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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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PREFACE.

Every Christian is & member of two kingdoms per-
fectly distinct, but perfectly compatible in their interests.
In each of these he has peculiar duties, in the discharge
of which he is to pursue a very different conduct. As
a subject of civil government, he is called to unreserved,
unequivocal obedience, without waiting to inquire into
its nature and quality, or even the legitimacy of the
title of those in power: If he understands his Bible,
he knows that ¢ the powers that be, are ordained of
God,” and that he must ¢ submit to every ordinance of
man, not merely for wrath, but also for conscience sake.”
In Britain be will submit to monarchy; in America to
arepublic; and in France he will obey, without puzzling
himself in determining whether Buonaparte be a legal
governor, or a usurper. But it is not so in the king-
dom of Christ. Here it is his duty in everything to
judge for himself, and in no instance to be the disciple
of man. He is commanded to examine, not blindly
adopt the dogmas of his spiritual gnides. He is no-
where required to conform and submit to that form of
church government, under which he has been educated,
or to which he may at any time have thought it his
duty to attach himself. He is enjoined to *prove all
things, and to hold fast only that which is good.” Heis
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Christ’s freedman, and should not suffer himself to be-
come the servant of man, nor to be fettered by human
Systems.

Convinced that this is both the duty and privilege of
every Christian, I have largely and leisurely examined
the original nature, and present state of that church* in
which I was educated, and in which I have for some
years acted as a minister. I have examined, and am
convinced, that both in plan and administration, it is
contrary to the Word of God. It must appear to every
man of candour, that I could have no interest in de-
ciding as I have done. Every interest of a worldly
nature was surely on the other side. The day I gave
up my connection with the General Synod, I gave up
all that the world esteems. T sacrificed not only my
prospects in life, and my respectability in the world
but every settled way of support. It is usnal for men
to desert a church under persecution; I have deserted
one in the tide of her prosperity, or as some of her
friends speak, in her “ meridian glory.” If people never
begin to think anything amiss in their religion till they
are persecuted for it, or till superior honours and ad-
vantages are held out to view, they have reason to
suspect their judgments. But when wealth and re-
spectability in society are in the gift of the church,
when one of her members sits in judgment upon her,
she is likely to get a fair trial. A man is not apt,
upon slight grounds, to reason himself out of his living,

* T am obliged sometimes in this pamphlet to use the word
church in this common aceeptation, though not so used in any
part of the New Testament.



PREFACE., X1t

his friends, and his reputation. It will not be out of
whim he will exchange ease for labour, respect for
calumny, present competency for the naked promise of
God. Notwithstanding this, I am perfectly aware
that the worst motives and designs will be attributed
to me. I would indeed know little of human nature,
and less of the Bible, if I did not expect the reproaches
of the world. If they have called the Master of the
house Beelzebub, much more those of his household.
He himself experienced such treatment from the world,
and he knows how to succour his children in like
circumstances.

The divine right of the Presbyterian form of church
government, it may be expected, will now become the
present truth among all sects of Presbyterians in this
country. Their inveterate rage against each other, will
for a time be suspended, that they may unite against
the common enemy. Every pulpit will resound with
the cry of innovation ; many an affecting representation
will be given of the sufferings of our worthy forefathers,
in erecting the venerable fabric. I would caution Chris-
tians not to suffer themselves to be imposed on by such
senseless declamations. The appeal on both sides must
be to the Scriptures; not a stone of the fabric ean be
lawfully rested on other ground. If classical Presbytery
be in the New Testament, let its advocates eome for-
ward, and fairly refute my arguments. I have no
object but truth, and whatever may be published against
my pamphlet, in a Christian and candid manner, shall
receive every attention. But let them not lose their
temper, nor substitute railing for argument. Neither
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let them nibble round the surface of the subject, but let
them enter into the essence of the debate. If any are
convinced, let them beware of stifling convictions. Let
them not suffer interest, prejudice, or the fear of re-
proach, to deter them from obeying the least of the com-
mandments of Christ. ‘“Whosoever shall be ashamed
of me and my words in this sinful and adulterous gene-
ration, of him also shall the Son of man be ashamed
when he cometh in the glory of his Father with
the holy angels.”—Mark viii. 38. ‘“He that loveth
father or mother more than me, is not worthy of me ;
and he that loveth son or daughter more than me, is
not worthy of me. And he that taketh not his cross,
and followeth after me, is not worthy of me. He that
findeth his life shall lose it, and he that loseth his life
for my sake, shall find it.,”—Matt. x. 37-39.

Though I am decidedly convinced of the complete
independency of the apostolical churches, and of the
duty of following them, I would not be understood as
placing undue importance upon this point. Christians
of every denomination I love, and I will never, I hope,
withhold my hand, or my countenance from any who,
after impartial investigation, conscientiously differ from
me. I can from my heart say, *“grace be with all
those who love our Lord Jesus Christ, in sincerity and
truth.,” Pity indeed, while there are so few friends of
Jesus, that those should harbour hard thoughts of each
other, for conscientious differences. But let it not be
expected from this, that I shall “ know any man ac-
cording to the flesh,” or avoid freely censuring what-
ever I judge unfounded in Scripture, out of compliment
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to any friend who may countenance it. This would be
to “ walk as men.”

In endeavouring to overthrow the system of Presby-
terianism, I have only assaulted the main pillars of the
edifice ; if I have succeeded, the roof and all the
rubbish will fall of course. The voluminous defences
of Presbytery, of former days, I consider too stale to be
particularly noticed. I wait till their advocates recog-
nise them. But though every pin of that system could
be proved to be divine, it would not affect my opinion
of the duty of separating from the Synod. I would
stand upon ground still tenable. I do not shrink from
discussion. Truth will finally prevail.






CHAPTER L

REASONS A PRIORI* WHY IT IS PROBABLE THAT
THE SCRIPTURES CONTAIN A DIVINE MODEL
OF CHURCH GOVERNMENT.

NortHING can be more unfair than to determine a
priore, with an air of demonstrative certainty, what
must be revealed in Scripture; and then to open the
book and compel it to favour the hypothesis. We
are not arrogantly to prescribe to God what he must
reveal; our conclusions upon what is proper to be
revealed, must be ultimately determined by a candid
inspection of the sacred volume itself. Controvertists
upon the subject of church government have frequently
abused this argument; and have, as it were, almost
settled the dispute without opening the Bible. Their
favourite system must be there, and they are deter-
mined to find it. In proportion to the poverty of
Scripture materials, is there a wider scope for imagi-
nation ; where Scripture fails them, high probability
will amply compensate for the deficiency, and is even
more convenient, as it will vary according to the
necessities of the different writers.

But though this argument has been abused, we are
not on that account entirely to abandon it. I appre-
hend that there is a legitimate use which it may have
on many questions, highly serviceable, if restrained
within its natural limits. Though we are not warran-
ted to conclude with certainty, that there is a divine
model of church government in the New Testament,

* By a priori, I mean those arguments that render it pro-
bable, that there is in the New Testament a Divine Model of
Church Government, previous to the investigation of Scripture,
and I use it here and elsewhere to prevent a circumlocution.

B
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till we prove it from itself, yet there may be reasons
to render the affirmative extremely probable; which,
when considered, will animate us in our search, induce
us to collect the scattered fragments, and prepare us
to receive, with gratitude, even the scanty pattern
which Scripture may afford. Suppose I live near a
river on which there are many bleach-greens—after a
flood I find a web—I am anxious to know to whom it
belongs, for many have been lost. I instantly conclude
that it will tell its owner itself—I open it, and examine
the ends for the owner’s name, but to my great sur-
prise, though both are entire, I find no name. I recur
to my argument @ priori—I reason thus: Can it be
possible that a linen-draper would be so careless as not
to mark his cloth? This web is entire—therefore
certainly it must have a mark, though I cannot discern
it. Encouraged by this, I unfold the web, and glance
hastily over it from end to end; but no mark can I
find. Shall I give over? No: The principle upon
which my expectation is founded, remains unshaken,
therefore it must be owing to my unskilfulness that I
am unsuccessful. I am not accustomed to the business,
and therefore the mark has eluded me. I begin again—
I search more leisurely; not a thread of the woof
escapes my eye. As I advance I see some little strokes
marked thus ( \11 )—this cannot, I say, be the mark ;
however I will keep it in view. I proceed again, and
in a little I find some other of the same unintelligible
specks (HH). Strange! what does this mean? These
are not letters, say I, yet they are not accidental. I
advance in hopes of some clearer discovery, but all I
can obtain is something like the rest (a171). The
thought occurs to me to bring these together, and try
what they will make when joined. At last, after trying
and fitting them a thousand ways I make A H. Over-
joyed, I exclaim, this is Mr. H—’s, my neighbour’s
web. Just so I reason, and so I act upon the subject
under consideration. I see an evident necessity for
Scriptural direction on this head. I perceive strong
antecedent reasons to expect that the New Testament
will contain the model of the apostolical churches for
our direction. With these sentiments I open the Bible;
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I read and read, collect and compare, and when I get
‘the scattered fragments to make an harmonious whole,
I am not doubtful of its divine origin.

1. Human manners are much affected by the dif-
ference of civil government. The genius of the con-
stitution gives a turn to general manners and modes
of thinking. Nations have their characteristic habits
and customs which the philosopher can trace to this
source. May not the same effects be expected from
particular forms of church government? This influence
may not be discernible in a comparison of two indi-
vidual Christians, trained under different forms of
church government, but will be sensible when sects
are compared in the bulk. The government that is
most spiritual will unavoidably communicate a tincture
of its spirit to the mass of its subjects. Now, if the
mode of the government of the church be in the
smallest degree influential of manners, I cannot con-
ceive that Christ would leave this to human discretion.

2. The different theories which have been adopted
on this subject, have materially influenced the senti-
ments of their respective advocates, not only in the
explanation of the passages of Scripture immediately
concerned, but also of many in which they are not
under the influence of a party spirit. All Secripture
truths have a mutual connection, and it will often in-
evitably happen, that adopting a wrong theory upon
one point, will lead us into other mistakes in the inter-
pretation of Scripture, or hide from us the true key of
analysis. To those who have attentively studied this
controversy, it will appear evident that the elucidation
of many places in Scripture is affected by it. Now, if
a difference of opinion on this subject affect the ex-
planation of other passages in Scripture, there is,
besides its own importance, an additional reason why
it is worthy the interposition of God.

3. The general sense of professing Christians in all
ages, argues the necessity of Scriptural direction on
this point. This argument is used with success in
favour of revelation, and I see no reason why it should
not have all its weight here. The great bulk of pro-
fessing Christians have in all ages supposed, that they
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have found in Seripture, at least the ground-work of
their respective plans. When was the divine right
given up ? Not till the enlightened advocates of
worldly churches saw that it could no longer be
pleaded with advantage. When they found that the
witness would not speak in their favour they en-
deavoured to keep him out of cowrt, lest he should
speak against them.

4. Either unanimity on this point is not a duty, or
the Scriptures must afford us the means of effecting it.
Now, the apostle frequently calls our attention to thls
as a dutv in all things. True, indeed, perfect unan-
imity is not to be expected but is this the fault of a
defective revelation, or of our remaining corruptions
and blindness. There can be nothing a duty which is
not revealed. Our differences in the greatest minutice
of religion are owing to ourselves, and not to a want
of Secripture direction. Now I know of no way to
effect unanimity, but by proposing self-evident truths,
or the authority of God in revelation. That the mode
of church government does not belong to the former,
is sufficiently evident from experience; it must there-
tore belong to the latter. But unanimity upon this
point is consequentially of more importance, than
upon many others of more infrinsic importance. Upon
many other points, if Christians have differences of
opinion, they have it to themselves; upon this their
difference affects each other. Either I must submit to
be ruled by the opinion of my neighbour, by a church
government which I think Christ did not appoint, or
e must do so to me, or we must form different sects.
Now upon many other questions perhaps more intrin-
sically important, each of wus may hold our own
opinions, and bear with each other in the same church.
I cannot think then that God would leave us without
Seriptural direction on this matter.

5. Will there ever be a day when all sects shall
coalesce? I can see no reason to doubt of this.
Without it, I cannot conceive that perfect harmony
the Scriptures, with the general consent of professing
Christians, give us reason to expect. Discrepancy on
this point is too great to be consistent with the increase
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of knowledge of the latter days. Whether is this to
be effected by a new revelation, or by a more plentiful
effusion of the Spirit upon Christians, and a greater
attention to the revealed will of God? Is there any
other way in which revelation can effect this union,
but by giving us a model, or directions on this point ?
I think it not supposable, that the want of a model in
Scripture would be a means of uniting all Christians.
For if there be no model or direction in Secripture,
unanimity or uniformity is not a duty. This would be
saying, that the opinion that union is not a duty, would
effect union. Never would there be a greater variety
than when this notion should prevail. To effect union,
on this supposition, it would appear to me to be neces-
sary to enlarge the powers of the human mind, beyond
what hath ever yet appeared in man. The sublimest
geniuses on earth have their differences of opinion on
every thing but self evident truths. But to effect union
in this manner is derogatory both to revelation and the
office of the Holy Spirit.

6. There cannot be that prompt, cheerful, and dutiful
obedience to church rulers, if the model and laws of
the church be not in Scripture. If church rulers have
a discretionary power to enact laws, they may abuse
that power, and therefore their decrees must be re-
ceived with examination and caution. Thus there may
be a difference of opinion with regard to their pro-
priety ; and, at all events, the conviction of the duty
of obedience will be more slowly and circuitously ob-
tained. This will gradually introduce either a spirit of
disobedience, or of abject servility, among church mem-
bers. They will be led either to slight the authority of
church judicatories, or receive their dictates with a
slavish submission. The truth of this remark is abun-
dantly evidenced among those sects which more or less
claim the right of acting according to circumstances;
of enacting laws of expediency and discretion. The
people are either the slaves and dupes of their church
rulers, receiving the decrees of ecclesiastical assemblies,
as the dictates of heaven ; or they make light of, and
despise their authority. Complete, unequivocal, cheer-
ful, and conscientious obedience is to be found only
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among those who dare not command without opening
their commission, and appealing to the laws to which
they enforce obedience. Here there is no room either
for disobedience on the one hand, or slavish obedience
on the other. Church members see clearly they are
not obeying man but God.

7. Either all forms of church government are alike
calculated to promote edification, or if one be better
than another, that which is best will be so evident, that
all Christians will readily agree in it, or the Scriptures
must afford us sufficient means to discover it ; otherwise
they are deficient. I know not that there are any who
will agree to the first, and it appears from fact that the
second is not just. In the same times, in the same city,
we find almost all the varieties of church government
that have existed in times and countries the most re-
mote. Now, if it be a matter of importance to adopt
one form rather than another, and if the children of
the same family, as well as the inhabitants of the same
city, will differ in their opinions on this subject, it
would appear to be a matter worthy of divine inter-
ference. If there be no divine model, I cannot see how
God is not to blame for all the variety of sects occa-
sioned by difference of sentiment on this subject. If
we are left to our own judgment and prudence, there
can be no sin in using them ; and a variety of sects is
the unavoidable consequence.

8. Whatever is left to human discretion in religion,
is of such a nature that there is no room for the weakest
Christian to err, nor the least foundation to dispute ;
nor would the smallest advantage have accrued to the
church, by having those things determined, which are
left undefined ; but on the contrary such a determi-
nation would have been attended with inconveniencies:
Such, for instance, are the times of meeting for public
worship on the Lord’s day, the order of the services,
&c. Who ever complained that these things were not
confined ? Would it have been of any advantage to
Christians, that Christ had appointed certain stated
hours for public worship? Nay, would not this have
been attended with many inconveniencies? But it is
quite otherwise with the point in question. The deter-
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mination of this would have been attended with no in-
conveniencies, but with many and important advantages.
The leaving of it undetermined would give unavoidable
occasion to dissention and schism.

