession of their faith.

While many pages more could be filled with like
statements, these must suffice to indicate how gen-
erally the position is taken by those able brethren
who have been accepted to defend the practice of
the denomination; and every author* whose book
bears the zmprimatur of the American Baptist Pub-
lication Society, Philadelphia, that has come under
my notice, takes this position, so that in the eyes
of the world American Baptists are fully commit-
ted to this position.

Now Pedobaptists, our own members and the
thinking world, have seen and felt that it is not
true that immersion is the only or the main thing
that hinders Baptists from inviting all other denom-
inations to our table, else our professions are
insincere, and our practice wrong and incon-
sistent.

The New York Zndependent, a standard Pedobap-
tist journal, has recently made a show of this openly,
and greatly to our damage. The editor says:

‘“ When remonstrated with for their ¢Close Commun-

*All the above works, save Gardner’s, are published by
the American Baptist Publication Society, Philadelphia.
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ion,” our Baptist friends offer the following defense : ¢ We
are no more close than others,’” say they. ¢All churches
practice Close Communion so far as to invite to the table
none but the baptized. We differ from others only in not
regarding sprinkling as baptism. They will Commune
with us, because they regard us as baptized; we do not
Commune with them, because we do not regard them as
baptized. We are close in our definition of baptism ; but
in regard to the Communion we are no more close than
others. If you Commune only with these whom you con-
sider to have been baptized, why do you blame us for
communing only with those whom we regard as having
been baptized ?’ '

¢ But this defense (whatever its value in part) does not
cover the whole case. Here are the Free-will Baptists and
the Adventists, all of whom have been immersed. Here)
are many in Methodist and not a few in other congregaj
tions who were immersed on being converted and joining
the church. Here are persons, once members of Baptist
churches, and immersed, of course, who, having removed
to places where there was no Baptist meeting, or for other
reasons in no way impeaching their Christian character,
have become members of other churchers. Do Baptist
churches invite these to the Communion table—these whom
Baptists, as well as others, acknowledge to have been bap-
tized? By no means. The general form of invitation to
Communion in Baptist churches is to ¢ members of sister
churches of our own faith and order.” In other words,
though one be a Christian, and an immersed Christian,
they will not welcome him to the Lord’s table unless he be
a member of a regular Baptist church! Call you this being
‘no more close than others ?” Other churches invite to the
Commuion all Christians whom they regard as baptized.
The Baptists are the only ones who narrow down the invi-
tation to members of their own denomination.”
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In addition to the above, this editor urges the
fact that all our orderly churches exclude those of
their own members who persist in going to the
Communion tables of Pedobaptists, Campbellites,
and do not permit those to return to our table after
they have joined other organizations. We can not
say that these have not been scripturally baptized,
for they received immersion at our hands.

Now, it1s evident in these cases, as in the case
of Free-will Baptists, Adventists, Campbellites,
and Mormons, and the tens of thousands of im-
mersed Pedobaptists who do not practice or be-
lieve in infant baptism—if the lack of immersion is,
in fact, the only or the essential bar,then, to be con-
sistent, we should invite all these to commune with
us, which would be an open communion upon a
pretty large scale. So strongly have some of our
leading ministers felt the pressure of their own ar-
gument; 7. ¢., that immersion was the real barrier,
that they have been seriously impressed that it was
their duty to invite all immersed Christians of
all denominations to their tables. As for the mat-
ter of church government being a bar, as suggested
by Prof. Gardner, he could not shut out Congre-
gationalists, Adventists, Universalists, or Camp-
bellites, since all these sects have Democratic gov-
ernments like our own'!

The matter of the act of baptism is, in my
opinion, the very least thing that separates us from
other denominations. If effusion was discon-
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tinued to-day, and the immersion of professed be-
lievers adopted .in its place, the same measureless
distance would stretch between us—the teachings
of the whole word of God upon this subject. Nor
would the adoption of the Baptist form of church
government lessen in any conceivable degree this
distance. I trust that, after this showing, this old
argument which would effectually drive us into a
limited open communion, will never be put forward
again by any intelligent Baptist ; and I trust that it has
been said for the last time that our Communion is
no closer than that of others, because it is, and it
should be; for Methodists invite all the professedly
unregenerate, openly ungodly, to come to the
Lord’s table as well as to baptism, as a means of
grace, and teach that, in observing it, they may hope
to obtain the pardon of sin and regeneration and
salvation.*

A Baptist pastor in the State of New York, dis-
carding the old reason for not inviting immersed
Christians of other denominations, proposes four
new and different ones, while the one real and
scriptural reason he has left untouched. I give
them here in support of my position, that the lack
of Christian baptism is by no means the only, or

* How much more scriptural, reasonable, and satisfactory
for Baptists to say this Supper is a church ordinance, like
voting ; and, therefore, only members of this church have
a scriptural right to celebrate it with this church., We in-
vite no other Baptist church,
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the essential, or the great reason why Baptists
can not invite Pedobaptists, Campbellites, Hard-
shell and Soft-shell (Free-will) Baptists to their
Communion table :

“1. He might [should he invite all immersed Christians
to the table] reasonably expect to see devout Universalists,
and members of other denominations, whose views of doc-
trine no evangelical church fellowships, availing themselves
of it, and appearing at the Lord’s table on his invitation.

‘2, The excluded members of his own church and of
other Baptist churches, believing themselves to be regener-
ated, and knowing themselves to be baptized, would be
free to come to the Lord’s Supper under such an invita-
tion; and thus the force of church discipline would be
greatly weakened.

¢¢3. Such an invitation is a weakening of what seems to
be the least gnarded point of the Baptist defenses. It is
the first question asked by an inquirer, it is the first objec-
tion raised by an opponent. It is the first step to mixed
communion, which inevitably leads to mixed membership,
and that ultimately to the neglect of the ordinance of
baptism, and to the unscriptural observance of the Lord’s
Supper. The sooner Baptist pastors learn to yield no point
of our defenses the better for them, for their influence and
for the cause. If the camel once gets his head into any
man’s tent, he will be very sure to thrust in his body also.

4. Such an invitation includes a baptized member of a
Pedobaptist church. And the Baptist pastor is not author-
ized by the word of God to invite to the Lord’s table such
an one, because he belongs to and supports an organized
system of disobedience to Christ, so far as his ordinances
are concerned. He is a baptized member of an unbaptized
“church’ [if such a thing could be.] Although he has in
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one instance obeyed the command of Christ by being him-
self baptized, yet the whole drift and influence of his life
is given to uphold an unscriptural error, and it is a correct
maxim which says that ‘he who encourages wrong-doing
is equally guilty with the wrong-doer.” Such a member of
a Pedobaptist church, by his practice and example, does all
in his power to give to thie human devices of infant sprink-
ling and adult sprinkling equal validity with an ordinance
of Christ; and by such disorderly walk he disqualifies him-
self for scriptural communion.”

The great scriptural reason has not yet been sug-
gested.
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CHAPTER VIIL

The Author's positions sustained by the FEditors of
the ¢ Christian Review,”” Dr. F. Wilson, Dr. G.
B. Taylor, by the late Dr. A. M. Poindexter, of
Va., and by Facts.

2BV) ISHING my readers to see that I am not
Bl captious, or altogether singular, when I
say that most of the authors who have
volunteered to defend our present practice
of communion have unwittingly not only
conceded that Protestant Pedobaptists and Camp-
bellites are evangelical churches, and therefore
scripturally baptized, and entitled to observe the
Lord’s Supper; but they have forced wide open
the doors leading to our communion table, and, in
fact, surrendered our right to exist as a de-
nomination. I will quote here, at some length,
from the Christian KReview, when edited by those
sterling Baptists, F. Wilson, D. D., of Md., and
G. F. Taylor, of Va., 1858. The article is from
the pen of Dr. Taylor himself:

“But may not Pedobaptists commune, and ought they
not to do so? This is a question asked by the advocates
of open Communion—asked with an air of triumph, as if
the necessary affirmative answer must also involve free
Communion; and we admit that the answers given by



UNSCRIPTURAL AND INCONSISTENT. 89

most writers for close Communion seem to tend fo
this. For instance, Prof. Curtis, in his work on Commun-
ion, admits that Pedobaptist societies are churches [and,
we may add, nearly every Baptist writer on Communion—
see Chapter III], and contends that the Supper belongs to
churches. If this is true, these churches have a legal
right to commune; and it would therefore be no more
illegal for a Baptist to commune with one of them
than with a Baptist Church to which he did not be-
long. This mode of argument ignores—not to say de-
nies—the special connection between baptism and the
Supper, which makes the former essential to the legality
of the latter; it would, moreover, have no force, save with
those who admit that a person may commune only with
the particular (local) church to which he belongs. Even
Prof. Curtis shrinks from this conclusion, to which, how-
ever, all his argument tends, and makes the Supper a
symbol, not only of church relations actually existing,
but of such also as might exist. Well, we think that,
if Pedobaptist societies are churches, and legally en-
titled to all the privileges and prerogatives of churches,
there are circumstances in which, both legally and
properly, a Baptist might unite with one of these
churches, reserving those rights which would be
cheerfully accorded to him, in many such churches,
touching his peculiar views; and, if this is so, he may,
while not actually a member, commune with such a
church, and symbolize his possible relation of mem-
bership to it. Other writers for close Communion leave
open a yet wider door to the objector. They admit
both—that the Supper belongs to churches, and that
Pedobaptist societies are such; whence it follows that the
observance of the Supper by these bodies is legal, while
they do not contend for the peculiar restriction plead for
by Prof. Curtis. If pressed, indeed, to tell why we may
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not commune with Pedobaptist churches, they say, ¢Be-
cause that would sanction error.” But how is their Com-
munion an error, if they are churches, and if Commun.
ion belongs to churches? The error must be in some-
thing else, and not in Communion, How is their error
such that they may legally practice, and yet we may not
sanction it? We deem the difficulty due to the admission
that Pedobaptist societies are churches—an admission,
we believe, fatal to close Communion, and leading also
to false conclusions in another direction; since, if bap-
tism admits to church membership, and Pedobaptists are
already church members, Mr. Whitney’s absurd conclusion,
that Pedobaptists are not scriptural subjects for baptism,
seems to follow.®  But, as this reasoning is logical, and
as the first premise is undoubted, we must deny the second
premise, which admits Pedobaptist societies to be churches.”

* How can Mr. Whitney be far from the exact truth,
when the overwhelming majority—nine-tenths or nine-
teen-twentieths—of Pedobaptists were brought into their
societies in unconscious infancy, and were professedly made
the children of God by baptism; or, as adults, received
baptism for the remission of sins and regeneration of
heart; uniting with the Church in the belief that they
were thereby united with Christ? It is confirming these
already deceived millions to address them as Christians
and brethren in Christ, simply because they are members
of those human societies, It is a solemn and sad fact,
that, as a general thing, the members of Pedobaptist
societies are not scriptural subjects for Christian bap-
tism, because they have not been ¢born from above’—
have never been the subjects of the quickening and re-
newing influences of the Holy Spirit. Question them, as
we have done, and the reader will soon be satisfied that
they are strangers to regenerating grace.
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Can any one resist reasoning so clear and con-
clusive? These editors are conservative men,
and they are forced by logical exigencies to their
conclusion. They could have stated the case more
emphatically, viz.: If Pedobaptist societies are,
Indeed, evangelical churches, then Baptist churches
can not be more so; then their ordinances, and
sprinklings, and pourings, and communion, are as
scriptural and valid as the immersions and Lord’s
Supper of Baptist churches, to all intents and pur-
poses; then it is just as right, and just as much
the duty of every Christian, under any and all
circumstances, to join them, as to join Baptist
churches; and then Baptist churches could be, and
should be, dispensed with altogether. This is the
end to which the fatal admissions, I have pointed
out, with all the inexorable force of logic, drive
every reasoning mind.

To the above I will add the testimony of a wit-
ness—than whom the South never produced a more
intellectual, and, withal, a more logical mind—the
late Dr. A. M. Poindexter, of Richmond, Va.
When editor of the ¢¢ Commission,” he had occa-
sion to review the work of Samuel Davidson (Bap-
tist) on Baptism and Communion. He copies
these two expressions of Dr. Davidson’s:

¢¢¢< Although we are in debate with the congregational
body represented by Mr. Wood, etc. * * % There is
much in that section of the Church that we admire and
love,” and other language of similar import, by one who
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bolds (p. 240, and elsewhere) ‘baptism can be performed
by immersion only, and was made by the inspired apostles a
uniform and indissoluble prerequisite to church-fellowship;
and hence to receive the unbaptized to communion would
be an alteration of the basis upon which the Christian
Church has been organized.””

And says:

“ We should like to be informed, without equivocation,
how a body, composed of persons who have failed to com-
ply with a uniform and indispensable prerequisite to
church-fellowship, and which has altered in its very struct-
ure, ‘the basis upon which the Christian church has been
organized,’ can be ‘a section of the Church of Christ!” It
is time to have done with such jargon. If Pedobaptist
societies are Christian churches, then Baptism is not
a prerequisite to membership in a Church of Christ;
and, if baptism is not a prerequisite to membership in
a Church of Christ, then it can not be proved to be a
prerequisite to Communion. Why should we permit
a false charity to cause us to obscure the truth on this
subject? This is done whenever we use language so
loosely—at one time calling any society of professedly con-
verted persons a Christian church, and at another speaking
of baptism as indispensable to membership in a Church of
Christ.”