9. Civil government and legislation require the
highest exertion of human genius, and the greatest
men who have written on the subject, are by no
means agreed even in theory, what is the form best
calculated to promote the happiness of mankind. In
what respect is church government a less important or
difficult matter than civil government ? nay, I conceive
the former to be the more difficult, by how much the
government of the mind is more difficult than that of
the body, and the more important as spiritual is greater
than temporal happiness. Is it then supposable that
Jesus would leave a matter of such importance to the
discretion of man? Besides, Christ’s disciples, upon
whom this duty would devolve, are the unfittest ima-
ginable for such a business. They are generally “the
weak things of this world.” True indeed, they all have
spiritual wisdom, for ‘“they are all taught of God;”
but this requires political rather than spiritual wisdom.
It is evident that every human form of church polity
i3, and must be, on the model of the most approved
civil polities. A Christian then to be calculated for a
legislator in the church must have the qualifications of
a civil legislator. But the great body of Christians
are destitute of these pre-requisites. They must then
either yield to be led implicitly by the few learned and
enlightened men among them, or be liable to the
greatest mistakes.

10. I suppose there is not another question in re-
ligion about which so much human blood has been shed,
or on account of which the earth has been filled with
so much confusion, as this very question. Does not
this argue the necessity of a divine model, that God
may be vindicated, and the blame be wholly attachable
to man ?

11. If no divine model be given, it would have been
impossible to prevent ambitious men from imposing on
the simplicity of the multitude, and promoting schemes
for their own aggrandizement, under the specious cover
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of zeal for religion., Such men as Diotrephes would
always assume the pre-eminence. Antichrist would
on this supposition have some apology. Nay, in such
a case some sort of Antichrist is unavoidable; and it
is not very material whether he be one man, or several
hundreds. I do think, then, that to leave the Christians
of the first ages without excuse—that men may be
clearly chargeable with the guilt of rearing and nur-
turing that monster, it was necessary that a divine
model should have been given, from which the smallest
deviation was sinful.
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CHAPTER IL

IF THERE BE A MODE OF CHURCH GOVERNMENT
IN THE NEW TESTAMENT, WHAT IS THE NA-
TURE OF THAT FORM WE ARE WARRANTED
TO EXPECT?

1. Tuar form of church government which is prac-
ticable in all countries, ages and circumstances, is
likelier to be the Scripture model than one which is
not. Now there is no country, age, or circumstance,
in which the Independent plan is not practicable; but
to make either Presbytery or Prelacy practicable, there
must be a number of congregations formed in a par-
ticular district. If there were but a single congrega-
tion in a kingdom, the Independent government would
not be affected ; if every individual of a nation were a
Christian, it is equally adequate. In the former situa-
tion Presbytery could not exist; in the latter, if there
were a sufficient number of pastors for every congre-
gation, a general assembly would be altogether un-
wieldy. Independency is not fitter for one country
than another ; Presbytery and Prelacy are each peculi-
arly suited to one form of civil government rather than
any other. The former was suited to the Republic of
Geneva, the latter to the Roman Monarchy. Indepen-
dency meddles not with the state, but in things civil,
conscientiously obeys ¢ the powers that be,” whatever
be their form or quality.

2. That form of church government that is capable
of the least abuse, is the likeliest to be divine. Now
unquestionably this is Independency. If a particular
church on this plan degenerates, becomes erroneous, or
indifferent, it has no power to injure others, or draw
them into its errors. If all the Independent churches
of a nation were to degenerate except one, that one
cannot be compelled or overawed into their errors.
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But it is quite contrary with Presbytery. When one
congregation becomes dead or erroneous, it has an in-
fluence on all the rest; and when such become the
more numerous, they have power to corrupt those that
are more pure. On the other hand, in a period of
general lukewarmness or apostacy, if any particular
Independent church be impressed with the duty of re-
formation, there is nothing in their connection with
other churches to clog or prevent them : but a con-
gregation in such a situation among Presbyterians
would find the whole weight of the connection hanging
upon them, and that it would be absolutely impossible
for them to succeed, without bringing the majority of
the whole body to their mind, or by separation. I
know indeed it is said, that Presbytery is better calcu-
lated to prevent error from creeping into congregations,
by the power the majority claims over the minority.
But how should one man, or one congregation, keep
another from error ? By compulsion or persuasion ? 1
apprehend there is no lawful means for one church to
keep another from error, but by remonstrance and ex-
hortation. Nay, there is no other method, can be suc-
cessful : if this fails, pains, penalties, imprisonments,
confiscations, and death would be useless. Force may
make hypocrites, but will never make a Christian. A
law of synod may prevent a minister from preaching
error, as to the five points, but can it enable him to
preach ¢ the truth as it is in Jesus?” Will it enable
‘““the blind to lead the blind, without both falling into
the ditch ?” Where is the great difference between
poisoning the sheep, and starving them? But let the
history of synods vouch their utility and efficacy in re-
straining error, and preserving vital religion. They
may, for a time, preserve orthodox, in the letter, but
midnight darkness may reign with an orthodox creed.
“The natural man cannot know the things of the
Spirit, because they are spiritually discerned.” Vital
religion seems in a great measure extinguished, even
among those sects who make the highest pretensions to
orthodoxy. A violent wrathful spirit of party, and an
ardent zeal for human forms and human creeds, seem
pretty generally substituted for spirituality, and catholie
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Christian love. Now, all the means of remonstrance,
persuasion, exhortation, and entreaty are equally open
to Independent churches, to preserve each other from
backsliding and error. An Independent church may
reform other churches, but can receive no injury from
them : a Presbyterian congregation may be injured by
its connection, if they are corrupt, but cannot reform
them in any other way than what is practicable by an
Independent church. Iconclude then, that as Indepen-
dency hath all the advantages without any of the dis-
advantages of Presbytery, as to their influence of con-
nection, it is more likely to be the Scripture plan.

3. Itis amaxim in philosophy as well as in divinity,
that God does nothing in vain. According to this, if
all the ends of government can be obtained in an Inde-
pendent church, all foreign interference being useless,
cannot be appointed of God. That a church under
this form of government can subsist in vigour, is evi-
dent from experience; and that it is capable of exerting
all necessary influence in preserving others from back-
sliding, we have also seen. What possible advantage
can be gained by a numerous subordination of courts?
If a light hat of fur be sufficient to preserve my
head from the weather, why will I cover it with a
mill-stone ?

4. That form of church government which cannot
preserve purity of doctrine without human expedients,
is not so likely to be the Scripture model, as that which
can attain and preserve the highest possible degree of
vital religion, as well as purity of doctrine, without
admitting, in any instance, the devices of the wisdom
of man. New it is generally acknowledged by Presby-
terians themselves, that it is impossible to preserve
uniformity of opinion among them, without a Formula
or Confession,* of Faith, to be publicly recognized by

* The utility and lawfulness of human confessions and creeds,
as standards of religion, does not lie immediately in my way at
present, but as Christians in this country seem very generally
in this instance *to be carnal” and walk as men * teaching and
receiving for doctrines the commandments of men,” I earnestly
recommend to their serious perusal a late pamphlet by Mr. Bal-
lantine of Elgin, entitled ** Observations on Confessions of Faith
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their members. Now, it must be evident to every un-
prejudiced person, that there is no formula in the
Scriptures. That constitution, then, that requires one
to maintain purity, is not likely tobe of God. The same
may be argued from the necessity they are under, to
decide by majorities instead of unanimity ; debarances,
invitations, tokens of admission to the Lord’s table, &ec.

5. That form of church government that leads us
most to the Scriptures, and requires in church-members
the greatest acquaintance with them, is the most likely
to be that of the New Testament. Now, without an
intimate acquaintance with the Bible, Independents
cannot advance a step in church affairs. I might
speak from what I have witnessed of the knowledge
of the Scriptures among Independents. I speak
only of its necessity, arising from the constitution of
their churches! With them it is absolutely necessary
not only in church rulers, but private members. The
Bible is their code of laws; they have no other con-
fession or book of discipline. They can do nothing
without it ; it must be continually in their hand. The
rulers rule only by the Word of God. But a man
may be a Presbyterian all his life, either pastor or
private member, with a very slender acquaintanee
with the Bible. The knowledge of forms and of
ancient usuages, of ecclesiastical canons, and books of
discipline, are the chief qualifications that are necessary
for a Presbyterian judicatory.

6. That form of church government that needs most
the presence of God and prayer, is the most likely to
be the divine model. Now the Independent is the
only plan in which there is, strictly speaking, room for
the manifest interposition of God. There are in-
stances in which prayer is their only resource. Their
doing all things by unanimity, creates a peculiar neces-
sity for prayer. If there be but one member of a
different mind from the rest, it is the same as if there
were the one half. In such a situation, the promised

of Human Composition,” &c. Their attachment to these is the
greater, as they have not been accustomed to hear their author-
ity questioned by any, but those who are enemies to the doc-
trines which they contain.



FROM THE SYNOD OF ULSTER. 13

presence of Jesus is their only refuge ; prayer is their
only remedy; and when the difficulty is thus removed,
which perhaps will scarcely ever fail, if explanation,
remonstrance, and intreaty be affectionately applied,
all the praise will be seen to belong to God. On the
other hand, a Presbyterian court can proceed as inde-
pendent of God as a court of civil justice. True,
indeed, it is usual to ask him to preside; but can they
not proceed smoothly enough without him? Is there
ever a situation in which they are not as competent
to do business, and settle the most critical affair, as
the Parliament of England? I cannot think, then,
that an institution is of God’s appointment, which does
not need God’s presence.

7. That form of church government which is most
favourable to liberty of conscience, in which the indi-
vidual experiences the least undue influence in deter-
mining his principles and conduct in religious matters,
is the most likely to be the Scripture model. The
Scriptures are the only rule of faith and practice, and
every man is bound to judge of them, and determine
their meaning for himself. He may use helps to un-
derstand them ; but if he understands them differently
from others, he is bound to act upen his own belief,
rather than that of another. Now this liberty can be
completely enjoyed as a right in no other than an In-
dependent church. True, indeed, in some Presbyterian
connections, individuals may enjoy all the liberty they
desire; but does this flow from the nature of the con-
stitution of classical Presbytery, or from the indulgence,
or indifference of those connected with them? The
very leading idea in Presbytery, that for which it is
most prized by its greatest admirers, is this very power
of restraining principle and conduct in matters of re-
ligion. If Presbytery is robbed of this power, what
end does it serve ? It is then nothing mere than a
selection of members from different congregations met
for counsel and advice. But where is the Presbytery
that acts solely upon this principle? If there be any,
they are, as to constitution, Independents. There are
indeed Presbyterian connections, in which individuals
may be Socinians or Calvanists, but this is the result
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of connivance in the general body, and not the genuine
fruit of Presbytery. Whenever the body chooses to
claim its right, a majority may compel an individual
to embrace every shibboleth of their creed, and direct
and circumscribe his labours as they please. But view
genuine Presbytery among the stricter sects, and it
will clearly appear that in all things there must be a
complete uniformity. Forbearance is not known. I
do not say that we are bound to hold religious inter-
course with any individual, or body of men, that we
judge destitute of the truth. But as long as we can
look upon a man as a brother born again and walking
in the commandments of God, we are bound to exer-
cise forbearance towards him in other matters of com-
paratively less importance. But if there are some
Presbyterian connections liberal as to principle, are
they equally so as to religious conduct ? Can any of
their members enjoy the privilege of acting for him-
self, as well as of thinking? Is he not amenable to
their bar, if he transgress any laws of theirs, although
he judge them contrary to the laws of Christ? I con-
clude, then, that although from connivance, there may
be more liberty of conscience in some Presbyterian
connections than others, yet as a power of compulsion
is inherent in the very nature of Presbytery, it is not
likely to be the Scripture model.

8. Nothing is more universally felt in the human
heart than ambition. Nothing our Lord found more
difficult to repress in his immediate followers. That
form of church government, then, which affords the
fewest incitements to ambition, is likely to be the
model which he would pitch upon. Here also, the In-
dependent will stand foremost. It is not capable of
an adulterous alliance with the world. Its spiritual
nature has no charms to tempt the meritricious em-
braces of worldly men. Though Presbytery is not the
most exceptionable in this view, yet it is not without
objections. It has been courted by, and wedded to
the world, and a hideous progeny has issued from the
connection. It has fought for, and in its turn obtained
temporal power and riches; and whilst it held the
sword, it was more like to Mahomet of Mecea, than
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Jesus of Nazareth. The forensic nature of their
courts, also, is too much calculated to foster pride, by
inducing men to aspire to be the leaders of parties, and
make a figure in assemblies, collected from every part
of a province or kingdom.

9. If there be any particular model of church go-
vernment in the New Testament, it is probable that the
enlightenied advocates of it will rest the cause on the
same foundation, however various may be their argu-
ments. For if several intelligent men embrace the
same model, and have the same means of information,
they have every inducement to unanimity, and if un-
interested, or unprejudiced, are likely to defend it on
the same general ground. If they take different and
opposite hypothesis to serve as a ground-work for their
superstructure, they are not likely to have had a com-
mon ground in Scripture. Now the advocates of Pres-
bytery take quite different grounds to rest it on. Some
defend the whole machine as divine, to the smallest pin.
Others pretend to see only the skeleton in Secripture,
with a power to fill up the outlines. Others defend it
as a lawful human system, upon the grouud that we
are bound to no particular mode of church government
in Scripture. Some find the Presbyterian elder in
Scripture, and some make him only a prudential human
expedient. Some give him a seat in ecclesiastical as-
semblies in his own right ; others in right of the people
whom he represents. They are as divided also about
the right of nomination of elders. Some give this
right to the congregation, or seat-holders, whether ser-
vants of Christ or of Satan ; others claim it for the old
session. Now, I think the inference which any ra-
tional, disinterested, unprejudiced man would draw
from this, is, that they have no common source from
which they draw their ideas. If they had, certainly
Presbytery would not be such a camelion. If they all
saw the same picture in the Secriptures, surely they
would not give so many contradictory accounts of it,
when it was their interest to agree. If Presbytery had
been in Scripture, of all its friends Dr. Campbell of
Aberdeen, was the best able to defend it; yet Dr.
Campbell gives up its divine right, and proves beyond
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contradiction, that the apostolical churches were In-
dependent. If ever Presbytery could be found in
Scripture, the luminous and penetrating mind of Dr.
Campbell, who lived and died at the head of a Scotch
university, would certainly have traced it.

10. The end of church government, and church
meetings of every kind, must be the edification and
growth of the members, and the promotion of brotherly
love. That form which is best calculated to promote
these ends, is the most likely to have been instituted
by Christ. Now, we might rest this upon matters of
fact, in favour of the Independents; but we shall con-
tent ourselves by observing, that their peculiar ad-
vancement in experimental religion, deadness to the
world, devotedness to Christ, zeal for His cause, and
love towards the brethren, are much the result of the
principles of their constitution, in which they are dis-
tinguished from other societies. Some of these are
their separation from the world, into a spiritual com-
munion, in which they can all look upon each other as
Christians, upon good evidence—their frequent church
meetings, and mutual public exhortations—the care
and watchfulness that every member has over every
other as his *brother’s keeper,” and not committing
church power to a few——the opportunity of discovering
every talent, and occupying even the smallest in its
proper sphere—-the close union of all the members
rich and poor, each acting on the other as the different
wheels of a watch set in motion by the main-spring.
Their church order resembles the Macedonian phalanx,
which so long as it kept its ranks, was invincible.
There is here no possibility of playing the coward;
each encourages, and in a manner compels the other to
do his duty, as a good soldier of Christ. When in-
dividuals are under temptation to give ground, and
begin to backslide, the whole body acts as a rere-rank,
to encourage them to behave valiantly, to support them
when overpowered, to give them an opportunity to
rally when they are thrown into confusion, to prevent
them from running from the field of battle, and to push
them on again to the engagement. The great piety
and zeal discovered in individuals of other sects, is no
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objection to this. Such persons would have been still
more eminent, had they enjoyed a purer communion.
There may be healthy menin a very unhealthy climate.
This, however, would not induce any man to say, that
India is as healthful a climate as Ireland. Compare
the nature of the church constitutions, and then com-
pare the general body of the members of the one, with
that of the other, and if you are unprejudiced, you will
not be long in suspense. I forbear to draw a picture
of the generality of Presbyterian connections: it is
really too hideous to be reviewed. Besides, many of
the evils among some of them, are not the necessary
result of the Presbyterian constitution.