The words of such a mind and such a man,
should arrest the attention of the leaders of denom-
inational opinion, and surely every friend of the
truth should do his utmost in placing these consid-
erations before the people. The reader can see
that Dr. Poindexter fully indorses my position;
that by admitting, by word or act, Pedobaptist
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and Campbellite societies to be evangelical churches,
is admitting that there can be Christian churches
without scriptural baptism, which Pedobaptists
agree with all Baptists in denying; and then open
communion and mixed membership inevitably fol-
low, as they have in England.

We need no longer wonder at the increasing dis-
satisfaction among our own people—among our
ministers as well as members—with the argu-
ments adduced by those who have volunteered to
defend this important ordinance of God’s house.
Can it be a matter of surprise that so many Bap-
tists can see nothing improper or inconsistent in
their going to the tables of Pedobaptists and Camp-
bellites, when they are taught by such eminent
teachers that the ordinance administered by them
is indeed the Lord’s Supper, and those bodies
evangelical churches, and that the members of one
sister or evangelical church can scripturally partic-
ipate in the Supper with the members of any other
sister church?

Does not this account for the rapidity with which
books, tracts, and treatises on communion have
been multiplied of late, they being efforts to satisfy
the increasing inquiries of the people, but all in
vain?

And does not this account for the thousands of
Christians who join Pedobaptist and Campbellite
societies yearly under the firm conviction received
from their own writers and their preachers, that they
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are joining truly ‘‘evangelical” and ‘‘orthodox”
churches? and for those other thousands of Bap-
tists bearing letters of good-fellowship from Bap-
tist churches, who, on removing ¢ West,” or into
other neighborhoods where a Baptist church may
not be altogether convenient, naturally ¢ wanting
to be in some church,” unite with the nearest
Pedobaptist or Campbellite society, and for the bal
ance of life give their means and all their Christian
influence to building them up; and dying, leave
their children bound fast in the deception? These
deluded Baptists have been taught that ¢ all the
leading denominations around them are evangel-
ical churches,” and that ‘“in all the fundamental
and essential doctrines of salvation they agree with
Baptists,”” and they can see no impropriety in unit-
ing with those bodies; and who that admits them
to be evangelical can? And then they see and are
made to feel that, by so doing the offense of the
cross ceases, and they will thereby very materially
enhance the social positions of their families in the
community.

We learned when in California, in 1878, that
there were multitudes of those who came to that
State Baptists, who put their letters into Pedobap-
tist societies—Baptists being weak and poor as a
general thing—and that in the one city of San
Francisco there are lost Baptists enough to form a
church financially stronger than any Baptist church
in the city or State. We heard the name of an ex-
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Baptist deacon who is the largest paying member
in a fashionable Pedobaptist society. He was
spoken of as an exemplary Christian man. He to-
day, conscientiously no doubt, believes what his
Baptist instructors have taught him, that he is a
member of an evangelical church of Christ, and that
there is no essential difference between Baptists
and Pedobaptists; but he enjoys a far higher social
position than be could among Baptists.

While penning the above, my eye has fallen upon
this statement from the New York Observer, a stand-
ard Presbyterian paper, that has observed with great
satisfaction what is transpiring among us on this
question. He says:

“We have recently heard the names of some of the
most eminent Baptist clergymen and professors men-
tioned as persons holding views favorable to the aban-
donment of the restricted Communion practice. They
are not anxious to promote agitation, much less to
disturb the peace of the church by the discussion of
the subject unless it is necessary; but they are gradu-
ally disseminating those views and principles which
will eventually work a change in the practice of the
churches.”

A full half score of these men, D. D.’s, have
already left us for other denominations, and we
doubt not scores of others are ripening to take
their places of open dissent and protest, and are
even now doing it. Does it not become us dili-
gently to inquire what these ‘‘views and princi-
ples” are, that are so well calculated to betray the
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Baptists into the hands of Pedobaptists? If they
have been doing this, or if they are doing
this in their books or papers, we must have met
with them, whether we have recognized their ten-
dency or not. Now the following views do char-
acterize nearly all the writings of Northern authors,
editors and newspaper writers, and we confess it
with shame, some of our Southern writers and pop-
ular preachers—

1. That Pedobaptist societies are evangelical or
Christian churches.

2. That they have a right to observe—and do
observe—the T.ord’s Supper.

3. That their ministers are authorized to preach
and to baptize.

4. That the immersions of such men are valid,
and may properly be received by Baptist churches.

5. That it 1s right and expedient for Baptist
ministers to affiliate with Pedobaptist ministers, and
exchange pulpits, thus showing to the world that
they are equals, officially and ecclesiastically.

6. That it is right and expedient to hold union
meetings with such denominations and even to in-
vite their ministers to participate in the ordinations
of Baptist ministers.

In view of the considerations urged above,
are we not justifiable in affirming that such views
and principles do inevitably and more successfully
than an out'and out advocacy of the practice it-clf,
lead our people into open Communion ?
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Subtle and far-seeing men have affirmed that a
writer is far more likely to carry his point by lay-
ing down and establishing his premises, and leav-
ing his intelligent reader to draw the conclusion,
since, by announcing it himself, he might make an
alarm and provoke opposition.

CONCLUSION OF PART I.

In closing this part of my book, I ask my
brethren—ministers, editors, and authors especially
—is it not high time to make a full end of all this
“‘jargon,” as Brother Poindexter calls it—these
concessions se unfounded in fact, so prejudicial to
strict Communion in any sense, and so utterly de-
structive of our existence as a distinct people ?

If they are continued to be made under Baptist
colors, are we not justified in marking these as the
men among us who are insidiously working, ¢ by
complimentary words,” the subversion of Baptist
doctrine and polity? It is evident that the pro-
fessed Baptist, who conscientiously believes that
Pedobaptist societies are evangelical churches, can
both conscientiously commune and unite with
them.

May I not ask you, brethren, in the coolness of
sound reasoning, if we have failed to hold our own
for the past fifty years, by occupying this old line,
in defending our communion—which was origi-
nally selected for defense only, can we hope to

accomplish, by any means, as much in the fifty
7
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years to come, since this line has been success-
fully blown up, and irreparably breached in so
many places that the confidence of its most val-
iant defenders has been materially impaired ?

Are you not willing just to examine, without
prejudice, the new line I propose, and which, in re-
peated charges, the enemy have found to be not only
impregnable as a line of defense, but an incom-
parable position for offensive warfare ? This 1s all
I can ask of you; this I have a right to expect
from you; 7 e., that you will prayerfully and
honestly, as those who have to give an account
unto God, examine my positions by the word of
God.

In reaching scriptural convictions upon this sub-
ject, it will be necessary for us to get a clear con-
ception of an evangelical church, and determine
whether it is one specific body—organism—
or many and diverse ones. This subject will be
discussed in Part II.



PART II.

ECCLESIA,

CHURCH OF CHRIST:

WHAT IS IT?



“ WHAT is the Church? is the great
problem of this century.”
—G. D. BoarDMAN, D. D.

¢¢ Unhesitatingly, therefore, do we set
aside both of the theories of the church
[the Invisible and Universal ] which have
mainly ruled the Christian world, together
with the unfledged brood of correlated
ideas, to fall back upon that which rules
throughout the New Testament, and for a
few centuries past has been slowly rising
like a morning sun above the horizon of
confused thought, changing, by degrees,
Truth’s twilight reign into the brighter light
of growing day. The real Church of Christ
is a local body, of a definitz doctrinal
constitution, such as is indispensable to the
‘unity of the Spirit,” of which it is the em-
bodiment, and of a specific form of organi-

tion.”
—E. J. Fisy, D.D.

(1>0)



CHAPTER L

P00
A CHURCH OF CHRIST—WHAT IS IT?

Definitions of a Scriptural Ecclesia—by Catholics,
Lrotestants, and Baptists— Baptists divided among
themselves, etc.

EFORE entering upon the discussion of the

Lord’s Supper as a church ordinance, it is

(3 necessary for me to define what I under-

stand by the term church when used in

the New Testament as the English repre-

sentative of the Greek word ecclesia—assembly.

1. Because there is such a diversity of views held
by different denominations concerning it; and

2. Baptist writers do not agree among themselves

as to its scriptural significancy. This last fact can

not be too much regretted.

THE CATHOLICS—GREEK AND LATIN.

These hold that the term ¢‘church’’ in the New
Testament in its general sense, means ‘‘all who
are or ever will be saved, including the angels and
the blessed now in heaven; the faithful on the

(ror1)
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earth ; the souls of those suffering in purgatory, to-
gether with those yet unborn who are to be saved.

The church i1s defined by Canisius:

“The congregation of all people professing the faith
and doctrine of Christ, which is governed under one next
to Christ, the chief head and pastor upon earth” [the
Popel.—Dens. Theol., p. 164.

Cardinal Bellermine (A. D. 1600) thus defines
1t:

¢“Our opinion is, that the church is one whole, not two,
and that the one and true church is an assembly joined to-
gether by profession of the same Christian faith, and par-
ticipation of the same sacraments, under the rule of lawful
pastors, and especially of Christ’s only vicar in the world,
the Roman Pontiff.”—Hag. His. Docts., ii, 291.

Practically, there can be, according to the Cath-
olic theory, but one church on earth. No one of
the various congregations worshiping in the one
place, nor yet the aggregate of all these in one
country or nation, is a church, but the infini-
tesimal parts of ¢“ The One Church,” the seat of
which 1s at Rome, and the supreme earthly head,
the Pope.

The Lord’s Supper being a church ordinance be-
longs, of right, to every member of the Roman
Catholic hierarchy in any country of earth where a
priest officiates.

THE PROTESTANT THEORY.

This is well represented by the Westminster Con-
fession of 1646, and adopted by Presbyterians gen-
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erally and the Congregationalists of America. They
hold that the one term ecclesia is used to des-
ignate two bodies or two conceptions—a
Universal invisible, and a Visible universal
church.

The Confession speaks thus:

¢ The Catholic or universal church, which is invisible,
consists of the whole number of the elect that have been,
are, or shall be gathered into one, under Christ the head
thereof, and is the spouse, the body, the fullness of Him
that filleth all in all.”

The larger portion of this ideal church is yet un-
born! The definition 1s borrowed from the Ro-
man Catholics, and placing the General Assembly as
head instead of the Pontiff, is quite the same.

¢« The visible church, which is also Catholic or universal
under the gospel (not confined to one nation as before
under the law), consists of all those throughout the world
who thus profess the true religion; [7. e., the Presbyterian
faith] together with their children, and is the kingdom of
the Lord Jesus Christ, the house and family of God, out of
which there is no ordinary possibility of salvation.”

It will be seen that this ¢ visible church” is,
from the definition itself, as invisible as the
former ‘‘invisible church.” It never was assem-
bled in one place; it never can be; it never was
seen, 1s unseen and unseeable. It will also be
noticed that the definition excludes all religious
denominations from being churches in any sense
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that do not indorse the Presbyterian Confession of
Faith, and embrace the children, yf)ung and old,
of the parents belonging to it; and that the Church
of Chnist visible, is none other than the ¢ Presby-
terian church,” out of which there is no ordinary
possibility of salvation.

‘This theory, as practically exemplified, 1s this:
No one of the thousands of worshiping congrega-
tions n America, which the people are taught to
call and believe are churches, as the ¥irst, and
Second, and Third Presbyterian ‘‘churches” in
Memphis is, in fact, a church visible in any sense,
but only integral parts of the one great Presbyterian
church in America, of which the General Assem-
bly is the visible head, having the sole authority to
enact, rvepeal, and modify the laws, and determine
the doctrines to be held by the membership. There
can be no Presbyterian churches in America but
only one Presbyterian church, national or pro-
vincial, of a specific sort, as Old School. And the
same of the people called Cumberland Presbyte-
rians, because originated (A.D. 1816) upon the
Cumberland River. There is only one Cumber-
land Presbyterian ¢ church” in America—the lo-
cal societies are not churches.

Two facts are evident from the Presbyterian
defimtion of church—

1. That the members of the various local wor-
shiping societies can commune wherever the table
is spread in the great church, since it is one body;
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and, therefore, intercommunion is a constitutional
right ; and—

2. That Presbyterians can not constitutionally
commune outside of the Presbyterian church, since
the Supper can not be celebrated outside of the
church, and there is no true church save the
Presbyterian.

If Baptist churches were constituted upon this
theory, the free intercommunion of the members
of the various churches would be possible, since
the symbolism of church relationship between the
members partaking would be preserved.

The Episcopal and Methodist Episcopal defini-
tions of church are very similar. There is but one
Protestant Episcopal Church in America; the sev-
eral worshiping congregations are not churches,
but the parts which compose the church, of which
the General Convention is the visible head. So
of the Methodist Episcopal. It was decided by
the Supreme Court of the United States, that the
local societies, worshiping in any given place, are
not churches in any conceivable sense, pos-
sessing none of the rights and privileges of
churches, and having no voice whatever in the
management or control of church affairs, but that
the General Conference alone is the Methodist
Church of America. Before the division it would
not have been proper to say the Methodist
churches of America, but the Methodist Church
of America. Now there are only two Methodist
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Episcopal churches in America. If the Episcopal
were the true theory of church building there would
be no violation of the symbolism of the Supper for
the members of the local societies to Intercom-
mune, for those of each are alike members of but
one body.

There is still another accepted definition of
Church of Christ not found in any confession, but
1s established in the Protestant literature of this
age,—namely, that the Christian church is com-
posed of all existing denominations professing to
be churches, 7. e., that no one is the church, but
only a church of ‘¢“The Church,” a branch of
the one great universal one, though they are un-
able to tell us where the trunk or whole is. This
is also called the universal visible church, though it
is quite invisible, and never did or can assemble.

The reader can see that Catholics and Protestants,
could they agree as to the earthly headship of ¢‘the
church,” are quite agreed as to its definition, and
that both parties wholly ignore the idea of a local
congregation being a church, or that the term can
be literally used in the plural, although, as we shall
see, it is so used no less than thirty-six times!

BAPTIST THEORIES.

Among Baptists of this age there is no general
accord as to the scriptural definition of the term
Ecclesia-Church, and among our theological writers
there is a diversity that amounts to a confusion.
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Often the same writer will hold to two definitions
that are evidently contradictious, . ¢ , that it is used
by the Holy Spirit to designate two radically differ-
ent and opposite notions—as if it was claimed that
baptizo means to sprinkle water upon a person or
to immerse a person into water—opposite acts.
The oldest confession put forth by English Bap-
tists (A. D. 1643), thus defines a New Testament
church :

¢Jesus Christ hath here on earth a spiritual kingdom
which 1s his church [ ¢., composed of his churches], whom
he hath purchased and redeemed to himself as a peculiar
inheritance ; which church is a company of visible
saints, called and separated from the world by the word
and Spirit of God, to the visible profession of the faith of
the gospel, being baptized into that faith and joined to the
Lord and each other by mutual agreement; in the practi-
cal enjoyment of the ordinances commanded by Christ,
their Head and King.”— Croséy.

This, with but slight verbal alterations, purely
explanatory, is just as I would define it to-day.
They evidently use church in its true collective
sense, implying all his churches compose his king-
dom, and that each one is a company of visible
saints, etc. The Baptists of that day knew no
other church. Half a century later ‘‘many con-
gregations” adopted, with but slight modification,
the Presbyterian definition, which they in turn
had modified from the Catholic definition. It runs
thus—
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¢ The Catholic or universal church, which (with respec
to the internal work of the Spirit and the truth of grace)
may be called invisible, consists of the whole number of
the elect that have been, are, or shall be gathered into one
under Christ, the head thereof, and may be called the
spouse—the body—the fullness of Him that filleth a'l
in all.”

This confession, with this Romish definition of
church, was adopted by the Philadelphia Associa-
tion when it was organized in 1707 without altera-
tion, and, doubtless, without examination, and
very many of our earlier Associations adopted it,
and thus this definition has been handed down from
““ sire to son.” This will account for the tenacity
with which it is held and defended by the fathers
among us.

The New Hampshire Confession appeared fifty
years ago, and has been adopted by the larger body
of American Baptists,—gives no other definition of
a New Testament church than a local assembly,
and it had been well had no other 1dea ever been
instilled into the minds of Baptists.

BAPTIST AUTHORS.

When we consult the writings of our own theolo-
gians, we will meet with the most confused and
contradictory views. Dr. Dagg, in his ¢ Church
Order,” stoutly maintains that the term ecclesia—
assembly—is used by the inditing Spirit to denote
two opposite notions—an assembly local and visi-
ble, and an assembly universal and invisible!
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He defines the first—

¢ A Christian church is an assembly of believers in Christ,
organized into one body according to the Holy Scriptures
for the worship of God.”

This is an organized visible body that can and
must assemble in one place, and has officers, ordi-
nances, and laws, etc. The latter thus—

“Church universal is the whole company of those who
are saved by Christ.”

This is an unorganized, invisible body that never
did assemble, having no laws, officers or ordi-
nances. Dr. F. Wayland gives this limitless defi-
nition :

« A church is the body of sincere disciples; the form of
government is the manner in which they have chosen to

administer the laws of Christ in their intercourse with each
other.”— Wayland, Sermons, p. 229.

Professor Curtis follows him in this—

‘¢ So any organized body of professing Christians, assem-
bling from time to time for worship, may be justly consid-
ered a Christian Church, though if it be without valid bap-
tism, an irregular church.”—2. and Progress, p. 144.

And yet this author elsewhere insists that
without scriptural baptism there can be no church,
and all Pedobaptist authors admit this.

Dr. J. M. Pendleton, a clear and venerable
name, says:

“In its applications to the followers of Christ, it is
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usually, if not always, employed to designate a particu-
lar congregation of saints, or the redeemed in the aggre-
gate.”—Christian Doctrines, p. 329.

1t refers, either to a particular congregation of saints,
or to the redeemed in the aggregate.”—Chris. Man., p. 5.

Here are two radically different notions given as
the definition of one and the same term.
Dr. Wm. Everts agrees with Dr. Dagg that—

“In its most comprehensive and important (?) sense, the
whole number of the redeemed called out from the world,
and separated to Christ, compose the calling or Church of
Christ—the Church for which he died, for which he in-
tercedes,” etc.

It is evident that all the members of this church
could intercommune, if the Supper is a church or-
dinance in his acceptation of its meaning.

Dr. J. M. C. Breaker, another of our ablest de-
nominational writers, thus defines ecclesia:

““In every place where the word occurs, it means either
(1) a particular local congregation of professed Christians,
or (2) the whole body of the professed disciples of Christ —
that is, the aggregate, not of churches, but of the member-
ship of all the local churches. Men are added to ¢ the
Church Universal” by becoming members of the local
churches. No man can be a member of the Church Uni-
versal, who is not a member of a regular local gospel
Church.”—Ch». Rev. Vol. 21, p. 607.

It strikes me, if Dr. Breaker should affirm that
the Lord’s Supper is a church ordinance, the mem-
bers of any local church could claim a right to it
wherever it may be spread, on the ground that he
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is a member of both churches—the local and the
universal.

We have, very recently, for the first time, heard
brethren claim that members of one church had
equal rights in all Baptist churches as in his
own, which is utterly subversive of the fundamen-
tal principles of Baptist Church independency,
since it could neither administer its own gov-
ernment, or control its own ordinances. This
position is the natural outgrowth of Dr. Breaker's
theory, which shows how important a correct
theory is.

If Dr. Breaker will substitute ‘‘kingdom of
Christ” for his ¢¢ church universal,” and hold that
it is composed of all the local churches, I think
it will materially relieve his definition from serious
objections, and conform it to the teachings of the
New Testament.

Rev. Mr. Adkins, in his ¢ Polity and Fellow-
ship of the Church,” says:

“The word ecclesia, as applied to the disciples of Christ,
is used in the New Testament in two distinct senses—I.
In its broadest sense, it comprehends the whole collective
body of true believers on earth and in heaven, all God’s
elect of every nation ‘and every age, from the beginning
to the end of time, as they will be finally gathered in
heaven,” etc,

This is purely the Romish idea. Then Christ
has always had a Church, or he has none now, and
never will have, until the end of time, when the

last soul is saved!
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2, In its restricted sense, the word ecclesia—Church
—is applied to the disciples of Christ as permanently asso-
ciated and organized, in order of the gospel, for his wor-
ship and service, and to execute his commission, and ful-
fill his will on earth. This has been called the ‘Visible
Church,” with the same propriety that the other is called
the ¢ Invisible.” ”

He further says:

«“The Lord’s Table, on the other hand, is set within the
pale of church relations. * % # It is the sacred ban-
quet of the Church, to be served only within the assem-
bly of the Church.”—Zke Church, its Polily and Fellow-

ship, p. 83.

Within the assembly of the Church! Assem-
bly is the meaning of the term ‘¢ Church.”
Would he say within the Church of the Church,
understanding the local to be a churchlet, and
the Universal the large one? Is not this confus-
ing enough? This is Wesley’s idea of ecclesiola
in ecclesia—little churches in large ones.

The author of “The Great Iron Wheel,” in
1855, defined ecclesia—Church—in its New Tes-
tament signification as a local assembly, and that
its figurative use is grounded upon this idea, and
that a universal invisible church is a mere con-
cept—not existing in fact, but in the conception
of the writer.

Dr. A. C. Dayton, in his ‘‘Theodosia Earnest,”
wholly discards the invisible church idea, and
teaches that ‘‘the particular churches are in the
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kingdom of Christ, as courts and juries are with-
in the State.”

Had he said as the States of this republic are in
it, and constitute it, his illustration could not have
been improved upon.

Dr. E. J. Fish, in his work, ¢‘Ecclesiology,”
issued in 1875, has borne a manful part in aiding
to put the much-abused term—*‘Church”—in its
true light before the public. He denies the cor-
rectness of such a classification as local and uni-
versal, or invisible, unless it can be distinctly shown
that the New Testament uses terms thus illogically.
He says:

‘““The one is no proper collective of the other, since it
collects materials wholly and extensively foreign to
it. * ¥ ¥  Qur proposition, then, is, that the local,
generic and collective uses of the term Church are its

only uses in the New Testament where it means the Lord’s
Ecclesia.”—pp. 77 and 78.

We see among Baptists the definitions vibrate
from the Presbyterian definition, borrowed and
modified from the Catholics, as one extreme, to
the unbaptized bodies of professed Christians, of
Wayland and Curtis, as the other. It is the true
mean between these that I shall attempt to find.
It will be observed that the trend of Baptist opin-
ion is strongly setting toward the local idea,
the definition first put forth by Baptists, before they
had been led captives by the Westminster Confes-

sion of Faith, through which the church universal
8
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idea has been engrafted upon, and ingrained into,
the faith of our people.

The thoughtful reader can see, that so long as
Baptists are confused and divided between these
contradictious theories of a New Testament Church,
there can be no general agreement touching all those
questions of polity and practice that grow directly
out of them—as church independency, the rela-
tions of baptism and the Supper to the churches,
and of the churches to the kingdom of Christ;
and especially the question discussed in this work :
The Intercommunion of the Members of Different
local Churches.

To this subject, then, I address myself.
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CHAPTER 1I.

There can be no more excuse for this confusion of ideas
respecting the meaning of ecclesia, than respecting
metanoeo, pistuo, o» baptizo—No word can
have two diverse or opposite meanings—7he laws
governing the definition of words, etc.— The classical
use of the term ecclesia.

CAN not for a moment grant that there is
the least excuse for this confusion of ideas
concerning the meaning of the term the
Omniscient Christ selected to designate the
institution he originated and established on
earth, and with which he made it the duty of every
one of his disciples to unite. If we can not unmis-
takably ascertain what he meant by this term, how
can we claim that it is possible to know what he
meant by any other term he used in command-
ing our obedience, as metanoeo, pistuo, bap-
tizo. We can assert it with reference to every
word Christ used with the same propriety we can
with any one word. If a hopeless ambiguity at-
taches to any one or all the terms expressive of our
duties and obligations, then it is certain that we are
forever released from all efforts at obedience. It
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is a reflection upon, if not a profanation of the
character of Christ and the Holy Spirit, to suppose
that either would select words of double or ambig-
uous meanings by which to teach us our duties.
Words were invented to express, not to conceal
ideas. Christ certainly designed to convey some
definite idea by every word he employed. For a
word to fill this office it must have been originated
to designate some one specific notion, which we call
the meaning, or definition, of the word. This
meaning 1s always placed first in our lexicons, and
1s called the primary, natural, real, or physical
meaning, and is, and can be but one. Christ
must have designated some one specific act, desig-
nated some specific duty, or inculcated some spe-
cific idea when he enjoined obedience, or instructed
us with respect to duty by every word he used; and
just as certainly as it is possible for us to ascertain
the exact meaning of the terms in which our moral
duties are enjoined, so certainly is it possible for
us to ascertain the meaning of the terms in which
our positive duties are enjoined—baptizo as
well as metanoeo, and pistuo.

The question arises, how can we ascertain, with-
out doubt, the real meaning of any word? We
usually refer to a lexicon, which, if standard, is
good authority, but there is an ultimate authority to
which all lexicographers go for their definitions, and
that is—the use of the term by the best writers of
the language in the age in which the word is used.
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Now in ascertaining the meaning of the term
under discussion, let us turn from the creeds of
churches and the opinions of men, which we have
found in hopeless confusion, to the original sources
of information, and we will learn that the cause of
the confusion is not attributable to any conceivable
ambiguity in the term ecclesia, but to those teach-
ers, who wrest the term, as they do the Scriptures,
to uphold their false theories.

Now the sources of information are two—r1. The
general use of the term, by the Greeks themselves,
which we call its classical usage; 2. lts general
use by Christ, and the Holy Spirit, who selected
the words used by the inspired writers.