11. Christ’s institutions father themselves. If a
child had been lost, and after many years, several pre-
tenders had come to the father, and there be not suffi-
cient evidence from testimony to determine between
them, would it not be very proper to look for a resem-
blance to the parents, and their other children, either
in bodily appearance, temper, or genius? If such a
striking resemblance is found in any of them, it will
be instantly concluded that he fathers himself. In the
same manner it is reasonable to expect a family like-
ness in all the ordinances and works of God:. Let us
then apply this rule in ascertaining the divine legiti-
macy of the form of church government. Christ has
had such a child, but he has been exchanged at the
nurse, and a vile impostor has been imposed upon
the world, during all the dark ages of the rcign of An-
tichrist. Since the reformation, various pretenders
have laid claim to the honour of heavenly birth. 1t
might be highly serviceable, in judging of their pre-
tensions, to compare the features, mien, temper, and
genius of each claimant, with those of the father and
his other undoubted children. I shall content myself
at present, by examining and tracing a few of the
lineaments of two of them, Presbytery and Indepen-
dency.

God’s wisdom 1is foolishness to the world, and the
wisdom of the world is foolishness with God. What-
ever, then, be the divine form of church governmert,
it is evident that it must not be one which would bo

c
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suggested by human prudence or policy, that it may
appear to be of (God, analegous to his procedure in
other instances, and having a necessity for his presence
and guidance. It must be one which would appear
defective and inadequate, in the estimation of the wis-
dom of this world, that God may have all the glory of
upholding it himself. This is exactly the manner of
the divine procedure in every other instance. The
wisdom of the world expected Christ to have appeared
in far different and opposite circumstances, and to
have acted in a quite contrary manner, in erecting and
establishing his kingdom; but the divine wisdom ap-
pears in this, that the almighty power of God is
manifested in accomplishing what had evidently no
other support. As the Gospel was first propagated by
means the most unlikely to succeed, in themselves the
most inadequate ; to show that the unseen hand of
God upheld and spread it, and that the divine pro-
cedure be consistent, it seems necessary that the
government be seen solely to rest on Immanuel’s
shoulders. As this King was introduced and inaugu-
rated, and his kingdom erected in a manner directly
the reverse of human prudence and policy, so also is
it probable will he govern it. To conduct the govern-
ment of his kingdom upon any of the plans of human
governments, by measures and assemblies formed upon
a worldly model, would be inconsistent with the whole
conduct and procedure of Jesus.

Now, if there be any justice in this reasoning, a
very child may apply it to the point in hand—nay,
let our enemies themselves be the judges. The very
arguments by which they support Presbytery, the very
objections which they make to Independency, fully
prove to which of them this character belongs. Pres-
bytery has every feature of a child of this world’s
wisdom. It is entirely a political institution, every
part of it analogous to civil polity. In this view, it
is really a vigorous republic, and so far as its power
extends, it shows that it knows well how to exert it.
Its decision, by majorities, instead of unanimity; re-
presentation in ecclesiastical assemblies ; subordination
of courts; and the right of appeal ; forms and etiquette
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of business, &c., are all borrowed from the world. On
the contrary, Independency, like Christ himself, has
never approved itself to the wisdom of this world.
Nay, the only arguments that can plausibly be urged
against it, is its insufficiency for any other than prims-
tive témes. In no civil institution in the world, are
the distinguishing features of Independency to be
found. It could not govern a private family of un-
regenerate men. It has been called by those who did
not understand its constitution, the purest democracy,
but it is evident that it is rather a Christocracy.
Christ alone governs. There is not a law or regulation
left to the wisdom of man. What civil government
ever existed, in which the unanimous consent of every
member was necessary, in every instance 7 Human
affairs could never be conducted in this manner, nor
could a body of unconverted men be governed in a
church in this way. Nothing but the unseen, almighty
power of God could have protected and propagated
the Gospel, in the circumstances of its appearance,
opposed by all worldly powers; nothing but the
presence and power of Jesus could make the simple
machine of Independent church government, effect its
end. I conclude, then, that if a likeness to God, and
an analogy to his procedure in other instances, be any
token of childship, Independency, and not Presbytery,
1s the lawful heir.

But let us pursue the comparison in some other in-
stances, and we will see that Presbytery has not a
feature of the family. In all the institutions of God
there is a remarkable simplicity, but classical Presby-
tery is the most clumsy and complicated machine that
could possibly be invented, and a tedious round-about
way of settling differences, and transacting church
business. Several hundred men, from the most distant
parts of a province or kingdom, meeting annually,
besides all their subordinate meetings, is a thing that
bears no resemblance to the simplicity of other Gospel
institutions. When united to those, it is like a sober,
plain-dressed gentleman, with a huge military hat and
feather ; or like a small neat chapel with a towering
steeple. But peep for a minute into their general
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synod or assembly. What pomp, what stateliness,
what importance do they assume! See yon young
orator artfully apologising for his youth, and this aged
gentleman looking importance from his years of stand-
ing. Stop a little; here is rudeness; ¢ chair !”
“ chatr !” there will be a quarrel about a trifle ; “but
the apostles quarrelled at Jerusalem.” Here now are
several days spent, and what is done? Nothing about
religion for its advantage ; nothing but what could have
been done to better purpose in any congregation.

I might trace the picture much further, but I shall
only barely mention, that Presbytery is too expensive
for a “kingdom not of this world.” The other children
of the family live on a trifle; if this is the heir, he is
a rake.
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CHAPTER III

ON THE OBLIGATION OF APOSTOLICAL PRACTICE.

HaviNGg given some reasons to show the antecedent
probability of a divine model of church government,
with some observations with respect to the plan we are
entitled to expect, before I proceed to examine the
Scriptures respecting the claims of Presbytery and
Independency, I shall endeavour, in this chapter, to
establish the obligation of the practice of the apostolic
churches. Not that this is more necessary to me than
to the true Presbyterians, but because it is beginning to
be fashionable with the members of worldly churches,
when they are driven from the Scriptures, to take
refuge in the liberty of deviating from the example
of the apostles.®

1. The combined weight of all the arguments «
priort, fall into the scale of the obligation of the
example of the apostolical churches. We cannot
positively determine what the Bible contains, till we
examine it ; but if there be every reason antecedently
to expect a divine form of church government, and if
it is possible to trace the practice of the apostolical
churches, is there not every reason to look upon this
as the divine model], exhibited in the Secriptures as an
universal pattern? The arguments a priori, I grant
are inconclusive, if no form could be pointed out from
the Scripture ; but if it be possible to ascertain the
constitution of the apostolical churches, I see no good

* Dr. Stillingfleet is the great patron of this hypothesis. In
his Irenicum he endeavours to unite Presbyterians and Epis-
copalians, by proposing a scheme of a sort of Presbyterian-Epis-
copacy. But to effect this, it was necessary for him to rid him-
self of the obligation of taking the apostles of Jesus Christ for
an example. I originally intended to have followed the Doctor
through his performance, but I found I could not do so without
exceeding all bounds.
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reason why they should not have their full force. Like
an 0 in figures, they draw all their value from their
situation ; standing alone they are worth nothing ;
united to the approved apostolical practice, I do not
see how their worth can be depreciated or their force
invalidated. If a divine plan of church government be
extremely necessary, by what authority does any man
reject the apostolical ?

2. Not only the general sense of professing Chris-
tians is on the side of the obligation of apostolical ex-
ample, but the very advocates of the contrary opinion
evidently betray their chagrin, that it is not in their
favour. How anxious are they to catch at every thing
that looks like approving of their respective churches?
‘What abundant pains do they take to detect every part
of the system of their adversaries, that is not aposto-
lical? Every sect goes as far as it can in company with
the apostles; it is not till they cannot follow, that the
apostles are acknowledged as insufficient guides. Did
ever any man think of this hypothesis, till he found
apostolical practice against him? Could any of the
worldly churches produce uniform apostolical practice
on their side, how would they triumph ?

3. If the apostolical churches are not a model to us,
then all those numerous Scriptures that are employed in
describing them, or in giving them directions, are use-
less to us. Why is such lumber contained in the Word
of God? All Scripture is said to be “given by inspi-
ration,” and ‘“to be necessary;” but if we are not to
imitate the apostolical churches, there are many pas-
sages in the New Testament that are now absolutely use-
less. Accordingly, it is very evident how uninteresting
such portions of Scripture are to all that hold themselves
at liberty to deviate from apostolical practice. Such
persons have a much more barren and jejune revelation
than others.

4. Either the apostles acted by divine direction, or
by their own wisdom, in the constitution of churches. If
the latter, they would undoubtedly have told us so, as
they do in less important matters. But even on this
supposition, I think the judgment of an apostle is en-
titled to more respect than to be rejected without the
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most urgent necessity. I would really prefer the pri-
vate opinion of Paul upon a matter of expediency, to
that of a whole general council. But if, as there is
every reason to believe, they acted by divine command,
the form of church government they instituted, can
never be changed but by the same authority. If any
form is better than another, surely the apostolical is the
best. It cannot then be a matter of indifference whether
we follow the best, or adopt a worse. If the Holy
Ghost had judged it expedient to adopt a different
form in a different period, or in different circumstances,
would we not have some intimation of it? Without a
divine license we are not at liberty to alter or infringe
in the smallest degree. We may as well assume the
right of altering any other apostolical institution as that
of church government.

5. There can be no danger in the closest imitation of
the apostolical churches. Is any man sure that he
does not displease God by refusing to imitate them ?
Between the certainty of pleasing, on the one side, and
the possibility of offending on the other, the choice
which a Christian should make, is evident.

6. No person who pleads the authority of apostolical
example for the first day Sabbath, or any other purpose,
can consistently reject it in this instance.

7. A plan in model and not in systematic description,
is what we are entitled to expect. A direct and formal
treatise on the subject, which some people look for,
would be altogether anomalous in Seripture. After-ages
are no where addressed but in the person, as it were, of
the apostolical churches: we are not known but as
members of them. Whatever is said to them, is said to
us. Thus our Lord, promising his continual presence
with his servants in preaching the Gospel, addresses
them all in every age, in the person of the apostles then
present, “ Lo, I am with yow always to the end of the
world.” ¢ Where two or three of yow are met, there
am I.” The apostles also speaking of what was to
happen in every after-age, address those to whom they
write as concerned, and warn them of what was to
happen to us and our successors to the end of the world.
“ We, which are alive and remain unto the coming of
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the Lord, shall not prevent them which are asleep.”
Here the apostle addresses, in the person of the Church
of the Thessalonians, which then was, those Christians
which shall be on the earth at the time of the second
coming of our Lord. Imight quote innumerable examples,
were it necessary. Now this being the case, that after-
ages are addressed only in the person of apostolical
churches, how absurd is it to expect a formal treatise
on church government? Every necessary instruction
must have been given in the forming of the churches.
How preposterous would it be for an apostle, after he
had formed a church, and left it, to write a treatise to
that church, on the method of forming a church! All
then that can be expected, is'an incidental account of
apostolical practice. The subject cannot be formally,
but indirectly, and, as it were, unintentionally handled.
Suppose, for instance, the apostle Paul had founded the
churches of Edinburgh, and after his departure, had
written a letter to them, to establish them in the faith ;
would any rational man expect a treatise on the con-
stitution of a church, which he had already constituted ?
No, all we could expect, would be an allusion to what
lie had done. I say, then, according to the analogy of
the manner of revelation, there is not room for any other
information on church government, than an account of
apostolical practice. Here, I think, Dr. Campbell fails
of his usual acumen, or he would not have expected the
subject treated in * another manner,” upon the suppo-
sition, that we are absolutely bound to the constitution
of apostolical churches. But some other observations
on this subject, I will reserve to another place.

8. The tabernacle itself, was made according to model,
and not from a verbal delineation, or treatise. ¢ Moses
was admonished of Grod, when he was about to make the
tabernacle. For see (saith he), that thou make all things
according to the pattern showed to thee in the Mount.”
Now we have also a pattern in the Mount, for our New
Testament churches are exhibited to us in those of apos-
tolical constitution. To this pattern, we are to look for
every part of our constitution and discipline. Let every
man take care that he make everything in a Gospel
church, after the pattern of that exhibited to us in the
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Scriptures. This is a divine model ; to add to it, or take
from it, will spoil the beauty, and diminish the strength
of the building.

9. We are often called upon, to be followers of the
apostles, without any exception or limitation. By what
authority then do any except from this rule, the conduct
of the apostles, in the formation of churches? From
every general command, I think there can be no lawful
exception, but what is impossible, sinful, or otherwise
determined. If we are called upon without reserve, to
follow the apostles, I think the injunction extends, not
merely to their conduct as men, but particularly as our
examples in all church affairs. If I justify a quarrel-
some disposition, from the example of Paul and Bar-
nabas, I am condemned by the Scriptures. But this
quarrel was not recorded for nothing. It is for an ex-
ample, to guard us against such a temper. If any one
would contend for the duty of celibacy, from the ex-
ample of Paul, his example, in this, is declared not to
be binding. If any man would take it into his head
to work miracles, like the apostles, this is impossible,
without receiving the power of an apostle. Yet these,
and such as these, are the mighty objections, alledged
by Dr. Stillingfleet, against the obligation of aposto-
lical example. But I ask, is the imitation of apostolical
churches sinful, impossible, or otherwise determined, in
any part of Scripture. If not, I demand a reason for
excepting it from the general injunction.* With what
reason, then, does Dr. Stillingfleet refuse, with triumph,
to be bound by apostolical example, till we produce
him an express command, for that particular instance ?
May we not, with the same reason, demand a positive

* Not only the conduct of the apostles in the churches, is ex-
hibited as an example to us, but their very antecedent charac-
ters, as well as their after-trials, supports, joys, &c., are recorded
for our encouragement, instruction, or example, to avoid or
practice. The great design of the Almighty, in allowing the
rebellion of Paul to proceed to such a height, is said, to be an
example to us, that the most notorious sinners might not be
afraid to come to Christ.—1 Tim. i. 16. Paul’s declining to avail
himself of his right to live by the Gospel, and his working with
his own hands, are declared to be for an example to Christians
to support themselves by industry.—2 Thess. iii. 9.
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command, at the end of every apostolical example ?
Here is a general command ; let it be shown, why this
particular instance of the obligation of their example,
in the constitution of apostolical churches, should be
excepted. Besides, if the observation above be just,
that we are known only as members of the apostolical
churches, what room was there for a command to after-
ages, as distinct from that in which they wrote? An
express command to a church, to continue the form of
government, which an apostle instituted, we would
think superfluous. This is always supposed, without
a positive declaration to the contrary. No, it lies not
upon us to produce such a command, but on those who
take upon them, to set aside the obligation of apostolical
example ; it is certainly incumbent, that they should
produce their warrant. If God instituted the Indepen-
dent plan, before any man can warrantably deviate
from it, it behoves him to produce from Scripture a
specific license.