Before doing this we should familiarize ourselves
with a few, at least, of the leading rules of inter-
preting language, which I collate from Morus,
Ernesti, and Blackstone :

¢ 1. Every word must have some specific idea or notion
which we call meaning. Were not this so, words would
be meaningless and useless. In the Scriptures there is un-
questionably assigned to every word some idea or notion.

“Sec. 14. *“ Every word must have some meaning
[Z. e., definite, specific]. To every word there ought to be
assigned, and in the Scriptures there is unquestionably as.
signed, some one idea or notion. This we call the mean-
ing or sense of the word. . .

2. The literal sense of words is the sense which is so
connected with them, that it is first in order, and is spon-
taneously presented to the mind, as soon as the sound of
the word is heard.
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¢ 3. The sense of a word can not be diverse or multifa.
rious at the same time and in the same passage or express
sion, and, we may add, in the same letter or nmrative.
There can be no certainty at all in respect to the inte..
pretation of any passage, unless a kind of neccssity com-
pels us to afhx a particular sense to a word, which sense
must be one, and unless there are special reasons for a
tropical meaning, it must be the literal sense.”

¢ The first important diversion or distinction of words in
respect to their meaning, is into proper and tropical, 7, e.,
literal and figurative or (better still) primary and sec-
ondary.”’—Morus, indorsed by Stuart,

I may add here the reason Morus assigns for
using a word tropically or figuratively, as—(1.) For
the sake of variety in expression, and to this spe-
cies of tropical language belong metonymy, syn-
echdoche, and other similar tropes; (2.) ¢ Trop-
1cal words, especially metaphors, are used for orna-
ment.” It will thus be seen that a figurative use
of a word does not create a new definition—
a different sense—but is the word troped, 7. e.,
used in an artificial manner.

Morus tells us that the most common figures
used in our Scriptures are metonymy, and syn-
echdoche. As I prepare this little book for the
masses—the common people—I am confident they
will hear me gladly if I explain these figures so
they can know them wherever they meet them in
the Bible—while the explanation has a direct bear-
ing upon the two principal terms that enter into
the discussion of the Lord’s Supper.
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1. Metonymy is the use of one word for
another—literally, a change of name.

ExampLes.—These abound throughout the Bible.

t. ‘“ Jerusalem and Judea, and all the region
round about Jordan, went out and were all baptized
of him in the Jordan,” etc. Here the places that
contained the people are put for the people, as
we say of a drinking man, he drank three glasses
or bottles, or cups, the thing that contains is put
for the thing—Iliquor—that is contained. A notable
example, ¢ On this rock will I build my church”’
—church instead of kingdom; or, if we understand
that one of the constituents—a church—of the
kingdom is put for the whole, it will be by—

2. Synechdoche—literally, a change of place.
By this figure the whole is put for a part, or the
part for the whole; one person or thing for the
whole class, as the genus for the species; man,
for all men, mankind—the ox, the horse, and for
the whole species; or the species for the genus, as
the bee, the fly, for swarms and multitudes of those
insects. (See Isaiah vii: 18, 19.)

In these expressions—‘‘The Indians hunt the
buffalo, the bear, and the wolf.” Man tames the
horse, the ox, the mule, and cultivates the potato,
the apple, and the melon ; the genus is put for in-
dividuals in great numbers. So in the Scriptures
we read that ¢¢ Christ loved the church,’’ that he
is ¢“the Head of the Church.” One church is used
for multitudes of the same kind, the genus for all
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contained under it. I would not call this the gen-
eric or collective use, but figurative, as will be
more fully noticed. With these principles of inter-
pretation, let us inquire for the classical meaning
of ecclesia, universally translated ‘“church”’
in our version, when referring to the Christian in-
stitution. Ecclesia, from ek, out of, and kaleo,
to call.

Liddell & Scott:

¢ An assembly of citizens summoned by the criers—the
legislative Assembly.”

The citizens here called out from the people,
demos, were the qualified voters only ; and the qual-
ified voters constituted a specific body—organiza-
tion—for their names were enrolled, and it had its
officers. The ecclesia, in Greece, then meant but
one specific thing, and that an organization.

Donegan :

“Ecclesia—an Assembly of the people convoked by the
heralds [never a mob]; also the place of Assembly.”

But, as above, the people, convoked by their of-
ficers, were only those authorized to exercise the
elective franchise, and these constituted a specific
body—the legislative Assembly. By metonymy,
only could it be used for the house in which the
assembly met, as when we call the house in which
a church worships, the church.

Dean Trench says:

“Ecclesia, as all know, was the lawful assembly in a
free Greek city, of all those possessed of the rights of cit-
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izenship, for the transaction of public affairs. That they
were summoned, is expressed in the latter part of the word.
That they were summoned out of the whole population, a se-
lect portion of it, including neither the populace, nor yet
strangers, northose who had forfeited their civic rights, thisis
expressed by the first. Both the calling and the calling
out are moments to be remembered, when the word is as-
sumed into a higher Christian sense, for in them the chief
part of its peculiar adaptation to its august sense lies.”

The term ¢ Ecclesia” had as definite and
well understood meaning to the Greeks as the
‘““ House of Representatives” does to us, or ‘‘the
Assembly ” would to a Virginian’s ear. The free
cities of Greece were governed by three judicial
bodies:

1. The ecclesia—assembly—which was com-
posed of all the qualified voters of a free city, whose
names were duly enrolled, and an officer selected
by the body. At Athens, the ordinary fixed as-
semblies were called ecclesiai, of which there were
four in each presidency; and an extraordinary as-
sembly summoned for an especial purpose.

2. The Boula (Ccuncil) of fisc hundred, who
were a committee of the eccl:sia to prepare meas-
ures for that assem ,ly, corresponding to our Sen-
ate.

3. The Dikastries, or Jury Courts.

The assembly being a legal legislative body, duly
registered as such, was a permanent body, and at
all times an ecclesia, whether in session or ad-
journed, as is the House of Commons of England,
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or House of Representatives of the United States.
Of the powers of the ecclesia:

‘“ Besides the legislative powers of the assembly—ec-
clesia—it could make inquisition into the conduct of the
magistrates, and in turbulent and excited times exercised
a power resembling that of impeachment, as in the case
of Demosthenes and Phocion.”—Nowth Americarn Cyc.o-

pedia, p. 736.

It will be seen that all matters that affected the
public interest and the welfare of the people, civil
or religious, came under its cognizance.

The meetings of the ecclesia were usually held
in the theaters of the free cities, as that of Dio-
nysius at Athens and at Ephesus, as the regular
sessions of our Legislatures are held in the capitol
buildings of our State.

From these facts we learn:

1. That the terms ecclesia, the assembly, and
the Council, Boule, in Greek, were used to desig-
nate specific legislative bodies, and were never
applied to a lawless ‘““mob” or promiscuous gath-
erings of the multitude for any purpose. The Greek
has other terms to designate these, as demos, the
populace; ‘¢ oklos,” the crowd; sustrophe, con-
course; and panegyrea, general assembly—Ilike
those which convened at the public games.

2. We learn that writers and commentators are
not justified in saying that it is sometimes applied
to a riotous crowd or lawless mob, or a gathering
of any sort for any purpose; for it is never so
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used. In its classical signification it i1s used three
times in the nineteenth chapter of Acts.

Paul preached in the free city of Ephesus: ¢ And
the word of the Lord powerfully increased and
prevailed;’”” where Demetrius, a silversmith, think-
ing his craft in danger, made a great outcry, to-
gether with his fellow-workmen, and filled the city
with confusion; and having seized Gaius and Aris-
tarchus, rushed into the theater. This was the ap-
pointed place for the meetings of the ecclesia,
and the reason why he took them there, and it may,
at this time, have been in session, If not, it con-
vened as was its wont and duty upon the outcry.
‘“And some cried one thing and some another,”
and the ecclesia was confused by these varied
cries, while no definite charge was brought to its
notice for it to take cognizance of. Now, mark,
1t was not the ecclesia that was riotous, tumultu-
ous; but the oklos (crowd) that had rushed into the
theater where the Assembly was in session, or had
gathered at this time to hold a session; for it was
the oklos (crowd) and not the ecclesia, that the
officer of the ecclesia—the secretary—quieted.
See v. 35.

He informed them if they had any definite charge
against any man, the Courts were held for that
purpose, it was not the province of the Ecclesia;
but if they sought any thing further—. ¢., concern-
ing the weal of the city, etc., it would be settled
in the lawful ecclesia. The Ecclesia was respon-
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sible for public tumults, insurrections, etc., and the
officer appeals to the crowd to be quiet, and dis-
perse; for, said he, speaking for the Ecclesia, we
are even in danger of being accused about the tu-
mult of to-day, there being no cause by which we
can excuse this concourse—ovozrpo;ins, N0t Exxiysea.
And having said this, he dismissed (adjourned) the
Assembly—ecclesia—not the sustropes.

Stephen in his speech before the Sanhedrim used
the term in its classical sense when he said:

«This was he who was with the assembly—ecclesia—
in the wilderness.”—A4cts vii » 38.

That was a specific organized body of men—the
Jewish nation. All the instances in the Septua-
gint version of the Old Testament are of the clas-
sical use of this term, and refer to specific organ-
ized bodies, never to indefinite unorganized bodies.
From the above examination of the classical use
of the term, I feel justified in concluding that
“ecclesia” is used to designate one specific body—
i. e., the Assembly of a free city of Greece, and
never a promiscuous gathering, much less a riotous
crowd or mob. It is like Boule, which is never
used except to denote the senate or Council of five
hundred, as we are wont to say ‘‘ The Senate,”
«“The House,” when alluding to our State Legislature.

If ecclesia literally means any thing else in the
New Testament than an organized local assem-
bly of adults, its modified use must be learned
from its New Testament usage alone.
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CHAPTER IIIL

The scriptural use of Ecclesia.—1t is used to desig-
nate a spectfic organization—a Church of Christ
only; by a figure of speech, the churches or king-
dom of Christ.

HAT the translators of our version of the

Scriptures evidently understood the Greek
term ecclesia to be a term of specific
meaning, in its religious use, is evi-
denced by the fact that they employ but
one English word to translate it, and that word is
church, which universal usage has consecrated
to designate that one divine institution of which
Christ 1s the Founder; and only by a figure of
speech—the house in which such a body is wont
to worship. In the New Testament it is never
used to denote a house. We start out, then, with
this fact admitted by the translators, that, what-
ever the term ‘“Church” signifies in the New
Testament, it means one specific thing, and not
many diverse things. This Is in strict accordance
with the rules given in the last chapter, viz.:

¢ Every word must have some one idea or notion, and
this we call the meaning. The sense of a word can not
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be diverse or multifarious in the same passage or narrative,
and when used with reference to the same thing; and the
literal sense is the real, all others are figurative.”

That this must be so, else, as Morus says:

“There can be no certainty at all in respect to the inter.
pretation of any passage, unless a kind of necessity com-
pels us to afix a particular sense to a word, which sense
must be one; and, unless there are special reasons for a
tropical meaning, it must be the literal sense.”

This must be conclusive with all Baptists who
accept the reasoning as conclusive with respect
to baptizo. Scholars find this term used seventy-
nine times in the New Testament, and twenty
of these instances, all admit, denote the physical
act of immersion in water—the literal act of
Christian baptism. In all the other instances, it
has a troped meaning, derived from this literal
meaning, which scholars agree to call the figura-
tive, or secondary meaning. It is altogether
absurd to call these fifty-nine secondary or figura-
tive meanings distinct meanings, or uses of the
term baptizo. They are figurative only, and
the kind of figure is easily ascertainable.

Now apply this method to Ecclesia. We find
it used one hundred and ten times in the New
Testament, when applied to the Christian insti-
tution under discussion.  All agree, that in ninety-
one* of these instances, it refers to a local organ-

* Since the publication of ¢“Old Landmarkism,” my
attention has been called to the fact that Acts ix: 31 1s



UNSCRIPTURAL AND INCONSISTENT. 127

ized assembly, since thirty-six of them are in the
plural, which necessitates the local idea; and fifty-
six in the singular, having explicit reference to a
local organization, as a church in one city, in one
house, or one place. Thus we see, at the outstart,
that the local idea vastly rules the New Testament
use of the term; and we are authorized to say that
the literal, common, real meaning of ecclesia is a
local organized assembly, and that an unorganized
assembly is not the sense of the term. We are jus-
tified in saying that, in these nineteen remaining
instances, the term is used figuratively, and that
the idea that rules their true sense is that of an
organized assembly.

It is concerning these nineteen secondary uses
of the term that Baptist writers disagree, claiming,
as they do, that they are different senses of the
term—real meanings. .

It is the faint hope that I may contribute some-
thing toward harmonizing the differences among
my own brethren that I write this chapter.

One thing I claim, as already shown above, that,
if ecclesia is used ninety-one, out of one hun-
dred and ten times, to denote a local assem-
bly, its natural, literal sense must be ‘‘a local
assembly;” and that the remaining nineteen in-

found in the singular in the Vatican MS,, and is claimed
for the Universal Church theory, There are nineteen in-
stances in which it is claimed as not referring to the local
idea.
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stances are certainly secondary or figurative uses
of the word. This must and will be granted by
all candid scholars. But, in this discussion touch-
ing the Lord’s Supper, we have to do with its
literal, real meaning, and not with its ideal or
figurative.

But I do not admit that there are nineteen in-
stances in the New Testament where ecclesia is
used even figuratively. A careful examination
convinces me that seven or eight of them un-
doubtedly refer to a local church, while the
others are used figuratively, by metonymy or
synechdoche, the ruling idea of each being an
organized assembly, and no one giving the slight-
set support to the Universal Church Visible idea.

The following are all the instances where any
one claims that ecclesia refers to a universal visi-
ble or invisible church:

Acts 1x: 31; 1 Cor. xii: 28 and xv: 9; Gal
1: 13; Phil. ni: 6; Heb. xii: 23; 1 Tim. 1i: 15;
Eph. i: 22, 1ii: 10 and 21, v: 23, 24, 25, 27, 29,
32; Col. 1: 18 and 24; Matt. vi: 18.

I can here give these but a brief notice, but
sufficient to show that at least seven of them
refer solely to a local assembly, and note the
figure of the remaining ones.

1. Acts ix: 31 is lately brought forward with
great confidence, upon the authority of the Vati-
can Codex, in support of the Universal Church
theory, since, in that MS., ecclesia is in the singu-
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lar—Church, instead of churches—as in our ver-
sion. But there are many and formidable difficul-
ties in the way that must be removed before this is
granted.

(1) No less than four other words in the same
verse would have to be changed from plural to
singular to agree with Church, and authority for
these changes is needed.

(2) But if that change could be established, it
would not establish the fact that the churches of
Judea, Galilee and Samaria were already so or-
ganized as to constitute but one Church, since
Paul informs the churches of Galatia (i: 23) that,
at that time, there were churches in Judea;
and the Vatican Codex offers no different text for
this passage. This, therefore, returns Acts ix: 31
to the local class of instances.

1 Cor. xii: 28 is claimed for the Church Uni-
versal theory, but it most evidently refers to the
local churches that existed in the apostle’s day,
and the Church at Corinth especially; for these
officers are not all in existence anywhere to-day,
nor were they ever officers of the Church Uni-
versal or Church invisible, for those airy concep-
tions never had an officer of any kind; but all
these were, at the time Paul wrote this, members
of the Church at Corinth. So this passage refers
to a local church, and can refer to nothing else.

2 T claim three others of the above as referring
to the local idea, viz.: 1 Cor. xv: g9; Gal. i: 13;

9
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Phil. 111: 6. In these, Paul speaks of himself as
“persecuting the church;” but, until some one
can prove that Paul ever left the city of Jerusalem
to persecute Christians, until he left for Damas-
cus, which he only reached to bless, I must claim
what no one can dispute—that it was only the
Church at Jerusalem that he persecuted.

3. 1 Tim. 1i: 15 is claimed to refer to the
Church Universal; but a literal translation—and
omitting the definite article before Church, be-
cause not in the original—will show that Paul had
the one Church only, of which Timothy was pas-
tor, in his mind when he wrote this.

¢That thou mayest know how thou oughtest to behave

thyself in a house of God, which is a Church of the living
God, a pillar and ground of the truth.”

The term is manifestly used here in its literal
sense of a local visible assembly, because, inter-
preted in any other sense, it would not express the
truth. Timothy certainly needed no instruction
how to behave himself in the Kingdom, for he had
no office in it to perform; nor in the Invisible
Church Universal, for there are no offices in that
to fill; but he did need to be informed how to
conduct the affairs of the Church of which he
was an elder and pastor, and that Church Paul
tells him was ‘‘a house of God, a church of
the living God, a pillar and ground of the truth.”
This settles the meaning of the term here.

Heb. xii: 23 is another passage confidently
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claimed, by Baptist authors in common with
Pedobaptists, as a certain and sure proof-text
in support of their alleged second real mean-
ing of ecclesia, viz.: Church Universal, or in-
visible, consisting of all finally saved, including
the angels even!*

Mr. Adkins, in ¢ Church Polity,” p. 15, says:

“In its broadest sense, it, ecclesia, comprehends the
whole collective body of true believers on earth and in
heaven—all God’s elect of every nation and every age,
from the beginning to the end of time, as they will be
finally gathered in heaven, in. the consummation of all
things. A remarkable instance of this application of the
term is Heb. xii: 23, etc. This has been called, properly
enough, the ““Invisible Church.”

So with all writers who advocate the Church
Universal theory.

Dr. Gardner quotes it as denoting the spiritual
body of Christ—the Universal Invisible Church—
the second sense of ecclesia.

That the two are here spoken of antithetically,
a literal translation will make manifest:

¢« But ye have approached to Zion—a mountain and

# CURTIS, p. 27.— But there is not a more scriptural or
delightful doctrine than that of the spiritual communion
of the whole Church—the living and the dead of all ages
and of all climes.”

To prove this ¢‘communion with saints in glory,” he
quotes but this one passage—*‘“ We are come,” etc.
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city of the living God—the heavenly Jerusalem; and to
myriads—a general assembly of angels; and [ye have
approached] to a Church of first-born ones, who have
been enrolled in heaven; to a Judge who is God of all,
and to spirits of just, or justified persons, made perfect;
to Jesus—the Mediator of a new Covenant; and to the
blood of sprinkling, speaking better things than that of
Abel,” etc.

Now, if this referred to a Church invisible, and
ultimately to be gathered in heaven, or one already
in heaven, the apostle could not have said ‘‘ye
have come to it,”” but ye are going to it. It
must have been a Church which those whom Paul
addressed were then members of.

Adam Clark offers a satisfactory exposition :

“In order to enter fully into the apostle’s meaning, we
must observe—I. That the Church which is called here the
«City of the living God,” the ¢heavenly Jerusalem,’ and
¢ Mt. Zion,’ is represented under the notion of a city.”

He says:

“To the general assembly of innumerable angels is
probably the true connection.

“That the gospel first born, whose names are written
in heaven, are here opposed to the enrolled first born
among the Israelites. Exod. xxiv: §; xix: 22. That
the Mediator of the new Covenant, the Lord Jesus, is
here opposed to Moses, the mediator of the old. And
that the blood of sprinkling of Christ, our High Priest,
refers to the act of Moses. Exod. xxiv: 8. # # # [
see nothing, therefore, in these verses which determines
their sense to the heavenly state; all is suited to the state
of the Church of Christ militant here on earth; and
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some of these particulars can not be applied to the
Church triumphant on any rule of construction what-
ever.”

So Alford:

“So that * * there is no way left but to see, in the
Church of first born ones, who are enrolled in heaven, the
Church below. And this view is justified by every con-
sideration —for, 1. Thus ecclesia is explained, which,
every-where, when used of men, and not of angels,
designates the assembly of saints on earth.”’—Notes in
loco,

Ecclesia, then, 1n this passage, is used in the
local sense. Paul addressed these Hebrew Chris-
tians as belonging to local churches, and, there-
fore citizens of Christ’s kingdom. This is made
conclusive by his exhortation :

28th v. —“ Wherefore we receiving [/. e., having re-
ceived] a kingdom that can not be moved, let us have

grace whereby we may serve God with reverence and
godly fear.”

The typical kingdom of God—the Jewish—had
been shaken, but these Christians were in posses-
sion of the anti-typical one, which Christ, the God
of heaven, had set up, and which was never to be
shaken, broken in pieces, or given to other people
than the saints, and was to stand unshaken for-
ever.—Dan. ii: 44; Matt. xvi: 18.

I have thus released seven of the nineteen in-
stances in which church is claimed as referring to
the Church Universal—leaving only twelve out of
one hundred and ten instances where ecclesia can
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be reasonably claimed to convey any thing but the
local idea. Surely, if any one will admit that bap-
tizo has but one literal meaning, how much more
and stronger evidence has he to say that ecclesia
has but one meaning, and that of an organized
assembly?

I have space but to quote the remaining twelve
passages, and to indicate the figure employed.

Matt. xvi: 18.—¢¢ On this rock will I build my Church,
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.”

This certainly does not refer to the Church uni-
versal invisible, since against that the power of
Death or Satan could not prevail; for the more
slain by Death, or destroyed by the machinations
of Satan, the larger would the Church in heaven
become. But the Church invisible, or universal,
as defined by its advocates, was never ‘‘built”—
organized—and has no form, laws, or ordinances;
and, more, it has existed from the days of Abel.

The figure here is metonymy, which means
““a change of terms,” and Church is used for king-
dom, and is the fulfillment of the prophecy of
Daniel (ii: 44):

«In the days of these kings shall the God of heaven set
up a kingdom that shall never be broken in pieces,” etc.

Eph. i: 22 and v: 23, 24, 25, 27, 29, 32 the
figure is synechdoche. In all these seven pas-

sages, one Church being used for all the churches,
and it is justified from the fact that, what can be
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logically predicated of a whole, may be of each
of its parts.

One of these has been specially instanced as pre-
cluding the possibility of its referring to a local
church—that it must refer to the redeemed in the
aggregate, Viz. :

Eph. v: 25-27.—¢ Christ also loved the Church, and
gave himself for it * ¥ that he might present it to
himself a glorious Church, not having spot or wrinkle, or
any such thing.”

I answer, this use, by synechdoche, of one
for all, is perfectly legitimate and logical, and need
mislead no one. As I have before said, what ‘s
logically true of a whole, is true of each of its parts.
It would not be absurd even to predicate this of
each individual member of a local church. I can
say that Christ also loved me, and gave himself for
me, that he might present me to himself a glori-
ous saint, not having a spot or wrinkle, etc., and
it would be equally true of every other saved per-
son in the world. In fact, Paul uses this expres-
sion 1n his letter to the Galatians (ii: 20)—¢ The
Son of God who loved me, and gave himself for
me,” etc., but no more for Paul than for every
other Christian on earth.

Eph. iii: 10.—¢“In order that now may be known tq

the governments and authorities in the heavens, through
the Church, the much diversified wisdom of God,” etc.

This wisdom could only be displayed through
an organized working force—a visible, and
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not through an invisible and disorganized force.
The singular is used for the plural—one for all.
The figure in the remaining instances is synech-
doche—one for all.

‘There are several passages, in which ecclesia is
so used in connection with ‘‘one body,” and
“body of Christ,” that it is claimed that 1t, as
well as ““body,” refers to the ¢ Church Univer-
sal,” etc. To rescue these from misuse, I will col-
late them:

Rom. xii: 5.—‘“So we, the many, are one body in
Christ, and, individually, members of each other” [z e,
fellow-members].

Paul compared a true Christian Church, in any
place, to a human body—a visible organic unit—
E pluribus unum—one from many. He uses
the same figure, with more specific applications,
in his letter to the Church at Corinth:

1 Cor. x: 17— Because there is one loaf, we, the many,
are one body; for we all partake of one loaf.”

1 Cor. xii: 12— For just as the [human] body is one,
and has many members, but all the members of the body,
being many, are one body, so also is Christ. For indeed by
one Spirit we were all immersed into one body,” etc, a
local church.

Paul does not leave them in doubt as to what he
meant by ““body of Christ,” for in the same chap-
ter he tells them that their church at Corinth was
‘““a body of Christ.” ¢ Now ye are a [not ‘‘the,”
as in our version] body of Christ and members
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in particular ” (chap. xii: 27), and nowhere in his
epistle does he tell them of a great Universal Invis-
ible Church or body, and we have no right to pre-
sume they had any idea of such a body; it was a
conception of after ages, and gave rise to the Greek
and Roman Hierarchies, and Baptists can not stand
too clear of it.

Col. i: 18—¢ He is the head of his body, the church.”

Col.i: 24—¢ . . On behalf of his body, which
is the church.”

Col. iii: 15— And let the peace of Christ preside
in your hearts for which you were called into a [not] one
body, and be thankful,”” 7 e., called into an assembly—a
Church of Christ.

It is clear to my mind that the terms ‘“a body”
and one body, and ‘¢ the church” in these, and in
all like passages refer to the same organic unity,
and that is the local congregation in Rome, Corinth,
Ephesus and Colosse, and that they could not
make sense and refer to an unorganized and a mere
ideal body. An invisible universal church is not an
organic unity, and therefore not referred to by
these terms. Here then are ten of the nineteen
instances claimed as doubtful which a proper exe-
gesis gives back to the real meaning, that of a
local church, leaving but nine to be used in a
strictly figurative sense, and the reader will find,
by examining these instances, that the reasoning is
from one organic body to another, and not from
a real to a mere ideal body, and that real body is a
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local church, of which the brethren were members,
to whom the epistles were addressed.

I claim to have proved, beyond successful con-
tradiction, that the real and only true meaning of
ecclesia throughout the New Testament, is an
organized local assembly, and that the very few
instances of its figurative meaning does not estab-
lish another definition or sense, any more than the
figurative uses of baptizo establishes a secondary
sense different from the primary.