10. But though the manner of divine revelation
forbids us to expect a direct address to after-ages, upon
the obligation of apostolical practice, yet we have what
is equal to it. There are instances in which an older,
completely organised apostolical church, is exhibited as
a pattern to others, more imperfect. Now, if the apos-
tolical churches are exhibited as a model to others, and
if some are praised or blamed for their conformity to,
or disagreement from them, it is very clear, that the
apostles intended that all churches, in every age, should
be upon the same model. 1 Thess. ii. 14— For ye,
brethren, became followers of the churches of God,
which in Judea are in Christ Jesus.” 1 Cor. vii. 17—
¢ And so ordain I in all churches.” 1 Cor. xiv. 33—
“ For God is not the author of confusion, but of peace,
as in all churches of the saints.” Here, the same order
is intimated to exist in all churches. But how is God
the God of order and peace in all the churches of
saints, if he has not ordered every thing himself? If
he has left men to choose their form of church govern-
ment, and to make laws for themselves, could it be said,
that he is not a God of confusion? The confusion
that would exist on that supposition, would be bound-
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less and endless. 1 Cor. xi. 16—*“ We have no such
custom, neither the churches of God.” Here, the other
apostolical churches are exhibited, as a model to this.
1 Cor. xvi. 1— Now, concerning the collection for the
saints, as I have given order to the churches of Galatia,
even so do ye.” Here, the example of the churches of
Galatia, is exhibited as a model to the Church of Corinth.
Titus i. 5—* For this purpose, left I thee in Crete,
that thou shouldest set in order the things that are
wanting, and ordain elders in every city, as I had
appointed thee.” Here, we see, that in setting in order
the things that were wanting, even the evangelist Titus,
was not left to his discretion, but was to act in every
thing, as Paul had appointed. Titus had his in-
structions, as an officer from his general. Can we
pretend to greater power ?

11. Is it possible for a church to exist and flourish
without observing any other laws, rules, or regulations,
without any other offices, or modification of offices ;
without any other discipline, or sanction of discipline ;
without any other test of admission, or means of pre-
serving purity ; but what are to be collected from
apostolical example, and the scattered information of
Scripture ? If this question can be answered in the
affirmative, what apology can men plead for their inno-
vations? The advocates for a liberty of deviating from
the form of apostolical churches, lay the weight of their
cause upon this argument : ¢ No form of church govern-
ment, could answer all ages, countries, and circumstan-
ces.” What do men mean by this jargon? Do they mean,
that no form would answer for a civil establishment,
under every form of civil government ? Do they mean,
that none could be given to suit the various humours of
carnal men? Yes, the true meaning of this objection,
if they would put it into words, is, that no one form
could be given to serve as a part of a political system,
under different forms of civil government—that the
simple apostolical model, suited only apostolical times,
being incapable of governing that mixed multitude, of
which all worldly churches consist—and that it was un-
suitable to the dignity of an aspiring clergy. But these
are the very credentials of its divine appointment. It
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is eminently calculated to govern Christ’s children, who,
like the Spartan youth, have their minds moulded to
their laws ; but it will always be found to fail, when
members are admitted, not of the character of the mem-
bers of apostolical churches. Nay, one impure member,
if not cut off, when detected, would stop the harmo-
nious procedure of the whole machine, as effectually as
a watch is stopped by the accidental admission of a
hair. But, can a man be pleased with the prostitution
of his wife? Can Christ be pleased, or his cause ad-
vanced, by the prostitution of his ordinances? Shall
the spiritual kingdom of Christ, change its appearance,
with the fluctuating opinions of the world ; the varying
laws of temporal kingdoms; or the caprices of carnal
men ?
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CHAPTER IV.

PRESBYTERY EXAMINED.

HaviNGg, in the preceding chapters, stated some
reasons to render a divine model of church government
probable—having shown some characteristics of that
which is likely to be the Scripture model-—and en-
deavoured to establish the obligation of apostolical ex-
ample—let us now proceed to inquire what is actually
the mind of the Scriptures upon this point 2 Let
Presbytery first come under review. One thing I
would premise, as a caution to myself and all who treat
this subject—Let us never forget, when we are tn-
terpreting Scripture texts, that they are the words of
the Holy Ghost. He that forces them, to make them
countenance, or avoid discountenancing his system, is
guilty of an attempt to compel the Holy Ghost to speak
a lie, and bear false witness. How guilty ! how in-
famous is the wretch that employs, or compels another
to perjure himself to serve his interest! But how much
more criminal and infamous is the man who would put
a forced interpretation on the language of the Holy
One! I have heard a man say, that indeed it was
very criminal to employ a person to swear a lie; but
if at an assizes he should run short of an evidence, he
would think no great harm of getting one to swear the
truth for him, though he was not a witness of the
truth of the matter. I am afraid there are too many
Scripture critics who act upon this principle. They lay
it down as a matter indisputable, that such a tenet is
teue, and expressed clearly in some passages of Scrip-
ture, and therefore they zvill set about to silence, or
force other texts to compliance, by perversion. Let us
then attend simply to the testimony of plain Scripture,
in its plain acceptation. It is really the intcrest of the
Christian, if he could allow himself to think so, to
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discover and embrace truth, though it should deprive
him of the dearest earthly possession.

Another thing that must be attended to, by all who
plead for the divine right of any particular form of
church government, is, that nothing be admitted but
what is clearly founded in the Scriptures, either in pre-
cept or example. Those that pretend a divine model,
must produce it, without the help of conjecture, or pro-
babilities, to complete it.

The great bulwark of Presbytery, according to its
friends, is contained in the 15th chap. of the Acts of
the Apostles. Let us therefore examine this portion of
Scripture, by the rules of candid criticism, and see if in
any thing, it gives its countenance to this mode of
church government.* The matter of fact related,
seems to be this: certain teachers had gone down to
Antioch from Judea, who had inculcated the necessity
of the observance of the Mosaic law. From verse 24,
it appears, that if they were not actually sent out by
the Church of Jerusalem, to preach the Gospel, they at
least wished to have it understood, that they had apos-
tolical authority. The Church of Jerusalem, in their
letter, acknowledge that they went out from them ; and
do not deny their being sent by them; but affirm that
they had no such doctrine in charge from them, as the
circumeision of Gentile converts. Previous to this,
Paul and Barnabas had returned thither from their first
itinerancy. Of consequence, they opposed this doctrine ;
and after they had much fruitless discussion upon the
subject, it was resolved by the brethren in Antioch, to
send Paul and Barnabas, and certain others, to consult
the apostles and Church of Jerusalem, from whom these
teachers had come out. But let us read the chapter
with calmness and attention, and we will see that it
contains not one feature of modern Presbytery.

1. Where do we find here the Presbyterian subordina-
tion of courts ? Was the matter first tried by the church
sessionat Antioch? Was it next carried to a Presbytery?

* This subject is fully and ably discussed by Mr. Ewing of
Glasgow, in “ A Lecture on part of the 15th chapter of the
Acts of the Apostles,” which the reader would do well to con-
sult.
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Was this appeal from a Presbytery at Antioch? Who
sent Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem? It will puzzle
the most metaphysical head to discover a session and a
Presbytery, or either, at Antioch ; yet, if it cannot be
proved that this appeal came from a Presbytery of
ministers and lay elders, at Antioch, the meeting at
Jerusalem cannot be a synod.

2. If this be allowed to be a synod, it will cut off’ all
superior and inferior courts. There cannot be a su-
perior court, for this determined for the whole Christian
world, and from it there could be no appeal. There
cannot be subordinate Presbyteries and church sessions;
for this appeal was not from any inferior court, but
immediately from the brethren at Antioch. I know it
is said, that the Presbytery of Antioch deputed Paul
and Barnabas; but it is easier to say this than to prove
it. The antecedent to the verb ¢ determined,” is not
clearly expressed. The structure of the sentence, if the
sense of the passage would admit, would allow Paul and
Barnabas, or the false teachers themselves, or both
together, to be the persons, who,  determined.” But
this will make nothing for Presbytery; nay, it would
overthrow it. For if Paul and Barnabas, or these with
the false teachers, or if the latter only, ¢ determined”
to depute the messengers, there is an end to Presbytery.
It is no unusual thing, however, in reading the New
Testament, to be obliged to look back a little for the
antecedent to the verb, or to take it from the general
sense of the passage. The most natural interpretation
is, that the brethren deputed Paul and Barnabas; or
that it was done conjointly by the brethren, the false
teachers, and Paul and Barnabas. This is clearer,
from the words, as they stand in the original, which are
more literally translated: ¢ They appointed Paul and
Barnabas, and certain other of them, to go up,” &c.
The false teachers could not appoint Paul and Barnabas
to go up to Jerusalem, nor is it likely they desired it,
as they must have known that they received no such
charge from that church. But, be this as it will, upon
no supposition could they have been sent by a Pres-
bytery, because no such thing is mentioned in the
connection. Whatever be the antecedent to eraav,
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it must be found among the persons spoken of in the
preceding verses. It may as well be said that the
magistrates of Antioch sent them, as the supposed
Presbytery of that place. There is the same evidence
for the one as the other. Besides, if the appeal had
been from a Presbytery, would not the answer have
been to the appellants ? The letter of the Church of
Jerusalem would not have been addressed to the
brethren, which are of the Gentiles, but to the Presby-
tery of Antioch ?

3. This assembly carried all things by complete
unanimity ; therefore can be no model to any assembly,
in which a majority decides for the whole. Suppose it
to have actually been a synod, no decree of a modern
synod could plead its authority, which was not carried
unanimously.

4. Suppose this to have been a synod, it only
warrants their meeting, as a matter of dispute may
arise among the chur ches It would give no countenance
to regular periodical meetings. But Pr esbyterian courts
have their stated meetmg~, whether or 1ot there be
business of importance to justify their meeting.

5. The decision of the Church at Jerusalem was
obligatory, not only in the Church of Antioch, which
had appealed, but upon all churches in the world. In
the letter, verse 23, Syria and Cilicia are expressly
included. And in Paul’s second journey, he and his
companion gave the churches, in the cities through
which they passed, the decrees ordained by the apostles
and elders at Jerusalem. Will any man say, that there
were representatives from these places, in the Jerusalem
assembly ? It cannot then be a model for a synod,
where none are bound, but those represented. If synods
will quote this for a precedent, they must no longer
confine themselves, to make laws for their own con-
nection, but decide in matters of religion, tor the whole
Christian world. Dut, as this assembly consisted solely
of the members of one church, if it be a warrant for
foreign interference of any ki: 1d it will prove, that an
individual church, c()ubbtmo of its rulers, and brethl en,
should give law to all the churches of the universe.

6. By what authority ix the meeting at Jerusalem
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called a synod? Who were the members that composed
it? Were they not the apostles, the elders, and brethren
of the Church of Jerusalem only 2 Was there a single
representative, either minister or lay elder, from any
other church upon earth? Those who accompanied
Paul and Barnabas from Antioch, were not repre-
sentatives, but messengers of that church, to report the
matter of fact, and receive the decision. Accordingly,
the letters are in the name, not of a representative
council, but of the apostles, the elders, and brethren at
Jerusalem, from whom the troublesome teachers went
out. How absurd would be their language, upon the
supposition that there were representatives in it, from
the Church of Antioch, and others. “ For as much as
we have heard, that certain which went out firrom us.”
Could the Antioch, and other representatives, put their
signatures to this letter? Could they say that they
went out from them 2 They went out from the church
at Jerusalem, and no one could say, ‘they went out
Sfrom us,” but the church at Jerusalem. The language
“ went out from wus,” plainly excludes from that assem-
bly, all members from foreign churches.

7. As there were no representatives in this meeting,
from any other church, so all the members or brethren
of the church at Jerusalem, were admitted. What is
there similar to this in Presbytery. So far from being
admitted into general meetings, they have no share in
the administration of the affairs of a single congrega-
tion. The minister and elders, are the sole judges, in
all disputes. The people must make their mind known,
by petition to church courts. Upon the supposition,
that this was a representative assembly, consisting of
members from the different churches of Judea, Samaria,
Antioch, &c., by what authority did the brethren of
the church at Jerusalem, take a share in the delibe-
rations 7 What peculiar right had they over the
brethren of all other churches, to a place in this
assembly ?  Why did not the church at Jerusalem
choose representatives, as well as the other churches ?
Or, if the Jerusalem brethren were to be admitted,
why not all the members of all the churches, or at
least, as many of them as might choose to attend?

D
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What Presbyterian assembly is so constituted 7 This
would destroy the balance of power. The admission
ot the brethren of the church at Jerusalem, plainly
<hows that it was not a representative assembly.

8. This was an appeal to inspired authority, which,
in after ages, could be imitated only by appealing to
the apostolical writings. The message was to the
apostles, and to the elders, who were men endowed
with the gifts of the Spirit. This was nothing else
than our appeal to the Scriptures. The apostolical
writings were not then in existence ; the apostles them-
selves were in the room of the New Testament. There
was no other possible way of deciding the dispute.
The Scriptures that were then in being had nothing
express upon the subject. But what question can now
arise in any church, which the Scripture cannot deter-
mine. They contain a full and perfect rule of faith
and practice. This question is settled for ever, and the
decision is a part of Scripture. Never can the same,
or a similar, again occur. Paul and Barnabas, it is
true, were at Antioch; but they, in some sort, were
esteemed a party, by the judaizing teachers. Besides
this important question, the condition upon which the
Geentiles were to be received into the church, behoved
to be discussed and settled in the most public manner,
that the Jews in every part of the world, might the
more readily unite with them. Accordingly, it seems
probable that this was the time, and this the oceasion,
that Paul went up to Jerusalem, by revelation—(xal.
i, 2.%  The apostles might have decided the question
themselves, but 1t behoved to be done in this manner,
because it was a matter in which the Church of Jeru-
salem was concerned, as the false teachers had gone
out from them, and because they wished, in this first
church, to give a public specimen of transacting church
business. This shows us. that matters of public con-
cernment to a church, are not to be smuggled through
a session, but conducted in the presence, and by the
consent, of -the whole brethren. Though, then, it
affords not a precedent for one church to appeal to

© See faness Reasons, page 39,



FROM THE SYNOD OF ULSTER. 35

another, yet this portion of Scripture will, to the end
of the world, be useful to direct us in transacting
church business.

9. The decision of the church at Jerusalem was the
issue of the infallible interpretation of Secripture, and
the voice of God in the previous conversion of the
Gentiles. Peter argues, that if God had already
given them conversion without circumcision, the matter
must be already determined, as they were really already
saved, when they were converted. If, then, eircum-
cision, or the Mosaic law, had been necessary, they
must have received it before conversion. He argues
from their belief, that the Gentiles and themselves
should be saved in the same manner, that is, wholly
through the Lord Jesus Christ, which could not be
the case, if they must be circumcised. James proves
the same, by an inference from a passage of one of
the prophets. Now, none can plead this as a precedent
for any body of men to settle controverted matters for
others, who cannot plead the gift of infallible interpre-
tation of Scripture.

10. If the apostles presumed not to give .their
decision, without giving such reasons, upon which it
was founded, how arrogant are those assemblies, who
make their own opinion of expediency the law of every
individual ! Were such assemblies of God’s own
appointing, yet, if their proceedings are not directed
by the Seriptures; if they cannot plead the sanction
of the Scriptures for every decision, their acts would
be invalid. Let synods apply this criterion to their
decrees, and it will at once sweep away all their
prudential regulations, and human expedients, and
every act that cannot plead express Scripture. It will
not be enough, that such a thing is the “ mind of this
synod,” but that such a thing is the mind of Scripture,
the voice of God.

11. No body of men can plead this as a precedent to
determine in matters of religion for others, who cannot
preface their decree with : ‘It seemed good unto us, and
to the Holy Ghost.” Without this, their decision is as
invalid as an act of parliament without the sanction of
the king.
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12. Whatever be the divine model of church go-
vernment, it is in no measure invested with a power
of legislation. The question of a right to make laws
according to circumstances, for the government of
Christ’s church, and the inquiry into the divine form
of its government, are entirely distinct. ~Whether
Episcopacy, Presbytery, or Independency be of God,
to none of them can belong a right to enact new laws,
any more than to promulgate new doctrines. The
business of church rulers is not to make laws, but to
execute the laws which they find enacted by Christ, in
the New Testament. If an individual Independent
church, were to take upon itself to enact laws, draw
up a plan of rules and regulations for their government,
and worship, I would have the same objections to it,
that I have to Presbytery. To suppose a liberty to
enact laws or regulations, according to the exigence of
circumstances, is to arraign the competency of Christ,
as the King of the church, and a declaration that he
hath left the code of laws imperfect. Executive and
legislative authority, even in civil affairs, are entirely
distinct, and in the best governments, are lodged in
different hands. The Parliament enacts laws, and the
civil magistracy executes them. As well might the
civil magistrates of a county meet to frame laws, in
imitation of the Parliament, as church rulers plead the
right of making laws, because the inspired apostles of
God did so. Church rulers are to execute the laws
which the apostles enacted. Every new law is an act
of treason against Christ, and an attempt to rob him
of the most valuable prerogative of his crown. How
astonishing is it to lhear men arguing so warmly, that
Christ would not leave his charch without a form of
government, who sappose that he has left it without a
sufficient code of laws! Surely it is as necessary to
have divine laws for the government of Christ’s church,
as a divine plan of executing those laws. If the laws
are human, what avails it that the plan of government
be agreeable to the Scripture model? Were we then
to allow that the plan of cliurch government, by synods,
&c., &c., was the true one, still their business would
be very different from what it is. They would not
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meet as legislators, but as jurors, to judge of the appli-
cation of Christ’s laws. Suppose, for instance, that a
member of their communion was charged with being
an extortioner, a reviler, a drunkard, &c., there is an
express law of Christ, that he should become a subject
of discipline. Now, their business would be, to judge
the offender by the law of Christ, examine proofs, and
determine whether or not the charge was fairly ap-
plicable. But it happens, that this rule is given to the
brethren of an individual church, and not to a synod or
Presbytery.

But the very idea of a right of legislation in the
Church of Christ, supposes infallibility in the legis-
lators. To suppose that Christ would give a com-
mission to men, to make laws, and a command to his
people to obey them, while at the same time, he would
leave such men without infallible direction, is mon-
strously absurd. If synods are fallible, they may enact
sinful laws, and enforce them in the awful name, and
by the authority of the Lord Jesus Christ. If they are
not infallible, why do they enforce their laws, as if they
were infallible? Do they not enforce the smallest law
they enact, with the same rigour they could do a law
of God? Nay, it is very possible to break many of
the laws of God with impunity, while a law of synod
or Presbytery must be inviolable. If an individual
approve not of any law, the only redress he has, is to
separate. He has no liberty to act upon his own con-
victions. Their opinion of expediency must be his
guide. Now, if they are not infallibly right, why do
they not leave individuals to act according to their own
convictions ? Is not this, to * teach for doctrines the
commandments of men ?”

Upon the whole, in the 15th chap. of Acts, we have
no precedent for any foreign interference among the
churches of Christ. The distinguishing features in
this assembly, are not to be found, nor ever can be
found, in any assembly on earth. If it be asked, of
what use is this relation to us, if it does not warrant
us to decide differences in a similar way, I would
answer, that whenever a text of Scripture is so ex-
plained, as to be rendered useless to after ages, I readily
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grant, that it certainly must be a forced explanation.
But have we not here a precedent for appealing to
the apostles, in all our controversies, as the Church of
Antioch did ? Have we not here a precedent of
applying every doctrine, and observance, and rite, and
regulation of churches to the Word of God? If the
apostles drew their conclusions from this source, shall
human prudence, and expedience direct church rulers?
Every tittle must be brought “to the law and to
the testimony, whoever speaks not agreeable to this,
1t is because there is no light in them.” Have we not
here, an admirable model for the transaction of all
church business. The question could, indeed, only be
determined by apostles ; but as it was an affair in
which the church at Jerusalem was concerned, and to
give us a living model for transacting church busmess,
the apostles consider the matter in eonJunetlon with
the whole church. What a beautiful picture does it
give us of a church meeting! It is not a minister
and ses sion, nor the mm1~tcrs and lay-elders of a dis-
trict, but the apostles, elders, or pastors, and brethren.
Whenever the pastors and brethren of a particular
church come together now, they must have the apostles
in their hands, by whose writings they are to conduct
all their affairs.
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CHAPTER V.

OF THE OFFICE OF LAY ELDERS.

Having, in the last chapter, examined the preten-
sions of Presbyterians, as founded on the relation con-
tained in the 15th chap. of the Acts of the Apostles,
I intend, in this, to inquire into the validity of the
office of lay-elders. Presbyterians themselves are not
agreed, either as to the foundation, extent, or pre-
rogatives of this office; a circumstance that will go far,
in the judgment of every unprejudiced inquirer, to
prove that the office is not scriptural. As to the
Scripture authority of lay-elders, some refer us to the
office of deacon. ¢“Though the name is not scrip-
taral (say they), yet the office is.” But here I would
remark, that the names are not more different than
the offices. A Scripture deacon is an officer in the
Church of Christ, for managing its temporal concerns,
and attending to the wants of the poor brethren.
He has no concern in the ruling of the church, more
than the rest of the brethren. A lay-elder is com-
pounded of a New Testament deacon, the half of
a New Testament elder or pastor, as he is a church
ruler, and a part of the office of an apostle, as a le-
gislator, to make laws for the church. In the superior
courts, he is looked upon by some as a representative
of the people; by others as the representative of his
own order. In either view, his office is derived from
our ideas of civil policy; for there is not the shadow
of any such representation in the Word of God. It
is absurd in the extreme, to found his office on that
of the Scripture deacon, seeing it extends so much
further. If he is the same as the deacon, let him do
the deacon’s office only. Besides, if he be the deacon,
why has he been called elder? Has not the father
the best right to give the name to the child? Is not
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the Spirit of him who instituted the office, the best
Judge of the most fitting name? Especially as the
name was appropriated to another order in the church,
why was ¢¢ chosen? If men thought that they could
give a more proper and decent name to this office, than
the Spirit of God had done, which is not a very modest
supposition, why did they take that which he had
assigned to pastors? Has not the tendency of this
been to mislead the English reader, and make him
believe, that where he meets the word elder, in the
New Testament, the Presbyterian elder was intended,
and not the pastor. This has been one of the most
successful artifices of priesteraft in all ages. But there
are others who pretend to find both name and office in
the New Testament, and produce as their authority,
1 Tim. v. 17—“Let the elders that rule well, be
counted worthy of double honour, especially they who
labour in word and doctrine.” ¢ Here (say they) is an
evident distinction between ruling and teaching elders.
There must be some elders to rule, and others to teach.”
To this I answer—

1. Allowing the Presbyterian explanation of this
text, in its utmost latitude, what does it make?
Granting that there should be a body of lay-elders
to join with the preaching elders, in ruling a church,
does this give any countenance to a church session as a
body of legislators, to make laws, rules, and regulations
for the congregation? Their being church rulers, does
not constitute them church legislators. Upon this sup-
position, their business would be to carry the laws of
Christ into effect, not to make laws. Neither would
this give any countenance to a minister and session,
exclusively judging of the application of discipline,
and engrossing the whole power of the church into
their own hands. Whether the elders of a particular
church be all pastors, or some ruling, and others
teaching elders, to neither would belong the sole right
of judging when the laws of Christ were to be applied.
If a brother was accused, the whole church would
judge him according to the law of Christ; and if he
is found guilty, the business of church rulers is to
execute the law of Christ, which the church has judged
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applicable ; just as a judge pronounces the verdict
found by the jury. But a church session is not only a
parliament to make laws, but a jury to judge of the
application of both their own and Christ’s laws. The
brethren are entirely excluded. They may lodge a
complaint, or appear as a witness, but in judging of
the guilt or innocence of the accused, they have no
share. I do not stay here to show that this is contrary
to the apostolical commands, in which the whole church
is intrusted and charged with judging of the application
of discipline. This I intend to show in another place.
What I would observe here, is, that according to their
own interpretation of this text, there is no foundation
for the legislative or exclusive judicial authority of
church sessions.

2. Allowing, from this text, an order of ruling
elders, distinct from teaching elders, this gives no
countenance to a body of what are called lay-elders;
that is, men not invested with the pastoral office. Such
ruling elders would be as really pastors, bishops,
ministers, &c., as the preaching elders. The office of
a preaching elder would not be superior to that of the
ruling elder. The ruling elder would be a pastor of
the church, invested with the pastoral character, in as
full a manner as the preaching elder. The only legi-
timate conclusion that could be drawn from this inter-
pretation, would be, that in every church there should
be two orders of ministers, the one for ruling, and the
other for preaching; and that neither of these had a
right to interfere in the department of the other. The
preaching elder was not to rule, any more than the
ruling elder was to preach. The preaching elder, then,
should not preside in the session, nay, he should have
no seat in it, any more than the ruling elder should
have in the pulpit. If the one is only to rule, the other
is only to preach. If the one must not mount the
pulpit, neither must the other sit in church-court. All
then that can-be fairly inferred from this interpretation,
is, that in the pastoral office, there are two distinct de-
partments, which should not interfere with each other;
that those appointed to rule, should rule; and those
appointed to preach, should preach; which, instead of
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serving, would overthrow, from the foundation, the
whole Presbyterian system. If, then, we should allow
that there is in this text, an order of ruling elders, dis-
tinct from another order of preaching elders, still such
ruling elders would be pastors or bishops, and nothing
a-kin to Presbyterian elders. Nay, the ruling elders
would be more eminently, if not exclusively, the blshops
or overseers. Oversight surely belongs rather to the
ruler, than the preacher.

3. Is it possible that two orders so different as that
of ministers and lay-elders, should be called invariably
in Scripture, by the same name? Is this like the per-
spicuity of the Bible? Is it probable, that when the
New Testament writers employ so many words to de-
note the same office, as bishop, presbyter, shepherd,
&c., they could not afford a distinet name for the office
of lay-elder, if it was apostolical ? Is this agreeable
to the use of any language, upon any subject ? IKspe-
cially, is it agreeable to the genius of the philosophic
language of Gr eece, where every shade of difference in
1dea, is marked by a different word, expressive of it?
But the English reader of the most common under-
standing, must be convinced that it is impossible for
the Greek word mpesBvrepog, to denote two so widely
different officers from the use of our own word elder.
Though this is the exact translation of the Greek word,
and in the estimation of Presbyterians, must include
both minister and lay-elder, yet to avoid confusion, it
has been appropriated by them to denote the latter
only. What Presbyterian speaks promiscuously of
ministers and lay-elders by the common name elders?
Or who would understand him if he did? Yet such
undefined, indeterminate language, they scruple not to
put into the mouth of the Holy Ghost. If ever they
use the word elder to denote the minister, they are
obliged to prefix the word lay to it, when attributed to
the Prebbyteuan elder, to prevent obscurity. Now, if
we cannot talk in ]un(rhsh of ministers and Plesbvtu'lan
elders by the same name, is it possible that the Serip-
tures should be guilty of this obscurity ?

4. Granting that this text does constitute two orders
of elders, then there will be three orders of officers in
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every church, and the Presbyterians want the third.
They have not the deacon. * Yes (say they), our elder
is the deacon.” But upon what authority do they com-
bine offices, which the apostles kept distinet. There is
incontestibly an order of deacons; if there be two
orders of elders, there should be three distinct orders
in every church. No man hath authority to combine
any two of them into one, any more than to make a
new order over the rest. If it be said, that the office
of the lay-elder and that of the deacon are the same, 1
have already shown that they are widely different. The
office of a deacon is to take care of the poor; whereas,
if there be a distinct order of ruling elders, their office
must be to rule the church. Is there any evidence in
Scripture, that these two offices were combined into
one ? The office of the deacon is in itself no more con-
nected with ruling, than with preaching. To rule in
the church, and to take charge of the poor, are offices
distinct in themselves, and separated in the New
Testament.

5. If there had been two orders of elders, so distinct
as that of lay and preaching elders, is it possible that
their offices and qualifications should be included in the
same description? In describing the office of the elder,
and his qualifications, no notice is taken of two orders,
one as requiring a different kind of qualifications from
the other. They are called upon, without exception, to
feed the flock, take the oversight of it, &c.; and are all
required to be dwakricde, “fit to teach,” which, as
Dr. Campbell has observed, could hardly be the case,
if some of them were to have no concern in teaching.
This candid inquirer has given up this text, and thinks
it is too trivial a circumstance, upon which to found so
material a distinction. It is not said, that a preaching
elder must have such and such qualifications, and do so
and so, but the elder, which must include every dis-
tinction of elders. Besides, the words elder and bishop
are perfectly interchangeable, constantly applied to the
same officers, as all Presbyterians will allow. Now, if
there be an order of lay-elders, there must be also
an order of lay-bishops; that is, men who have the
pastoral office, yet are no pastors. ‘
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6. Commentators seem generally agreed, and the 18th
verse absolutely requires that 7uun, here translated
“honour,” signifies the honourable maintenance of the
manisters of the gospel. The apostle proves that they
are worthy of this rwun, from the law of Moses,
respecting the ox employed in treading out the corn,
and from the words of our Lord, with respect to those
engaged in preaching his Word. Now, the argument
drawn from this, goes directly to show that all those
elders, spoken of in the 17th verse, are worthy of
honourable support. It does not indeed require that a
church is, in every situation, to support all its labourers.
Some may not need it; the church may be so poor that
it cannot support more than one pastor. There is
nothing to prevent it from using the labours of some
who support themselves by lawful industry. But the
text undoubtedly implies, that all elders are worthy of
support, and if they need, and the church can give it,
it is their right. Do Presbyterians think it their duty
to support their elders, or will any one say, that they
are worthy of it? If not, they cannot be the elders of
which the apostle speaks. Besides, the 18th verse
proves incontestibly, that all the elders spoken of in
the 17th verse, have the same pastoral character, and
are employed in the same work. They are all *treaders
out of the corn,” all “labourers worthy of reward.”
How do Presbyterian elders *tread out the corn ?” In
what manner do the most conscientious of them “labour
so as to be worthy of reward ?” These figures represent
the elders as labouring constantly in the work of the
Goospel, and having that for their employment, as the
ox was daily employed in early days, and till the present
time, in some countries, in ‘treading out the corn,”
and as a labourer is employed, not occasionally, but
constantly in his labour. Should it be said, that the
illustration in the 18th verse, is applicable only to the
latter part of the 17th verse, I answer, that beside the
necessity of referring it to the whole verse, the texts
quoted by the apostle, would not be relevant in that
view. They go to prove the propriety of support in
general, and not a superiority of support.

7. Hitherto I have granted, that this text does create
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two orders of elders; and even on that supposition,
have shown that this constitutes two different orders of
pastors in every church, not a separate order of what
are called lay-elders. I will now endeavour to show,
that the text neither proves nor admits a distinction of
order among the elders spoken of. The opposition is
not between ruling elders and preaching elders, but in
the first part of the verse, between those who discharge
the office well in general, and those who are parti-
cularly employed and distinguished for talents and
labour in that difficult, important, and laborious branch
of the office, the preaching continually to large public
assemblies. In every apostolical church, that was per-
fectly organised, there was a plurality of elders or
pastors, of different gifts. Some were distinguished
as public speakers, others as church rulers, others for a
talent of private exhortation, peculiarly fitted to con-
verse with the saints, on the state of their souls, and to
pour the balm of consolation into the wounded spirit.
Now, each of these sustained the whole of the pastoral
office or character, and might occasionally be employed
in any part of it, while each was usually employed in
that department of his office, for which his talents, and
his temper, fitted him. The advantages which would
thus accrue to the church, are obvious and admirable.
It enjoyed this diversity of gifts, while at the same
time, if any of the elders were absent, or should die,
or that it could not procure, or support for some time,
as many elders or pastors as were necessary, any one
of them could officiate in the peculiar department of
any other. Churches which have not this plurality of
pastors, and diversity of gifts, are not aware of the
disadvantage under which they labour. At the same
time, some congregations which have a pluarality of
pastors, do not seem to know how to use them. They
do not assign their pastors, each the peculiar province
for which he is best qualified, but each statedly labours
in every part of the office, alternately. This plurality
of elders, is rather suited to the indolence of the
labourer, than the edification of the church. This
being the case, the reason of the injunction of the text
is obvious and important. All such elders are worthy
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of “honourable maintenance ;” those who are distin-
cuished in their office, have a rmht to a double portion;
Lspecully those who are pgcuharly and usually employed
in preaching. This requires peculiar, and perhaps rarer
talents ; much more time, study, and expense to qualify
them for the office; has much greater labour and fatigue ;
incurs more expense, by h°equent excursions ; exposes
much more to public censure and odium ; and requires
much more intense application to furnish the mind, so
as to be a workman that needeth not to be ashamed,
rightly dividing the word of truth. To discharge this
part of the office in a proper manner, requires a life
solely devoted to it. Such is my view of this text;
now to confirm it.