I have shown that the idea of a great Univer-
sal Invisible Church, or a Visible Universal Church,
composed of all the visible churches, or, as some
claim, of all the baptized, independent of the local
churches, can not, by any fair exegesis, be found.
It is time for Baptists to be emancipated from the
thralldom of such an idea.

Dr. H. Harvey, of Hamilton Theological Sem-
inary, in his late work, says:

¢ The following uses of the word church, though now
common, are not found in the New Testament ecclesia.
1. As the designation of a universal visible church.
No officers of such a church are designated, for the apos,
tles’ ofice was plainly temporary and expired with them.
No provision is made for assembling such a church, either
actual or representative. No laws, ordinances, or discipline
are given for such a church. All the elements, therefore,
of such a body are wanting, nor is there any intimation
of its existence. 2. As the designation of a national
or denominational church. . . Every-where in Scripture
a visible church is a local body.”’— 7%e Church, pp. 28, 29.
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The Lord’s Supper, then, could not have been
delivered as a denominational ordinance, but as a
local church ordinance only.

1 close this chapter by defining

AN EVANGELICAL CHURCH,

A body of professed believers in Christ,
scripturally baptized and organized, united
in covenant to hold ‘‘the faith,”’ and pre-
serve the order of the gospel, and to be
governed in all things by the laws of
Christ.
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CHAPTERIV.

o0k
THE KINGDOM OF CHRIST.

The views of our standard writers variant and con-
tradictory—Some advance none.— False theories of
the kingdom of Christ give rise to unscriptural and
pernicious practices, and maladministration of the
ordinances. — Views of Dr. Williams, Dr. Gardner,
Dr. Dagg, Dr. Fish.- -The author's theory stated
and idlustrated.—A composite of the admissions of
these authors.

)

7oy HERE are, among Baptists, quite as many
| and as contradictory views of what consti-

tutes ‘“the kingdom of Christ” as there

are concerning what is a Church of Christ.
Scarce two authors take the same view, and
hence the confusion of ideas that everywhere pre-
vail among our people. Very few ministers, and
scarce a member, if called upon, could give a clear
definition of his own conception of what it is, hav-
ing but an indefinable impression that it is some-
thing, or, possibly, several very different things—
as Christ’s spiritual reign over the heavens and the
earth, or his spiritual reign in the hearts of his sub-
jects, or the Christian dispensation, or the family
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of the regenerate, or the regenerate who have been
baptized, etc.

The majority of our authors who have given us
““Church Manuals,” and able treatises on the
church, and its polity and Communion, do not
even mention the Kingdom of Christ, and only
some few barely mention it without defining, or
define it so indefinitely, that their readers can not
apprehend what they really mean. Certainly no
work on church polity is complete without a cor-
rect definition of the Kingdom, and of its relation
to the churches.

It is but a natural consequence that unscriptural
theories concerning the Kingdom of Christ inevita-
bly give rise to unscriptural and pernicious prac-
tices, especially in administering the ordinances.

I submit the views of a few of our leading authors
on Communion, and the practices, based on proof
of my statements.

Dr. A. P. Williams, in his work on ‘“ Commun-
1on,” says:

I. ““Jesus Christ has a kingdom on earth, and he has
churches. No one of his churches is his kingdom, but
each one is an integral portion of his kingdom.”

This, so far, is very clear. If a local church is
aninteger of the kingdom of Christ, then churches
alone compose it, since its integral parts must be
all of the same denomination. If churches are
the integers, or units of its composition, indi-
viduals can not be. This I accept.
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But the rest, Dr. Willams says, only makes
manifest the confusion of his own ideas of the
kingdom :

2. ¢Itis by faith and baptism that we enter his king-
dom. The eunuch, from the moment of his baptism, te-
longs to the kingdom of Christ.

3. ““ Any one belonging to the kingdom of Christ is
eligible to membership in any one of his churches. [Not
by right, however, for he says.] But in order to become a
member, the consent of both of himself and of the church
is necessary.”—p. 92.

If the kingdom of Christ 1s composed of the
local churches—a fact with which Dr. Williams
starts—how can one become a subject of the king-
dom without first having become a member of one
of the integral portions of that kingdom? Im-
possible.

Dr. Gardner says:

¢¢ Baptism, therefore, is the initiatory ordinance into his
visible kingdom, and the vestibule to his churches in that
kingdom ; and none have a divine right to cross the thres-
hold and enter these sacred inclosures until they have re-
ceived the print of the sacred name in the appointed way
by a properly authorized administrator.” —p. 13.

He further says that ¢¢all ordained ministers are
the accredited officers of Christ’s kingdom.”—
Page 203.

According to Dr. Gardner all the local churches
are in the kingdom, and we know they can be in
it only as its constituencies ; or, as Dr. Williams
says, ‘‘integral portions of it,” and if so, visible
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churches alone, as such, are members of Christ’s
kingdom, and individuals, as such, can not be—
therefore individuals can only be in the kingdom
as units of the constituents or ‘‘integral portions ¢ f
the kingdom,” as I can only be a member of this
Republic by being a citizen of some one of the
States. But these excellent brethren both hold and
teach that the kingdom has one ordinance, at least,
(baptism), and that all true ministers are the accred-
ited officers of the kingdom to whom this ordinance
is intrusted, and that by baptism they introduce
individuals into the kingdom before they become
members of a church; and, therefore, they may
live and die good members of Christ’s kingdom
and never become members of his church!

Here, then, we have two distinct and indepen-
dent organizations, each having its laws, ordi-
nances, and officers, and subjects, and, of course,
separate jurisdiction, but the brethren fail to inform
us how the officers of the one can officiate in the
other !

Now the fatal defects of this theory, aside from
its lack of Scripture warrant, are—

(1.) The kingdom of Christ has no officer save
its one, King and Lawgiver, who never baptizes,
and hence can not administer an ordinance to
any one.

(2.) The kingdom of Christ has no ordinance,
and therefore no one ever yet received baptism as
an ordinance of the kingdom.
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(3.) The kingdom of Christ is not composed of
persons, as integral parts, but of churches, as
kingdoms are of provinces, and therefore no person
ever was, or can be, a member of it ‘““only” as a
member of one of Christ’s churches.

(4.) But, if one ordinance belongs to the king-
dom, then both do, for what God hath joined to-
gether let not man attempt to sever. The advo-
cates of this theory will not admit that the Supper
belongs to the kingdom, but to the churches, and
therefore baptism belongs to the churches, since
both were delivered to the same organization—the
local church.

(5.) But, if the theory be correct, then, when
the church excludes a member, she can only put
him back into the Kingdom, where she found him.
Think of it—all her excluded members are in the
Kingdom of Christ, and there is no authority on
earth to put them out!

(6.) A member of the Kingdom by baptism, ap-
plies to a local church for membership, and is
refused, he still remains where he was, a citizen of
the Kingdom of Christ, and there is no power to
exclude him from it, however unworthy!

(7.) And more, the churches have no discip-
linary juiisdiction over ministers, since they belong
to the Kingdom, if they can administer its ordi-
nance. If these are distinct organizations, as these
teach, one can not interfere with the subjects of the
other !
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(8.) These brethren can not find a command or
exhortation to the members of the Kingdom to be-
come members of Christ’s church, or a reproof
given to any one who falled to do so; and from
what source can the members of the Kingdom learn
that a further duty is required of them?

Thus we see that unscriptural theories inevitably
beget unscriptural and harmful practices.

Those who accept and advocate the above the-
ory, as a rule, teach consistently with it that the
ordinances—baptism at least—was not delivered
to the churches to guard and administer to those
whose Christian experiences they can fellowship,
but to the ministry to be controlled and adminis-
tered by them when and where they please, and to
whom they may judge qualified. They claim that
it is their right to baptize applicants in a city filled
with churches, as well as in remote rural districts
where there are no churches, and to baptize in the
very baptistry of those churches, if they can get
the consent of the sexton, and even the members
of one of those very churches, should they deem
them unbaptized though the church does not, and
would not give its consent if asked! If this is not
presumptuously assuming the prerogatives of the
local churches, I can not conceive what would be
an usurpation, taking from them as it does the
control of their own ordinance.

This theory compels its advocates to teach that

persons, after their baptism, before they can be
10
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members, must make a formal application to some
church, produce proof of their baptism, and be
received by the unanimous vote of the church;
that the vote of the church, after baptism, alone
introduces into a local church. Now if this be so,
then it follows that there is not a person on this
continent, who is a member of a Baptist church,
for there i1s no one, living or dead, who was ever
so received, and the advocates of this theory are
not themselves members of a Baptist church or en-
titled to come to the Lord’s table, for they were
not received into a church. And the last conclu-
sion of this destructive theory is, that it annihi-
lates every Baptist church from this continent,
for ‘“we have no such custom, neither have the
churches of God.”

But Dr. Dagg declares that both these authors
are wrong, since their views are not authorized by
the Scriptures:

¢« As theological writers have maintained that there is a
¢ visible Church Catholic,” distinct from the Spiritual Uni-
versal Church of the Scriptures, so some of them have
maintained that there is a visible kingdom of Christ—a
society of external organization, into which men enter by
baptism. But the kingdom of Christ is not a society of
men bound together by external organization, like a family,
a nation, or a local church. This view of it is not author-
ized by the Holy Scriptures.”—C#%. Orwder, p. 140,

He defines the kingdom of Christ thus:

““The kingdom of Christ is properly the kingly au-
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thority with which he is invested ; and the phrase is used,
by metonymy, to denote the subjects of his reign, and espe-
cially the obedient subjects, on whom the blessings of his
reign are conferred. But the tie which binds these obe-
dient subjects to their King, and his reign, is internal. * *
The family, the nation, and the local church [7. e., all the
churches], are all institutions in his kingdom, or under his
reign; and the external organization of these institutions
should be regulated according to the will of the Sovereign
King; but the kingdom itself exists independent of all
external organization.”

I understand him to teach that Christ has no
visible kingdom on earth, and, therefore, no
visible consiituents, no laws, ordinances or offi-
cers; but that Christ’s reign in the hearts of men
is his kingdom, and that all regenerated men on
earth, and all holy angels in heaven, are the sub-
jects of it.

Dr. Geo. B. Taylor says:

¢ The kingdom of God is that community of professed
believers in Christ peculiar to the new dispensation. % #
Baptism is the appointed act for professing allegiance to
the kingdom of God, and thereby becoming a citizen of
that kingdom. * #* A profession of subjection to the
kingdom of God, made by baptism, constitutes regular
qualification for participation in the Lord’s Supper.”

Since he holds that the Supper is a church ordi-
nance, he must be understood as holding that
baptism introduces into a local church, and that
churches are the constituents of that community
of believers peculiar to the New Testament.
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Prof. Curtis defines it thus:

¢The Christian Dispensation—all those living under the
dominion of heavenly or spiritual principles; and all ac-
knowledging one supreme head—Christ.”

If this definition does not fritter away every
thing visible and tangible from the idea of king-
dom of Chnist, I will submit one that certainly

does.
Dr. E. J. Fish, in his ‘“Ecclesiology,” thus de-

fines 1t:

“The kingdom is of such a nature that it may be spok-
en of as either entering men, or being entered by men.
(Luke xvii: 21; Jno. iii: §5.) The kingdom is of such a
nature that one may enter it when already in it (!)—that
is, enter it still more deeply. (1 Thess. ii: 12.)

“ A man is born into the kingdom by the second birth.
The kingdom, considered as a collection of spiritual intel-
ligences, proposes nothing. It does not even elect its
executive, the Church. It simply is, believes, loves, ex-
pands, basks in glory. Stretching over the world’s conti-
nents, islands and oceans, like an invisible empire of
thought and experience, paying no regard to dynasties
or powers earthly, it receives what Christ and his Church
may impart!!”

I could fill pages with such like definitions, but
these are sufficient to show that there is no gener-
ally accepted definition of the term which we may
call standard among Baptist writers and theolo-
gians. I propose a definition which will com-
mend itself for three reasons—

1. It will embrace all the ground truths of the
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above contradictory theories, and harmonize them
by omitting what is not truth; and—

2. It will have this advantage over them—agree-
ment with the Scriptures and common sense ; and—

3. Susceptible of being comprehended, at least,
by the reader.

1. The term ‘‘kingdom,” in all languages, im-
plies organization, and, consequently, visibility.
No definition of kingdom is correct that wholly
ignores the above notions—as Dr. Dagg’s theory
most certainly does, making the language mean-
ingless.

2. Throughout the Scriptures, the kingdom of
Christ, whether spoken of as ¢‘the kingdom of
God,” or “‘of heaven,” is spoken of as something
that was to be—brought, or was brought, into
existence at Christ’s advent; and that its locality
is on this earth, and nowhere else (See Psalms 2).
John, the herald of the kingdom, proclaimed to
the expectant nation of Israel—‘‘The kingdom
of heaven has approached.” Christ’s first proc-
lamation was in the same words, which clearly im-
ply, that, prior to that time, it had not existed.

Dr. Dagg’s theory utterly ignores the prophecy
of Daniel (ii; 44), because ‘‘the whole number
of the saved” was never organized or ‘‘set up,”
and because the kingdom, as he defines it, existed
from the days of Abel; and those were empty
words uttered by Christ—‘“On this rock will I
build my Church, and the gates of hell [even if
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it means death] shall not prevail against it”—for
what could prevail, in any conceivable way, against
the saved in heaven, or those God had ordained to
save? This theory I can but esteem as violative
of the laws of language, and the teachings of
God’s word.

THE KINGDOM OF CHRIST—WHAT IS IT?

I propose to construct 1t out of the ground truths
admitted by our standard writers.

Dr. A. P. Williams, the profoundest thinker Mis-
sourl has produced, says:

“The churches are each integral parts of the king-
dom of Christ.”

If so—and I accept it—the churches, as such,
are the integers of the kingdom of Christ. The
local churches, then, compose the kingdom. Other
able writers admit that a local church is not the
kingdom, but a constituent of the kingdom, and
I accept this also. Then, it follows that the local
churches are the constituents of the kingdom
of Christ. Then must the local churches consti-
tute the kingdom of Christ—not individuals on
earth or in heaven, but churches, are the units of
which the kingdom is composed. And this is the
fact to be kept in mind—

That the kingdom of Christ is not composed of
INDIVIDUALS, as such, baptized or unbaptized;

but of CHURCHES, as such, and only of individuals
as composing local churches.
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This conclusion incontrovertibly follows:

That the visible kingdom of Christ, which is alsocalled
‘““kingdom of God,”” ‘‘of heaven,” ‘ of God’s dear Son,”
can not exist without one or more of its constituents—
local churches; and, therefore, it did not exist on earth
before, or independent of, a local church.

But ‘“the kingdom of heaven” did exist, not
only during, but ‘‘ from the days of John the Bap-
tist”—the commencement of his ministry.

This can net well be doubted, since he pro-
claimed that it had approached.

The first public proclamation by Christ was
that it had approached.

Subsequently, he declared that, ‘‘from the days
of John, it had been assaulted, and violent men
sought to destroy it; and that the law and the
prophets were until John, since which time the
kingdom of heaven was proclaimed, and all men
were opposing it”—not pressing into it, as our
version has it (see Chap. II). We know it could
not be assaulted and outraged unless visibly exist-
ing. Christ further says, That while scribe and
priest were endeavoring to shut up the kingdom
against men, publicans and harlots were going into
the kingdom before their eyes; and, when asked
‘““where his kingdom was,” he answered, that
it was ‘‘among them ”—upon the soil of Judea,
although the Jews did not apprehend it.

But since the kingdom can not exist without one
or more of its integral parts, or constituencies, then
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there must have been one Church, at least, in ex-
istence ¢‘from the days of John the Baptist,” and
that one was the only manifestation of the king-
dom until other churches were multiplied; and
during this period the church wvisible, and the
“kingdom of Christ,”” were one and the same in-
stitution, and practically synonymous terms.

The Christian Church, in connection with the
kingdom of Christ, may be considered as a pro-
gressive institution, and developed in three periods:

1. In its inchoate, or formative period, em-
bracing the period from the ministry of John the
Baptist until the close of the first Pentecost after
the ascension of Christ.

During this period, the little stone was cut out
of the mountain without hands-—creative agency—
and commenced rolling onward toward the image
which symbolized all earthly opposing kingdoms
(Dan. ii). During this period the little mus-
tard seed germinated, and blade and stalk, with
its tender branches and leaves, appeared in the
garden of Judea; but the time of its blossoming,
and full expansion into tree-form and fruitage, was
not yet, but it was none the less ¢‘ a mustard tree,”
or plant.

When Aneas, with his handful of heroes, hav-
ing escaped from burning Troy, and the disasters
of the sea, reached the Lavinian shore, and estab-
lished his kingly jurisdiction, that little band was
as much a Roman kingdom as it was when the
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legions of Caesar had conquered all the known
world.

Baptists have been tauntingly asked to show the
semblance of a Church or kingdom of Christ be-
fore the days of pentecost; and some of our writ-
ers have strangely conceded that there was neither
before pentecost. I think a kingdom can be found;
and, if a kingdom, then a church, since the for-
mer can not exist without the latter. Let us care-
fully examine the inspired records.

John was sent to make ready a people prepared
for the Lord, and he had a people in readiness for
his Master, and the Lord accepted them and asso-
ciated them as his disciples. In this body of dis-
ciples, under the authority of Christ, and obe-
dient to his authority, we find all the elements of a
Christian Church, viz. : Called out from the world
by conversion and baptism, associated in a visible
body according to the direction of Christ their only
Head and King, and submitting in all things to his
authority. This was Christ's Church in its incep-
tive state; and John applied to it the very name
given it in the Apocalypse of Christ—the Bride
(Rev. xxi: 9); that is, one day to be ‘“‘the Lamb’s
wife.” The name Christ ere long gave to this body
of disciples was significant—an assembly; a body
that could, and must often, be assembled in one
place for worship, and the transaction of business.
He several times assembled these disciples before
he gave them the title of his ‘‘assembly ”—Church.
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The first full church-meeting—a gathering to-
gether of his disciples into one place for general
instruction—-is recorded by Matthew (v: 1):

“And seeing the multitude, he went up into a mountain,

and having sat down his disciples came unto him, and he
opened his mouth and taught them, saying.”

These ‘¢ disciples” were not the twelve apostles,
nor yet the seventy merely, for they had not yet
been chosen from the whole body, but the multi-
tude of his disciples. So Alford:

¢ The disciples, in the wider sense, including those of
the apostles already called, and all who had, either for a
longer or shorter time, attached themselves to him as hear-
ers. * * The discourse was spoken directly to the
disciples,” etc.

Here, then, is a real church meeting; a visible
assembly of men, possessing certain qualifications,
called out from the oklos (multitude) for a specific
purpose, and this is the essential signification of
ecclesia in Greek. We may add an organized as-
sembly, since they recognized the supreme author-
ity of Christ over them. At this first general meet-
ing of his disciples, which soon after he named his
ecclesia—his assembly, church—he instructed
them touching their individual Christian duties,
and clearly indicated their mission as his assembly.

“Ye are the light of the world —a city set on a hill.

Let your light so shine that men, seeing your good works,
may glorify your Father who isin heaven.”

This I consider Christ’s first great commission to
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his Church, and by which he made it the great mis-
sionary agency for the gospel enlightenment of the
whole world ; for it was of the whole world he con-
stituted his church to be the light.

Here was a Church, of which Christ was the
living present Head, and the source of all law and
government: but as yet there were no commissioned
officers, since the apostles, nor the seventy were
chosen for some time after this. (See Matt. ix: 9.)

The second general gathering together of his dis-
ciples into one place was by a special summons.
Luke thus records it (vi: 12)—

“And it came to pass in those days, that he went out
into a mountain to pray, and continued all night in prayer
to God. And when it was day, he called [summoned] his
disciples [the whole body of them] to him. And having
chosen from them twelve, whom he called also apostles.

And having come down with them, he stood on a
plain, and a company of his disciples [not all in this in-
stance] and a great multitude of people from all Judea, etc.,
etc. And he lifted up his eyes on his disciples and said,
Blessed are ye, poor ones : for yours is the kingdom of God.”

Those disciples at this time alone composed the
kingdom of God, and it was indeed literally theirs,
being entirely of them.

« After this (Luke x) Christ appointed seventy other [of-
ficers], and sent them, two by two, before his face into every
place whether he himself was about to come.”

It is not much to infer that after these two gen-
eral meetings of the whole or main body of the
disciples, and the appointment of officers, that his
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disciples would understand Christ should he call
them his assembly, and as constituting the king-
dom which, as Messiah, he was to set up on this
earth. This was soon formally announced:

¢“ And I also say unto thee, That thou art Peter, and upon
this rock will I build my assembly—church—and the gates
of hell shall not prevail against it. And I will give unto
thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven; and whatsoever
thou shalt bind on earth, shall be bound in heaven,” etc.

There was a kingdom and a church in existence
at this time, but not as separate organizations; for
the kingdom included the church and the church
composed the kingdom.

Soon after this the Lawgiver delivers to his
church the fundamental law for dealing with all
personal offenses among the members, which has
never been modified or abrogated; and the giving
of this law and the express mention of the body
of his disciples as a church, puts it beyond all
question that there was an organization at this time,
since laws imply and necessitate organization.

The third general meeting of the brethren of his
ecclesia was after his resurrection, where, at a
place he appointed before his death, he met more
than five hundred brethren at one time. (1 Cor.
xv: 6.)

The number with Christ as witness of his ascen.
sion is not told, but it seems that one hundred and
twenty upon their return, held a church meeting
in an upper room in Jerusalem, where they, by



UNSCRIPTURAL AND INCONSISTENT. 157

popular vote, elected Matthias to fill the place
left vacant by the death of Judas.

The body of brethren which Christ had three
times gathered into an assembly, and had desig-
nated as his church, and spoken of as his kingdom,
the Holy Spirit expressly calls a church after the
ascension of Christ. We have not the slightest in-
timation that there was the least modification made
in its organization, much less that a new and un-
heard of body was originated by the apostles. To
the body which Christ left, the three thousand were
added by baptism on the day of Pentecost; and it
was to the church then existing that the saved
were added daily for some time afterward. The
closing days of this period were marked by great
activity, since itentered with the zeal of a new con-
vert upon the work assigned it by its risen Head;
the gospel was preached, converts baptized in
large numbers, and the Lord’s Supper observed,
the doctrine of the apostles steadfastly adhered to,
and brotherly love abounded. Let this be borne
in mind, that before the days of Pentecost and the
great revival that marked those days, a church
was in existence, and that no church was or-
ganized during the days of Pentecost or
afterwards in the city of Jerusalem, and
that this body of disciples constituted the kingdom
of Christ during this period.

The Second Period of church development and
extension of the kingdom of Christ, embraces the
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whole intervening space between the close of the
first Pentecost, after the ascension, and the second
advent and coronation of Christ upon the throne
of his father David as ¢“ King of kings and Lord of
lords.” It is during this second period that the
mustard plant of the last ‘‘becomes a great tree,
so that the fowls of the air lodge in its branches”—
that the prophetic stone reaches the feet of the
image (Dan 1), crushes them and breaks the im-
age In pieces.

Space does not allow me to trace at any length
the development of the church Christleft on earth.
We soon see it again exercising its democratic
principles in electing seven deacons (Acts vi), to
take the ministry of its temporal affairs that its
ministers may the more fully give themselves to
their spiritual vocations; and a little further on
we see the church at Antioch clothed with, and
exercising the full prerogatives of a complete and
independent church, empowered to ordain and
commiission two of its members to go forth as for-
eign missionaries to carry the glad news of salva-
tion into Asia and Greece.

The relation of the kingdom to the churches of
Christ is thus indicated by Dr. Harvey in his late
work, ¢¢ Zhe Church:”

“ The church—{7, ¢., churches] is the visible, earthly form
of the kingdom of Christ, and is the divine organization

appointed for its advancement and triumph. Organized
and governed by the laws of the invisible king, and com-
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posed of the subjects of the heavenly kingdom, who, by the
symbol of fealty, have publicly professed allegiance to him,
the church [es] fitly represents that kingdom. Hence the
apostles in receiving authority to establish, under divine
inspiration, the form and order of the church, received
‘the keys of the kingdom of heaven.” Whenever they
gathered disciples they organized a church; and at their
death they left this as a distinctive and only visible form of
the kingdom of Christ on earth.”—pp. 24-25.

The Third Period of the church’s history, in con-
nection with the extension of Christ’s kingdom,
will commence with the coronation and enthrone-
ment of Christ as the ¢ One whose right it is to
rule,” the subjugation of all the nations of earth to
his absolute dominion, and the association of all
his saints, now fully redeemed and glorified, with
himself as heirs and joint heirs with himself in the
government of the nation as kings and priests.

The following scriptures refer to the kingdom in
its third universal and glorious extension—Luke ix:
27; xxii: 16, 18; Acts xiv: 22; 1 Cor. vi: 9; xiii:
50; Rev. xil: 10; xi: 15; Matt. xili: 41; xvi: 28;
2 Tim. iv: 1.

The Stone of Prophecy (Dan. ii) now becomes
the great mountain [government] and fills the
whole earth. The subjects of the kingdom 1n the
former periods now inherit it, and become associ-
ated with their king in the administration of its
government. All the nations and kingdoms of
carth, as such, will become and constitute the
kingdom of our Lord, and the subjects over whom
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the saints, with Christ, rule and reign. (Dan. vii:
27; Rev. v: 10; xx: 6.) Now will be fulfilled that
prophecy ‘“when the mountain [government] of
the Lord’s House shall be established on the tops
of the mountains [over all governments], and all
nations shall flow untoit.”” (Isa. ii: 2.)

It now remains to gather up the ground truths
of the above standard authors, and construct a
definition of kingdom of Christ that will be in ac-
cord with the teachings of scripture.

Dr. Williams says that ‘“each local church is an
integral portion of the kingdom.”

Dr. Taylor: ‘“That the baptized alone are in the
kingdom.”