The word translated * rule,” is by no means exclu-
sively applicable to that dopartmunt of the pastoral
office called ruling. Tpoesrdc is rather a military
than a civil officer: rather a commander in the field
than a president in an assembly.  Ilpoedpoc would
he the most proper word for the latter. Accordingly,
in the Athenian council of 500, the seven of the Pry-
tanes chosen by lot to preside every week, were called
mpoedpor; and the president of the day was called
emeorarne. This is a too peaceful and inactive office
to give a name to Christ’s officers. 1 know not that
they are ever so called in the New Testament, though
they early assumed this title. But mpocordc is a word
which fully expresses their arduous, dangerous, and
honourable office. Tt signifies an officer who goes
before his men, and stands in the front of the Imtth.
He encourages them by his example and exhortations,
and leads them into action. Officers have the command
and the care of the army; train and discipline the
soldiers; and keep them to their duty. They take care
to xupply them with provisions, and prepare them for
battle, by military speeches. Such an officer is the
elder in the Church ot Christ.  Like a military officer,
he trains and disciplines his troops; supplies them
with wholesome provi%i(mq ; rules them by the laws of
Christ; instructs them in the will of their king; and
prepares them for battle, by his public preaching. [
aporehend, then, that the word wposorwree heve, ix
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not to be referred exclusively, to any one part of the
pastoral office, but to the office in general. It means,
the elders who discharge, in an eminent manner, the
duty of an officer in the army of Christ, and preaching
is as essential a part of this, as ruling. That wpocoriic
refers to the office in general, is farther evident, from
1 Thess. v. 12.—where the same persons who are said
to labour among them, and to admonish them, are called
also mpoicrauevovg. Indeed, I am astonished that
any person who has ever looked into the Greek Testa-
ment, should think that the wpowrwrsg were an order in-
ferior to preachers. There is not a higher word to
denote pastor, in all the Word of God. They are
Christ’s military officers. Accordingly, they are called
also, Heb. xiil. 17.—n%yovpevor, or military leaders.
Agreeably to this, we find, that when one of the elders
befrdn to be dlStlnﬂ'lllshLd above his colleagues, he
assumed these very appellatlons as the most honourable.
He exclusively appropriated to himself, wpoeordg, and
nyovuevog, as well as emiokwmog, or bishop. But espe-
cially, can there be any thing more unfit to the
character of military officers, than an order of lay-
elders ?

My sense of the passage, may be illustrated by a
simile. “Let the kings who rule well, be accounted
worthy of double honour, especially those who distin-
guish themselves as the protectors of religious liberty.”
Here ruling well, refers to the whole kingly office, and
the word “especially” distinguishes a particular depart-
ment of the duty of a king. ¢Let virtuous and dis-
tinguished legislators, be esteemed worthy of double
honour, especially those who labour for the abolition of
the slave trade.” Who would infer from this, that
members of Parliament were each confined to a parti-
cular department. Iach member has a right to speak
and vote upon every subject, though his time and
talents may be chiefly employed on his favourite object.

Besides, if T am not greatly mistaken, grammar re-
quires that ot komiGvrec have mposoraree mpecBoirTepot, and
not merely mpeoBirepor, for its antecedent. The phrase-
ology is Ot kalid¢ wpoeordtec mwpea3hrepot, and not ot wpso-
Birepot o kak@e wpossrwrec. But common sense requires
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that the mposordrec mpeaBirepor, include the komwyreg ev
Aoyw kat ddackahwa. If a general, after a victory, would
write thus to the secretary at war, * the officers merit the
highest praise, especially the general officers,” he would
write sense. But how ridiculous would it be to say, * the
subaltern officers merit the highest praise, especially the
general officers.” In the first instance, the word  officers”
includes the general officers; but in the second, the gene-
ral officers are not included among the subaltern officers.
Now, this is exactly what the Presbyterian interpretation
of this text makes the apostles say, * Let ruling elders be
counted worthy of honour, especially the preaching
elders.” Malwra is properly used, when a part is distin-
guished out of the whole; or one out of a number.
Compare this passage, with 2 Tim. iv. 13.—* Bring
with you the cloak, and the books, especially the parch-
ments.” Here, the generic word books includes the
parchments, as a particular sort of the books which he
had desired him to bring. But how ridiculous would
it have becn to have said, “Bring the cloak, especially
the parchments.”

Thus have I examined the meaning of this much
disputed portion of Scripture. I have first endeavoured
to show, that granting Presbyterians their own inter-
pretation of this text, and that it fully establishes an
order of lay-elders, or an order of rulers in the church,
who are not pastors, that even this did not give a
church session any authority to judge in all matters for
the church or congregation. KEven in this case, the
whole church should judge, and those officers carry the
result into execution. Again, that granting the exclu-
sive management of church affairs to the session, gave
it no author ity to legislate, as the whole church, or the
united voice of all the churches upon earth, have no
right to make the slightest alteration, amendment, or
addition with respect “to the laws of Christ’s Church
Further, that granting a distinction of order in elders
to be established from this verse, it would make two
orders of pastors, and not a distinct order of lay-elders.
And, lastly, that a distinction of order of any kind, is
neither necessary, probable, nor possible, from this
verse. It constitutes, indeed, a plurality of pastors, in
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every perfectly organised church, who, being of different
gifts, should be usually employed in the department
best suited to each ; that there should be a gradation of
support according to talents, zeal, and diligence; and
that the highest is due to those who are distinguished
for labouring in word and doctrine. This plurality
of elders or pastors in a church, is called (1 Tim. iv. 14),
the Presbytery or Eldership. The modern signification
of the word Presbytery, as consisting of the ministers
and representative lay-elders of the congregations of a
whole district, is not known in Scripture, nor in all the
first ages of Christianity.*

* Chrysostom supposed the Presbytery spoken of (1 Tim. iv.
14), to have been a synod of bishops. To what extravagance
will men run, who give themselves up to a party, and take their
opinions from their sect, and not from the Bible!
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CHAPTER VL

OF INDEPENDENCY.

I HAVE an objection against imposing names of human
tnvention upon the things of the Spirit. When I use
the words Independency and Independents, for that
form of church government, instituted by the apostles,
and those who now embrace it, I would be understood
to do it, not of choice, but of necessity. The disciples
of Christ are properly called Christians, saints, or
brethren, and an assembly of these, for the purpose of
enjoying the ordinances of Christ, according to his
appointment, is called a church. Now, these are the
words I would always wish to use to denote the same
objects; but it has happened that some of them have
been so abused and prostituted to other significations,
that it is impossible to use these plain Scripture words
without obscurity. There is now the Church of Rome,
the Church of England, the Church of Scotland, the
Church of Secession, &c., &c., &c. In speaking there-
fore of a church formed on the model of the apostolical
churches, we are obliged to call it an Independent
Church, to distinguish it from the others, which have
usurped the name. Still, however, we use this, not as
the name of Christ’s Church, but of the particular
mode of the government of an apostolical church, to
mark its distinctive feature. The apostles had no
occasion to use this, or any other word of the same
nature, for the same purpose, because no different form
of government had been erected. It is obvious, then,
that this use of the word Independency, is very
different from sacrament, eucharist, altar, clergy, and
a multitude of other such names, which the wisdom of
men has imposed upon the ordinances of God.

That the government of Christ’s appointment, is
what is called Independent, is obvious from the rule
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which he gave for the settling of private offences
among his disciples. Matt. xviii. 15-18.— Moreover,
if thy brother shall trespass against thee, go and tell
him his fault, between thee and him alone : if he shall
hear thee, thou hast gained thy brother. But if he will
not hear thee, then take with thee one or two more,
that in the mouth of one or two witnesses, every word
may be established. And if he shall neglect to hear
them, tell ¢f unto the church: but if he neglect to hear
the church, let him be unto thee as an heathen man,
and a publican.” Here the last appeal is to the church.
He does not say, if he does not hear the church, take
him to the Presbytery, and if he does not hear the
Presbytery, take him to the Synod, &c., but if he hear
not the church, “let him be unto thee as an heathen
man, and a publican.” I know, indeed, that various
subterfuges have been invented to evade the force of
this plain Scripture. Every sect has attempted to find
its own discipline in this passage, whilst individuals, to
apologise for what they cannot justify, have attempted
to darken its meaning so as to make it of no practical
use. The multiplicity of interpretations, in the opinion
of Dr. Stillingfleet, is an argument to prove that it is
totally inexplicable ; in my opinion it proves only what
is proved by the variety of sentiments on every other
point in Scripture, the perversity, the selfishness, or the
prejudice of professing Christians. What! has the
Lord Jesus given a precept, in a case of such impor-
tance, and of such frequent occurrence, which cannot
be understood ? Did he wish to be, or could he not
avoid being unintelligible? Must the Holy One of
Israel speak with the darkness and evasion of an
heathen oracle ? 1If he did not mean to be understood,
why did he speak ? If he meant to be understood, why
did he not speak in intelligible language ? If we cannot
find out who are the divinely appointed arbitrators of
our differences, he might as well have said nothing on
the subject. What an insult upon the Holy Ghost to
represent his language to be so vague and indeterminate,
that it cannot be understood ? Christ has said ¢ tell it
to the church ;” is there no way of coming at his mean-
ing? Has the word church no determinate meaning



52 REASONS FOR SEPARATING

in the New Testament? But Dr. Stillingfleet is of
opinion, that if the discipline Christ has appointed, be
executed, it is not material by whom. Is it then the
same thing, whether a law be enacted by the lawfully
appointed legislators, or by any other body of self-
constituted men? or that a criminal be tried by a lawful
judge and jury, or by men who assume the right of
judgment, without the countenance of lawful authority?
If Christ has appointed any particular referees, it is as
really a breach of his injunction to appoint any other,
as it would be totally to neglect that instance of dis-
cipline. But is there any native necessary obscurity in
the precept, arising from the promiscuous use of the
word church, in the New Testament ? If it is now in
any measure obscure, it has been rendered so, not from
the ambiguity of the Scripture use of the word, but
from its prostituted application in modern acceptation,
and the sophistry, and subtleties of interested, preju-
diced, or bigoted men; we find no difficulty in the
passage until we hear the forced explanations of it
given by controvertists, and our mind begins to be
fistracted, and the subject obscured by the smoke of
their unhallowed fires.

I lay it down, then, as an axiom, that Christ meant
some determinate thing by the word church, and that
there must be sufficient evidence in the New Testa-
ment to lead the humble, teachable inquirer into that
meaning. Christ must have spoken intelligible lan-
guage. Now, to investigate the Scripture-use of the
word church.

In every language there are two different processes
recognised, which affect the signification of words,
appropriation and extension. The one confines them
to a part of their original territories, the other extends
them a little beyond their natural limits. This is not
peculiar to the language of Secripture, but is practised
in treating of all the arts and sciences, and the whole
business of life. Thus the word angel literally signifies
a messenger, and is not naturally confined to any de-
scription of messengers. But the Bible hath in a man-
ner appropriated that word to denote an order of beings,
whose employment is that of messengers of the Most
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High, sent forth to minister to the heirs of salvation.
And though it may occasionally, even in Scripture,
claim its natural rights, being sometimes used for other
messengers, yet it is the appropriated name of that
order of beings called angels. The same may be said
of the words apostle, elder, bishop, &c. Sometimes
they are appropriated upon particular subjects or depart-
ments, while they enjoy the full extent of their signifi-
cation upon others; and sometimes the same word is
differently appropriated upon different subjects. Thus,
while the words angel, apostle, &c., are usually confined
to a particular province in Scripture, they have un-
bounded license in profane authors, of the same date ;
and thus when men use the word minister, conversing
upon political subjects, it is immediately understood
that they mean the first minister of state. But if they
are conversing on religion, it is as readily understood
to be the minister of the congregation. On the other
hand, sometimes a word will come through time to ex-
ceed its natural boundaries, and be extended to include
ideas not pecessarily, nor naturally inherent in it.
Thus xéworovew, literally signifies to vote by holding up
the hand, and was used in the popular assemblies of
Athens in contradistinction to the vote by scrutiny,
which was denoted by ¥n¢ilw, from ¥npoc, the peb-
ble used by the voters. But in an advanced period of
the history of this word, we find that it sometimes
dropped the principal idea altogether, and was extended
to denote election in any manner, and even the con-
ferring of an office, not by election but individual
nomination. Our language has recognised the same
abusive principle, in the words man-midwife, head-
pleurisy, &c. Now, to apply this reasoning to the point
in dispute. We are to enquire what exxAgora literally
signifies ; what it was originally applied to; what
it came to be applied to in the process of its
history ; what is its use in other instances in Scrip-
ture ; how it is used in profane authors of the same
date; whether in the New Testament, it hath been
appropriated, or extended; and if appropriated, to
what? Proceeding thus, we shall find, that in the
New Testament it is invariably used, either for an
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individual congregation, or the whole community of
Christians.

ExcAnowa literally signifies an assembly called out
from others, and is used among the Greeks, particu-
larly the Athenians, for their popular assemblies sum-
moned by their chief magistrate, and in which none
but citizens had a right to sit. By inherent power it
may be applied to any body of men called out, and
assembled in one place. If ever it loses the ideas of
calling out, and assembling, it loses its principal
features, and its primitive use. I will not say, that by
the operation of the abusive principle I have described,
it might not have come to lose even both, after a length
of time from its first introduction ; but this I say, that
I no where find it in profane writers, nor in the Scrip-
tures speaking of civil affairs, to have lost either, but
especially the latter. Nor will I be driven from my
position by the use of this word in the 19th chap. of
Acts. That assembly, however tumultuous, irregular,
and unlawful it may have been, was a meeting of the
estizens called together by the silversmiths. The
craftsmen were called together (verse 25), by Deme-
trius, who, inflamed by his speech, burst out into in-
temperate acclamations to their goddess Diana. The
rest of the citizens were roused and assembled by their
noise, and adopting their zeal, though many of them
knew not the cause, they rushed into the theatre—the
very place of public deliberation. Though, then, it was
an irregular, lawless assembly, it was nothing a-kin to
an English mob, but rather like a parliament assem-
bling, being summoned, not by the king, but by some
incendiary among themselves. Still more strongly may
it be atfirmed, that it is no where used by profane writers
to denote any body of men, but in their assembled
capacity ; they are called eceAgota only as assembled.