Dr. Gardner: That all the true churches of Christ
are in the kingdom of Christ.

Dr. Fish: The churches are the executives
of the laws of the kingdom, and of course are in
it. We must suppose he meant all the visible
churches.

Dr. Harvey: That the church is the earthly form
of the kingdom of Christ. * * The church fitly
represents that kingdom.

This, then, must be the definition to embrace all
these propositions.

The kingdom of Christ, of God, of heaven, is consti-
tuted of the sum total of all his true visible churches
as constituents, which churches are the sole judges
and executives of the laws and ordinances of the king-
dom.
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From this we learn:

1. That all the officers, save the king, belong to
the churches, and receive their authority to offi-
ciate from the churches.

2. That the churches being intrusted with the
administration of the laws and ordinances, they
must be administered under their supervision and
upon their fellowship, since they can not delegate
their trusts to others.

3. That, by baptism, we become citizens of the
kingdom of Christ, only because it introduces us
into one of its constituents—a local church—just
as we become a citizen of this Republic only by
becoming a citizen of some one of its constituents
—a State.

4. We learn that all our church rights, privileges,
and franchises are limited to the particular church
of which we are members, as those of a citizen are
limited to the State of which he is a citizen. Nor
can one church constitutionally extend her fran-
chises or privileges to persons without and beyond
her jurisdiction, any more than one State can ex-
tend her franchises to citizens of other States.

5. That since the Supper is one of the ord:.
nances, and committed to the guardianship and
administration of each local church, no member
of another church has the least right or title to par-
take of it only in the church of which he is a
member; since Christ has not given him the

right, and since Christ has not authorized his
11
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churches to legislate so as to change, in the least
particular, his appointments, they can not grant,
under the plea of ** courtesy ”’ or fellowship, a right
or privilege which he has, for wise purposes, with-
held.

OsjrcTioN.—That the kingdom of Christ had not
come during the ministry of Christ, is evident from
the prayer He taught his disciples to pray, which
we call ¢ The Lord’s Prayer.”

Answer.—Christ did not teach his disciples to
pray that his Messianic kingdom might come—the
prayer has no allusion to his kingdom—but that the
Father’s kingdom might come and embrace this
ruined earth as it now does the heavens.

Often we mislead ourselves by our misreading.
The Prayer begins thus:

Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name.
Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done in earth as it is
done in heaven.

When this prayer is answered, God’s will will
be done on this earth as it is in heaven, and then
earth will be heaven. This will take place at
the close of Christ’s mediatorial reign with his
saints on this earth, when he shall have consum-
mated the work he undertook to do in the cove-
nant of redemption—have redeemed and regener-
ated the whole physical earth (Rom. viii:) making
new heavens and a new earth (z Pet. iii: ) and have
redeemed and saved enough of Adam’s race to
peopleit. ‘‘Then (Paul tells us) cometh the end
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when he shall have delivered up the kingdom to
God, even the Father; when he shall have put
down all rule, and all authority and power. For
he [Christ] must reign till he hath put all enemies
under his feet.” (1 Cor. xv: 24.)

Itis for this ultimate triumph, and the ample re-
establishment of the prestine kingdom of the Father
over this earth, that Christ taught his disciples to
desire and to pray in that prayer; and it is what
every child of God does desire, and for which he
should pray.
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CHAPTER V.

——0 0@ 00—
THE SUPPER A CHURCH ORDINANCE.

Definition of church ordinance.— The Supper demon-
strated to be a church ordinance—1. Each church
absolutely independent under Christ ; 2. Each church
is made the guardian of the ordinances, and enjoined
to prevent the disqualified from partaking of them;
3. The symbolism of the Supper determine it beyond
question to be a church ordinance, since it symbolizes
church velations with the body celebrating the rite.—-
Christ appointed it as a church ordinance—could not
have allowed his churches the right to contravene it.

~The churches of the first ages observed it as a
church ordinance.

M £ have seen that the Supper can only be
il enjoyed by one—r1. Who has been scrip-
5 turally baptized ; and thus, 2. Has become a
member of a scriptural church; and 3. Is
in hearty fellowship with its doctrines; and
4. Is walking in gospel order. I come now to no-
tice further: That the Lord’s Supper is a
church ordinance, and, as such, can only be
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observed by a church, as such, and by a
person in the church of which he is a
member.

This statement indicates an observance of the
Supper generally disregarded by our churches, as
are other important .matters connected with the
sacred feast, as the character of bread and the
kind of wine used, and it will, therefore, demand
an investigation in spirit so unfettered by the prej-
udices of long usage and uninfluenced by the opin-
ions of their powerful advocates, that compara-
tively few will be able to command; but, these
few belong to the class of witnesses who have,
through all ages, been the conservators of ‘‘the
truth as it is in Jesus,” and to whom the world is
indebted for a pure gospel and scriptural ordi-
nances. The truth of the proposition, as a whole,
depends upon the truth of its first clause, 7. e., that
the Supper is a church ordinance. It becomes
me to define a church, from a denominational and
social ordinance. There is no denominational or-
dinance of divine appointment—because such a
thing as a denomination, in the sense of an organ-
ized body, embracing all the churches of a prov-
ince or nation, was unknown in the first ages. I
have denominated the Lord’s Supper a denomina-
tional ordinance whenever it is opened to the mem-
bers of any and all Baptist churches present. We
do not allow a brother not a member, in however
good standing, the right to vote in our Conventions,
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Associations, Presbyteries, Councils, or church con-
ference, but we do confer upon him the rights of
a member, without the knowledge of his character,
when we observe the Lord’s Supper, the most sac-
red of all ordinances!

A social ordinance or act is one that may be
enjoyed anywhere by any number of Christians, as
individuals, baptized or unbaptized —as singing,
prayer, exhortation and religious conversation.

But, the essential qualities of a church ordi-
nance are,—

1. That it is a rite, the duty of perpetuating
which is committed to the visible churches, as such.

2. The qualifications of its recipients must be
decided by the members of the churches as such.

3. Any rite which symbolizes church relations
can only be participated in by the members of the
church celebrating, and is pre-eminently a church
ordinance.

A church act or privilege is one that can be
transacted or enjoyed by the constituent members
of one particular church. Voting upon all questions
relating to the choice of officers, the fellowship
and government of the church, is a church privi-
lege, or act, which, from the very nature and con-
stitution of a gospel church, belongs to the mem-
bers of that particular church alone, and can not
be extended beyond its limits without peril to its
very existence.

Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are universally
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admitted to be church ordinances, and yet few
seem to apprehend why they are, or why they
can not be administered by an officer of a local
church without the action or presence of the
church.

Of the Lord’s Supper, especially, few seem to
understand why it ceases to be a church ordinance
when administered to those without and beyond
its jurisdiction, or when those without and be-
yond the jurisdiction of a local church are associ-
ated in its celebration. It is my conviction that
misapprehension of the true nature and limitations
of a church ordinance has given rise to all the dis-
cussions, misunderstandings, all the misrepresenta-
tions, and bitter prejudices excited against us by
other denominations, as well as to all the present
disagreement among Baptists. If ail parties could
understand clearly why the Lord’s Supper is a
church ordinance, and why it must, from its very
nature and in every instance, be observed by the
constituent membership of each local church alone,
1t must be that all this unpleasant and harmful mis-
understanding, and antagonism would be settled
and pacified: and certainly this would be a con-
summation devoutly to be wished by every true
child of God in every denomination.

In the not vain hope, I trust, of contributing
something toward this so desirable a result, I submit
this and the following chapters.

My first argument to show why the Lord’s Sup-
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per is a church ordinance, and can not be scrip-
turally observed only by the members of one par-
ttcular church, 1s,—

1. That each church under Christ is ab-
solutely independent.

The first church organized by Christ was a com-
plete and perfect church, and yet it existed for
years before other churches were formed. There
were no new ecclesiastical relations originated, nor
the slightest modification of the character of this
church made, by the multiplication of churches.
During the apostolic age, nor for ages after, was
there the shadow of any confederation or con-asso-
ciation or constitutional #nter-dependence recognized,
any more than between the families of children of
a common parentage. Love for the brotherhood
and active charity for all in distress, and the doing
of good, especially to the household of faith, was
only enjoined  The idea of a constitutional inter-
dependence, which i1s now imperceptibly taking root
in the minds of the cultured leaders of our people,
in the fourth century begot confederations and con-
associations of churches, and these soon breought
forth the centralized ecclesiastical hierarchisin under
the auspices of Constantine—which is known as
the ¢ Great Apostasy.”

[ A. D. 100-193}. < All cougregations were independent
of each other,” etc. (Gieseler, chap. ii: p. §3.)

«¢ All the churches in those primitive times were inde-
pendent bodies, and none of them subject to the jurisdic.
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tion of any other. It is as clear as noonday that all Chuis-
tian churches had equal rights, and were in all respects on
a footing of equality.” (Mosheim, A. D. 100).

[A. D. 200.] ¢“During a great part of this century all
the churches continued to be, as at first, independent of
each other, or were connected by no con-associations or
confederations ; each church was a kind of little independ-
ent republic, governed by its own laws.”

[A. D. 300-400.] ¢ Although the ancient mode of
church government seemed, in general, to remain unal-
tered, yet there was a gradual deflection from its rules,
and an approximation toward the form of monarchy.
This change in the form of government was followed by
a corrupt state of the clergy.”

This was the vile offspring begotten by the idea
of the inter-dependency of churches, which is find-
ing strong advocates in our day. They sink the
idea of churches into that of a Denomination.

The learned Dr. Owen, of England, asserts:

“That, in no approved writer, for two hundred years
after Christ, is mention made of any organized visible
professing church, except a local organization.”—Cro-
well’s Church Manual, p. 36.

Each church being absolutely independent, it
must, from the very nature of the case, absolutely
control its own acts; and can be responsible to no
authority save Christ. It can not constitutionally
allow the members of other communities to share
its prerogatives, since such license would endanger
its own independency and responsibility.

Should a church so far forget its trust as to fall
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into the general practice of inviting, as an act of
courtesy (which implies a discourtesy in refusing
to do 1it), the members of all sister churches
present to vote in the reception and exclusion of
members, discipline, and even choice of pastors,
as one prominent Baptist author advises, how soon
the independency of the churches would be sub-
verted! Usage would soon crystallize into prece-
dent, and custom into law.

The independency of the churches is of Christ’s
special appointment, and it is our sacred duty to
do nothing tending to imperil or contravene it.
No one will presume to claim that Christ invested
his churches with the power to contravene, at
their pleasure, any one of his appointments.
Their powers are all delegated, and delegated
powers can not be relegated. A local church can
not confer upon members of other communities any
privilege or franchise that belongs exclusively to
her own members.

But it is further demonstrable that the Supper,
as well as baptism, is a local church ordinance,
because—

2. To each local church is committed
the sole administration and guardianship
of the ordinances.

This will not be questioned, save by the few
who hold that baptism, at least, was committed to
the ministry as such; that they alone are respon-
sible for its proper administration; and they can,
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therefore, administer it without the presence and
voice of the church whenever and wherever they
please. This must be settled, not by the will or
opinions of men, but by the Scriptures.

Let us see what one apostle thought concern-
ing this issue between a part of our ministry and
the churches:

TO THE CHURCH AT CORINTH.

““I have received of the Lord Jesus that which I also
delivered unto you.”—(1 Cor. xi: 23.)

All the instructions and directions, both as re-
spects the doctrine and the ordinances, Paul de-
livered, not to the ministry, but to the churches.

“Now I praise you, brethren [not you, ministers of the
churches], that ye remember me in all things, and keep the
ordinances as I delivered them unto you.”-—(1 Cor. xi: 2.)

Now note his command to this church, not to
1ts ministers :

‘“ Be ye followers of me, even as I am also of Christ.”—
(1 Cor. ii: 1.)

““I beseech you, be ye followers of me. For this cause
I have sent unto you Timothy, my beloved son, and faith-
ful in the Lord, who shall bring you into remembrance of
my ways, which be in Christ, as I teach every-where in
every church.”—(1 Cor. iv: 16, 17.)

TO THE CHURCH AT PHILIPPI.

¢ Brethren, be ye followers of me, and mark them who
walk so, as ye have us for an example.”

He enjoins it upon the church to follow the di-
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rections he had given it, as well as to ““mark”
those who did not.

TO THE CHURCH AT COLOSSE.

““Though I be absent in the flesh, yet am I with you in
the spirit, joying and obeying your order, and the stead-
fastness of your faith in Christ. As ye have received
Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk ye in him. Beware lest
any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit,
after the traditions of men, alter the rudiments of the
world, and not after Christ.” —(ii: 5-8.)

TO THE CHURCH AT THESSALONICA.

¢ Therefore, my brethren, stand fast and hold the tra-
dition [which embraces all the instructions and ordinan-
ces] which ye have been taught, whether by word or our
epistle.—(2 Thess. ii: 15.)

“And we have confidence in the Lord touching you
[the Church], that ye both do and will do the things we
command you.”—(iii: 4.)

It would be useless to reason with those who
could deny, with these Scriptures before their
eyes, that the ordinances were not delivered in
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