Such being the origin and use of this word among
the Greeks, to what may it be legitimately applied
when used in sacred things? It may signify any assem-
bly called out from the world, and united in Christ.
Agreeably to this, whenever it is used in Scripture in
a sacred sense, that is, as applicable to believers, we
find that it is invariably appropriated to an individual
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assembly of Christians, meeting to enjoy the ordinances
of Christ,* or the Christian community in general.
Whenever the apostles made a number of converts in
any place, they separated them from the congregation,
by forming them into an ¢xkAqowa, or church. And just
as in the Athenian assemblies none but citizens could
sit or vote, so none but the citizens of the new Jeru-
salem were allowed to join themselves to this company.
As in the Parliament many may be present to hear,
though none but senators speak or vote; so in a church
of Christ, many are present to hear the Gospel of
salvation, but none are admitted as members of the
eckkAnoia, but those who are first by that Gospel made
citizens of heaven. But with equal propriety may
this word be applied to all the Christians in heaven
and earth, as assembled in Jesus. Nor does this
application stretch it a whit beyond its natural and
intrinsic meaning. It is as literally and as truly applied
to the one as to the other. All the saints on earth,
and ell the saints in heaven, are assembled in him,
ag really as the branches of a vine are united in the
trunk, the stones of a building upon the foundation, or
the members of the body with the head. With the
strictest truth all Christians may be said to be already
‘in heavenly places in Christ.” This double application
of the word is neither foreign nor forced, incorrect nor
indistinet. When it is used indefinitely, it applies to
the community of believers assembled in Christ; when
it is used with respect to an individual church, which
is its most general application, the context, or the
nature of the circumstances, gives sufficient intimation.
Let any one take the trouble to run over all the places
where it is found in the New Testament, and 1 will be
bold to say, he will not find a single text, which will
not fairly explain on this hypothesis. The cases where
it may occur in the civil or unappropriated sense, are
not accompanied with the smallest difficulty, the con-
text, or a note of appropriation as ¢ Church of Christ,”

* Where this word is used, for the Christians of a family, it
is rather a confirmation of this than an exception. Every
Christian family, meeting morning and evening for worship,
may be properly considered a little church.
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&c., sufficiently marking the difference. Those who,
from this circumstance, would argue the impossibility
of ascertaining the meaning of the word church in
Matt. xviii. 17., and elsewhere, will find the same diffi-
culty in the words apostle, angel, and innumerable
others. Indeed the admission of this principle, and I
see it admitted, and acted upon, by some very ingenious
men, would involve, in impenetrable darkness, the
clearest point in theology. If it be maintained, that
the meaning of a word so important, so frequently
used in the epistles, could not be ascertained, why
should not this be the case with others? Were such a
principle established in criticism, I have no hesitation
in saying, that there is not an ancient author could be
understood ; that there is not a passage so clear in any
author, in any language, upon any subject, which could
not be so perplexed by the ingenuity of a sophist, that
the ablest critic could not unravel it. Critics would be
ashamed to reason thus on a passage in Homer or So-
phocles.  Grant only to the inspired writers, what will
be granted to all—that they had a meaning in their
words, and wrote to be understood, and it will be our
fault if we cannot understand them.

Having stated the literal meaning, the profane and
sacred application of the word exkAnoia, let us next
examine the claims of its modern* acceptations. It is
quite a cameleon. It is as various in its meaning, as
the necessities of each party require. Sometimes it is
a church session ; sometimes an individual church;
sometimes a classical Presbytery; sometimes a synod;
sometimes a general assembly; sometimes church
rulers; sometimes all the churches of a province or
kingdom. Truly, if the Scripture gives ground for all
these, it is more dark and perplexing than was ever an
answer of the Sybil. Is not the bare statement a re-
futation of the fact? and the supposition a calumny on
the oracles of God? But the practice of Presbyterians
themselves, is a complete refutation of this hypothesis.
They do not speak promiscuously of all their assemblies

* T call them modern, because they are later than the New
Testament.
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by the name church, but have a distinct name for each,
as the congregation, the session, the Presbytery, the
Synod, &c. Now, if each order of these courts be a
church, as well as each congregation, and the collective
congregations, why do they not speak of them by the
Scripture name? Why have they imposed upon them
-names of their own invention? Evidently because
they would otherwise be unintelligible. If one of their
writers on church discipline was to speak of all their
assemblies by the name church, without additional
marks of distinction, his readers would not understand
him ; yet this is the very inaccuracy they charge upon
the writers of the New Testament. They suppose them
to speak promiscuously of the greatest variety of subor-
dinate courts, as well as assemblies of a different
nature, by the same name, without any mark of distinc-
tion to guide the reader. Now, I think this is a very
fair criterion; Seripture ordinances should be suffici-
ently intelligible by Scripture names, without the use
of any other. I believe it will be found a very just
conclusion, that the institutions which have not a name
in Scripture, have not an existence in Scripture.
Let Presbyterians, then, use nothing but the Scripture
names, and their doctrine of subordinate courts will be
jargon. By their unnatural extension of this word,
they have taken it in modern use from that which
alone deserves it—the individual assemblies of the
saints. Let us suppose, then, that exkAgora might
have been legitimately appropriated to denote any one
of these assemblies, this appropriation will take it from
all the rest. If a session is a church, then a congrega-
tion cannot be a church; if either of these be a church,
then a Presbytery cannot, without confusion, be usually
so denominated ; and if a Presbytery is a church, then
it will take that name from all inferior and superior
courts. Now, if these courts be Scriptural, let their
advocates produce their distinet Scriptural names. No
word can have two approprlate meanings upon the
same subject; excAnoia may be a civil assembly and
appropriated also to a religious assembly ; but in neither
civil nor religious matters can it be appropriated
as the distinctive name of two different assemblies,
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the one subordinate to the other. It may denote
a particular assembly of saints, and the community of
Christians assembled in Jesus; but without confusion,
it cannot be used as the appropriated name of a parti-
cular and general assembly of the same sort. This is
clear from the names of civil courts. Though some of
these be such as to be literally applicable to all, yet
they are not so appropriated. Thus sessions, assizes,
&c. Thus also in the Church of England, though
each of the orders are called clergymen, yet for this
very reason it could not be the appropriated distinctive
name of any one of them. There is curate, rector,
bishop, &c. For the same reason, though bishop was
the common name of all Presbyters originally, yet
when it was appropriated to one of the number, it was
taken from all the rest. If, then, the word church be
generally applicable to such a variety of assemblies,
each assembly must have a distinctive name besides; to
produce which out of Scripture will be rather an
arduous task. Besides, in speaking particularly of each
of these assemblies, the common name could not be
used, any more than the name clergyman would distin-
guish a bishop from a Presbyter. When our Lord
says, then “tell it to the church ;” if he intends Pres-
byterian ecclesiastical courts, to which does he refer?
If to the session, then all higher appeals are cut off’; for
if the offending brother will not ‘ hear the church, let
him be as dan heathen man and a publican;” if it means
a general synod or assembly, then all inferior courts
are cut off. But if church be also the Scripture name
of an individual assembly of saints, consisting of pastors
and church members, is not the obscurity still increased ?
Whether must the congregation or the session be ap-
pealed to ?

I have hitherto combated this multifarious appli-
cation of the word, upon the supposition that it was
equally proper to any one of the things signified. But
I have objections against the propriety of applying it
either to church rulers, or the associated churches of a
province or kingdom, both from the meaning of the
word and its original application, as well as its use in
Scripture. According to the intrinsic ideas contained



FROM THE SYNOD OF ULSTER. 59

in ecxAnoia, the churches of a province or kingdom
could not be so called, because they are never assembled.
Now this would be an assembly, never assembled.
Should it be said that they are present in their repre-
sentatives, as the nation may be said to be present in
the parliament (besides that, this is too figurative for
a distinctive or appropriated name), then private in-
dividuals can no more be called members of the Church
of Scotland, &c., than private subjects members of
parliament. None are members of an assembly, but
those actually possessing a right to sit in that assembly.
A national or provincial church, in this view, consists
of church rulers alone, or rather a selection of church
rulers. Besides, church is used in Scripture, according
to its literal signification, for an assembly of saints
actually assembled; it would not therefore be used in
such a loose sense in the first stages of its history.
Words may come to lose their leading idea, but it is
always by the operation of time, and change of circum-
stances. Add to this, that the Greeks did not use it
for representative assemblies ; but assemblies in which
all the citizens had a right to be present. None were
represented, but the members who composed the
-assembly. Children, females, and slaves were not re-
presented. This last objection lies equally against
church rulers being at any time exclusively called the
church. ExxAnowa was a popular assembly, distin-
guished from ovvkkpoa, an assembly of nobles or
senators. It seems very clear that this latter would be
the most appropriate name for a court of church rulers:
I freely acknowledge, that the literal ideas contained in
the word eckApoia might be applicable to a court of
church rulers, but it would be upon a principle different
from its usual application among the Athenians, as well
as its other acknowledged applications in Scripture. A
church of Christ is so called, because it consists of
members called and separated from the world by the
Gospel of Christ, and united in the enjoyment of his
ordinances. But if a court of church rulers were so
called, it would be, not because they were called out
of the world, and united in the service of Christ, but
called out from their brethren to legislate for, and
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govern them. Now, such a use of the word would
be nothing a-kin to the other. 'They would not be
the same word, though composed of the same letters.
Between the particular and general use of the word
church, the leading ideas are common; both are called
out of the world by the Gospel, separated from it,
and assembled in Christ. But between these and the
word as signifying church rulers, there is no resem-
blance. 'To appropriate a word for a double purpose
upon the same subject, by a process so different, is
altogether unexampled. Neither is this agreeable to
the principle that generally operates in language, to
extend and diversify the signification of words. They
are usually correctly and unambiguously applied at
first ; variety of signification grows by abuse and
time, as a fact related by many individuals will be
known in different countries, with a loss or addition
of circumstances. Add to this, that in a new science
or art, when an author is obliged to borrow and
appropriate a word, he doth so generally agreeably
to its natural import and approved use in the language
from which it is taken. If, then, our Lord had taken
exxAnota to denote an individual assembly of saints, he
would have taken cvvkrgewu for a court of church rulers,
if he had instituted such a court.

But what saith the Seripture ? This must finally
decide the pretensions of these different claimants. Is
there a single passage in which this word must be
acknowledged to have any of those significations I
combat? Does it occur in any place where it plainly
refers to a court of church rulers, or to a number
of churches under an associated government? Are
not all the passages in which it is said to be so used
as undecided as the present ? Upon what principle,
then, of fair criticism can it be argued ? If they
could produce any one occurrence of it, in which it
must incontestibly be so understood, there might be
some colour of ground so to understand it in others,
though used with less perspicuity. But without an
acknowledged foundation, they never can raise a super-
structure. If the word church was in any one place
explained to be a representative assembly, and an
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association of the churches of a kingdom, they might
plead such a sense here with efficacy. But if it is
never so explained, never can it be so interpreted
here. On the other hand we can produce texts innu-
merable, where it signifies an individual assembly of
saints, and in which our opponents must and do
acknowledge that it hath such a signification. We
can produce a number of passages in which a church
of Christ is explained to consist of the saints of a
particular church. By what authority, then, can they
refuse it to have such a signification here? There is
not the least intimation in any part of the New Testa-
ment of a representavive government. Nothing is said
about a number of church rulers being selected as an
ecclesiastical council over a number of individual
churches ; nor any such use of the word church, as
including a number of individual churches. When
the inspired writers speak of a single assembly of
saints, they invariably call it a church; when they
speak of a number of churches, or the churches of a
province or district, they do not call them a church,
but churches. Thus when Paul writes to the Corin-
thians, he addresses the ¢ Church of God, which is
at Corinth ;” but when he writes to the Galatians, he
addresses the churches of Galatia. Thus also when
the Church of Jerusalem is spoken of, it is called &
church ; but when the aggregate of the individual
churches of Judea and Samaria are spoken of, they
are not called the Church of Judea, or the Church of
Samaria, but the churches of Judea, and the churches
of Samaria. Thus also the Church of Cenchrea,
(Rom. xvi. 1), and the churches of Achaia; the
Church of Ephesus, the Church of Smyrna, &c. But
when they are spoken of in the aggregate, it is the
seven churches of Asia, not the Church of Asia
(Rev. 1. 4, and ii. 1, &c). I know indeed that with
respect to Jerusalem and Corinth, it is alleged that the
saints in those cities must have been too numerous to
have assembled in one place. But I need not take up
my time in showing how or where they might assemble,
or in ascertaining their numbers. They are not more
numerous than I wish them to have been; and the
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Scripture itself refutes the objection in both in-
stances—Acts ii. 44, 1. Cor. v. 4, and xi. 18. In
these passages they are expressly shown to have met in
the same place.

But if there were really any ambiguity in Matt. xviii.
17., can there be a better way of ascertaining truth
than by referring to the use of it in the writings of the
New Testament of a later date, thus comparing spiri-
tual things with spiritual? Can there be a better
commentary on the Gospels than the Epistles? If any
thing is not fully explained, but hinted at, by Christ,
where will we go for farther information, but to the
apostles, who were to finish the revelation he had
begun, and fully illustrate, what may be said to lie in
embryo in his words? Can any thing then be a
clearer commentary on Matt. xviii. 17, if it needed any,
than 1 Cor. vi. 1—where Paul speaks of another
similar case of discipline ? Can it be supposed that the
apostle would institute one way of terminating disputes,
and his master another? The apostles makes the
saints of an individual church at Corinth, the arbiters
of civil disputes. Would he have done so if' his Lord
had referred personal disputes to the cognizance of an
ecclesiastical council? No man will say so.

The ingenious Dr. Campbell, who, in his lectures on
church history, has treated this subject with demon-
strative clearness, alleges the acceptation of the word
among the Jews with signal success.* He shows that
it was appropriated with them in the same manner
either to the whole nation or Church of Israel, which
was a type of the universal Church of Christ, or to
those that met for worship in the same synagogue. Now,
this being the then received acceptation in the time of
our Lord, he would not have been understood, had he
employed it in any other; and as he could not intend
the whole commonwealth of Christians, it must be a
congregation of Christians. But how unintelligibly do
they represent Christ as speaking, who give so many
acceptations to the word church? Suppose we insert

* See Dr. Campbell's Lectures on Church History, vol. 1, p.
320.
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congregation instead of church, who would understand
him to refer to ecclesiastical courts. Yet congregation
is no more fixed by Presbyterians to their assemblies
for public worship, than eccApota was to denote the
members of a synagogue, or of an apostolical church.
Neither is eéxxAnota more applicable, nor indeed is it
so applicable to the various Presbyterian assemblies, as
congregation. A synod or general assembly might
have been at first denominated congregation, as well as
by the term by which they are now known. What
Presbyterian now would say “tell it to the congrega-
tion,” intending by that a church court. Yet this
would not be more senseless than what they attribute
to the Lord Jesus Christ.

Another argument Dr. Campbell brings, equally con-
vincing, is derived from the practice of the churches in
the first ages. ¢ Another collateral and corroborative
evidence,” says he, ¢ that by éexAnowa is here
meant not a representative body, but the whole of
a particular congregation, is the actual usage of the
church for the first three hundred years. I had
occasion formerly to remark, that as far down as
Cyprian’s time, which was the middle of the third
century, when the power of the people was on the
decline, it continued to be the practice, that nothing
in matters of scandal and censure could be concluded,
without the consent and approval of the congregation.
And this, as it appears to have been pretty uniform,
and to have subsisted from the beginning, is, in
my opinion, the best commentary which we, at this
distance, can obtain on the passage.” See page 3235,
val. 1.

I may add farther, that the circumstance of the
word church being afterwards used to signify the house
of worship, is a very clear corroborative argument
to show that an individual worshipping assembly of
Christians, and not a representative body of church
rulers, or the churches of a particular district, was
first so called. Though this be not Scriptural, yet it
shows the primitive application of the word, when
the house received the name of the assembly. Just as
the Jewish houses of worship were called synagogues,
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from the assembling of the people therein. This
shows what sort of assembly a church was. Had
it heen a meeting of church rulers, like a Synod,
&c., none but the places of their assembling would
have been called churches. This, in my opinion, is
the most unexceptionable species of historic proof. It
can never be biased, and is often the surest criterion of
the truth of facts.
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CHAPTER VIL

THE INDEPENDENCY OF THE APOSTOLICAL
CHURCHES PROVED FROM THE APOSTOLICAL
INJUNCTIONS, AND INFERRED FROM OTHER
CIRCUMSTANCES IN THE EPISTLES.

Nor only is the independency of individual churches
proved from the origin, and profane and sacred accep-
tation of the word by which they are denominated ;
but the laws and regulations given by the apostles for
their direction, put the matter beyond doubt. The
whole discipline of Christ’s house is, without exception,
committed to the individual church, consisting of the
pastors and brethren of one congregation. Apostolical
injunctions, which cannot be obeyed in any other than
an Independent church, implies the necessity of In-
dependency. Now of this sort, are all the rules, with
respect to the administration of discipline. It is the
whole church, and not a church session, that is to
receive members. Rom. xiv. 1.—*“Him that is weak
in the faith, receive ye.”— Receive ye.” Now, no
Presbyterian congregation could comply with this in-
junction. The brethren have nothing to do with the
receiving of members. This province is entirely
usurped by the minister and lay-clders. The epistle
to the Corinthians, is addressed to the Church of God
at Corinth, which is explained, 1 Cor. i. 2, to consist,
not of minister and lay-elders, but of ¢ them that are
sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints.” Now,
the power of excommunication is expressly vested in
the whole church (chap. v. 4), not in church rulers
alone. If a Presbyterian congregation would presume
to interfere with their rulers upon such a point, it
would be actual rebellion. Nay, the whole congre-
gation, minister, elders, and people could not put away
from their communion the grossest adulterer, if the
F
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superior ecclesiastical judicatories would think proper
to skreen him. But the church at Corinth, is com-
manded to put away from among themselves, that
wicked person (verse 13), and to purge out the old
leaven (verse 7). To judge of the application of
discipline, that is to examine and judge whether a
crime be chargeable upon an accused member, is also
stated (verse 12), to be the business of the whole
church. “Do ye not judge them that are within ?”
The whole church is to judge the accused person,
though the church rulers are to execute the judgment.
Now, a church which cannot admit an apostolical
direction, cannot be apostolically constituted. Indeed,
excommunication, though the highest act of church
authority, is so peculiarly the business of the whole
church, that the apostle does it not himself by an act
of apostolical authority, but commits it to the saints
themselves, that there might be an example and model
to all future ages. Likewise, in Gal. v. 12, he does
not say, “I cut off those that trouble you,” but “I
would that they were cut off.” The restoration of
fallen brethren upon repentance, is also the duty of
the whole church, 2 Cor. ii. 6, 7, 8; Gal. vi. 1. Here,
it is observable, that the excommunication was not the
act of a select part of the church, but ¢ was inflicted
of many.” We have also seen that the church was
the final judge of personal and civil disputes among
its members—Matt. xviii. 17; 1 Cor. vi. In these,
and other instances, the instructions and commands
given, necessarily suppose the constitution of the
church to which they were directed, to have been
Independent ; for to no other could they have been
applied ; in no other could they have been executed.
It will not be deemed a sufficient answer to this,
that the apostolical discipline may be executed in
spirit and substance, though not by those apostolically
appointed. The thing must not only be done, but done
as it is commanded. The command must not only be
obeyed in its primary object, but in the appointed
manner, by the divinely appointed agents. Iere we
have not only the thing commanded to be done, but the
persons commanded to do it. We may as well say,
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that we need not execute apostolical discipline, as that
it may not be done by those apostolically appointed.
The judges are here as clearly appointed, as the thing
to be judged. To fulfil a law, we must not only do
the thing the law directs, but in the manner directed
by the law. The law ordains the murderer to die, but
it does not warrant any but those legally appointed to
judge, condemn, and execute him. The king summons
his parliament; but the senators, intent upon their
rural amusements, or the improvement of their estates,
send their stewards. They meet; they enact laws;
they send them to the king. Will he, will the con-
stitution recognise such legislators ? And will the
Lord Christ recognise the proceedings of the uncon-
stitutional judicatories, of what are called representative
churches ? Shall they be excused, who on account of
business, amusement, or indolence have neglected their
duty as church-members ? They have no more authority
to delegate the performance of this, than of any other
duty which they owe to society, to their families, or to
God. Would private Christians let any one persuade
them, that they were to be present in heaven by
representation only ? It would be every whit as easy
to prove the one as the other. In all the New Testa-
ment, there is not the shadow of a representation, in
the Church of Christ.

To attend to the affairs of Christ’s house, is the
privilege of all church members. It argues ingrati-
tude, contempt, and indifference, to transfer that right
to others. But this is not only a privilege, but a duty,
and each member is answerable for the personal dis-
charge of it. Every individual member has the king’s
commission, and the king’s command, to attend to the
affairs of his kingdom, in concert with his brethren.
If any neglect their duty, or pretend to depute others
to represent them, they are guilty of disobedience to
Christ, indifference to his laws, interest, and honour ;
and are traitors, as presuming to alter the constitution
of his church. If any man, or body of men, assume
the right by invasion, or accept it by delegation, they
are usurpers, and act without, and contrary to the
king’s commands. But the very idea of a transference
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of duty, in religious matters, is absurd. None can
think, judge, or act for another, with respect to
spiritual things.

I have supposed the work to be done, and discipline
to be duly administered. But I deny that this ever is,
or can be the case in a perfect manner, when they do
not the work who are divinely appointed. The imper-
fect state of discipline, in all Presbyterian churches,
fully proves the assertion. Some of them, indeed, have
a multiplicity of human rules, which they are very
rigorous in putting into execution; but I know not
any, that act fully up to the discipline of the churches
of the New Testament.

Not only is discipline and all church power com-
mitted to the individual church, but every direction,
command, and exhortation is suited to such alone.
There are laws sufficient in the New Testament for the
covernment and conducting of an Independent church,
but not a single rule, or precept, or example for the
covernment of a number of churches combined. All
its rules and examples are applicable to individual con-
gregations only. Independent churches have either
precept or example for every case that can possibly
occur. They are not obliged to proceed one step upon
dubious ground. But it is evident that Presbyterians
are obliged to vindicate their discipline, &ec., by bor-
rowing what is applied to individual churches. Thus
the epistles to the church at Rome, to the church at
Corinth, &ec., &c., are epistles to individual churches,
and speak uniformly either of individual duties, or
reciprocal duties of church-members, and of the duties
of the elders to the flock, and of the flock to the elders.
But there is not a word as to the duties of elders as
members of an ecclesiastical assembly, or of the duties
of private Christians as members of an associated
church. Now, if there was such a thing as an asso-
ciated church under the same government, is it not
strange we should have no rules with respect to it;
that elders should have no directions as to their duties
in these assemblies ; and private Christians as to their
relations to them ? The individual flock is often called
upon to obey their pastors or rulers, but never is either
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flock or shepherd commanded to obey a superior assem-
bly. The apostles frequently and earnestly inculcate
love among the church members, and warn them against
schism and divisions. Not a word, however, do they
say as to the duty of union among several churches
under the same government, nor of the sin of one
church separating from another. Is not this a plain
proof that they were not externally joined ? But men
have got a convenient way of quoting Seripture now ;
for what is said (1 Cor. 1. 10), against the members of
the same individual church going into factions and
parties, they apply to prove the sin of one church
separating from another, or individuals separating from
the church in which they were educated. We never
hear the terrific word schism in any other sense in
modern application. But it is evident that the schisms
which the apostle here reprobates, are not the separation
of a part even of an individual church, so as to form
another; for this may be often done to advantage; it
is the members of the same church running into factions
and cabals, against which he speaks. Thus, in every
other instance, they have to borrow what is spoken to
individual churches, and apply it to associated churches.
Either the Scriptures are lame, or such associations are
unseriptural.

There are various other indirect hints in the epistles,
which will occur to the reader who is accustomed to
mine into the Word of God, and weigh each particle,
as more precious than the gold of Ophir. Truth is
ever consistent, and that opinion which does not gain
strength from a progressive acquaintance with the
Scripture, is not likely to be a Scripture truth, That
hypothesis that forbids a minute attention to the most
casual and indirect circumstance divinely recorded,
cannot be well founded. An instance of what I mean,
we have in 2 Cor. iii. 1. The apostle reasons that he
had not, like others, need of recommendatory letters
either to or from the church at Corinth. Now, the
manner of the apostle’s speaking here, would have been
altogether improper, had the church at Corinth been
under Presbyterian church government. He speaks of
the recommendatory letters as necessary to some, hut
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unnecessary to him, as coming from the Church, not
the Presbytery. Had the apostle been a Presbyterian,
he would have subjected himself and this church to
severe censure, had he received credentials from it.
This is the prerogative of the Presbytery or church
rulers alone.* How would a modern church judicatory
resent it, if a Probationer were to receive credentials
from one of their congregations? The apostle himself
could not be received into the General Synod, if he
could not produce his credentials from his Presbytery.
Nor could any minister or congregation regularly give
him their pulpit.

The whole strain of the letters of the apostle Paul
to the churches, shows them to have been Independent.
He uniformly addresses, praises, or blames the church
itself, and never a church session or ecclesiastical
council of any sort. In chapters v. and xi. of 1 Cor.
he blames the whole members, with respect to the in-
cestuous person, and their irregularities in eating the
Lord’s Supper. Had they been under Presbyterian
government, the brethren could not have been guilty, in
keeping the fornicator, because they had no authority
for putting him out. The session and superior courts
would have been exclusively to blame ; and would, un-
doubtedly, have received marked apostolical censure.
If improper persons are admitted to communion among
Presbyterians, what private member takes the guilt
upon himself; but, if he disapproves of it, exclaims
against the session. Upon the same persons should
the abuses of the Lord’s Supper have been principally
chargeable.

In like manner, when our Lord writes to the seven
churches of Asia, he praises or blames them indivi-
dually. He never censures one, for the errors of
another, though, with great severity, he reprimands
each, for the errors of any part of itself. He charges
the whole church as guilty, in keeping or retaining in
communion an erroneous or profligate member ; but he

* See also Acts xviii. 27. When Apollos was disposed to
pass over into Achaia, he received recommendatory letters from
the brethren, not a classical Presbytery.
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never charges one church, with the errors of another.
Now, if they had been under the Presbyterian form of
church government, all the churches would have been
chargeable with the faults and defects of each, as much
as the whole individual church was chargeable with
those of its members. Neither does he call upon the
one to reform the other; but each to reform itself.
Now, had the churches of Lesser Asia been Presby-
terian, our Lord would have written to the Synod or
Presbytery, and not to the individual churches to reform
themselves. A Presbyterian congregation cannot re-
form itself. Christ, therefore, could not have been the
author of Presbytery.
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CHAPTER VIIL

OBJECTIONS ANSWERED.

HaviNg investigated the claims of Presbytery and
Independency upon Scripture evidence, it may be pro-
per to take notice of some objections that I have heard
urged against the scheme which I defend. Some of
these are really so futile, that I am almost ashamed to
bring them forward, to give them a formal refutation.
But I have observed in conversation on this subject,
that when the advocates of Presbytery are driven from
the Scriptures, they sometimes shelter themselves under
the supposed defects of Independency, or advantages of
Presbytery. And it is really astonishing with what
superficial reasoning, they will impose upon themselves.
A few of such objections I will mention, and dispatch
with the utmost brevity.

1. Tt is alleged that * there are too many sects
already, and that we should rather endeavour to unite
those that are already formed, than form another.” I
perfectly agree with the objector, that there are too
many sects already, and that it is our duty to en-
deavour to unite Christians in all things. But how is
this to be done? Is it by each party proposing to
throw away a part of what they look upon to be truth,
and embrace a little of what they consider wrong, that
they may splice up a worldly union? Is it by the
church rulers of different sects, meeting to compromise
their differences, like a reference after a quarrel in a
country fair? Is it by such language as this, “I will
give up so much, give you up so much, and we will
meet 7 Is this a Scriptural way to unite sects ? Is it
not rather for each to appeal to the Bible, and meet on
that common ground? Should not the language be,
““we cannot all be right, let us then try our systems by
the standard of truth, adopt whatever it recommends,
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and reject whatever it condemns ?” Truly it is a very
modest way of reasoning, that there are so many sects
already, that there is no room for introducing the model
which Christ hath left us in the churches of the apostles!
If once Christians could be brought to jfeel it their duty
to cease from man, and renounce every standard but the
Bible, they would not be long in uniting. Every union
that is attempted, or effected upon other grounds, is not
of God, but of the world.

2. It is suspected that ‘the encouragement that is
given to call in question the opinions of our forefathers,
and scrutinize them so severely by the Scriptures, will
excite such a spirit of innovation, that it will lead to
universal scepticism.” Nay, some go so far as actually
to fix the time when such inquirers must be advanced
into atheists.

Truly it is a very astonishing thing that a habit of
searching the Word of God, of relying implicitly upon
it, and comparing all human opinions with that stan-
dard, must lead to scepticism. As well may it be said,
that a habit of trusting God will lead us to distrust
him. The Scriptures then are to blame for commending
the Bereans for ¢ searching the Scriptures daily whether
these things were so.” If our ancestors at the Refor-
mation, had been afraid of these consequences, they
never would have dared to call in question the ancient
usages of their fathers, or to have condemned them by
the Word of God. Never can any hurt arise from
searching the Scriptures, and a habit of being regulated
by them. ¢ To the law and to the testimony, if they
speak not agreeable to this Word, it is because there is
no light in them.”

I do not however mean to say, that there are no ex-
tremes on this side of the question; but I do say, that
these do not consist in comparing every human opinion
about divine things, with the Word of God; in rejecting
every tittle of what is contrary to this standard; and
adopting the merest minutiee of what is pointed out.
To run into extremes here, must be to go farther than
the Scriptures. While we keep upon this ground, we
cannot advance too far. But in searching the Scrip-
tures upon this, as well as every other subject, there is
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great need of humility, and a consciousness of our own
nothingness in the sight of God. If ever we begin the
search with a desire to go beyond others, and have the
honour to be more sharp sighted than those who pre-
ceded us, we shall certainly err. The natural pride of
the human heart shows itself in various ways, and it is
not strange that it should sometimes lead even good
men into singularities. The Scriptures are plain, but
it is only “the Spirit that can lead us into all truth.”
In searching the Scriptures for the mind of God, we
should never neglect to ask, not formally, but earnestly
and continually, the guidance of that heavenly con-
ductor. O what prayer! what self-abasement! what
a thirst for truth! what self-denial, are necessary in
those who would advance in the knowledge of divine
things! If we depend upon our own superior sagacity,
if we prize not the smallest Scripture truth as more
precious than rubies, and are not ready to give up the
dearest earthly possessions and connections rather than
part with it; if we have not simplicity of view, and a
single eye to the glory of God, it will not be strange if
we go astray in our search. But if we are made willing
to receive truth at the greatest risk, and conscious of
our weakness, incessantly and importunately to crave
the direction of the Spirit, I do not think that the
God of truth will suffer us to be led astray. Whilst,
therefore, we, like the Bereans, search the Scriptures
for ourselves, let us not be heady or high-minded, but
humbly wait at the feet of Jesus, to learn wisdom from
his lips.

3. It is alleged that ¢the Presbyterian form of go-
vernment is better calculated to repress heresy, preserve
purity of doctrine, and authoritatively settle all disputes
that arise among their congregations.” But I ask how
have they this power? Is it by foree or persuasion?
If it is by the latter, then Independents enjoy it in its
utmost latitude ; if it is by the former, then the Gospel
disclaims it; Christ abhors it. Is not this evidently
inconsistent with the whole spirit and letter of the
Gospel? These are carnal, not spiritual weapons. Is
not this to put a hand to the ark, and a distrust of the
power of the Great Head of the Church, who bears it
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upon his own shoulders? What is the crime in the
nations which God hath always punished with the
greatest rigour? Is it not that of presuming to take
upon themselves the defence and protection of his people
the Jews? Those who injured his people, are indeed
punished ; but those who stepped in between him and
them, to take their confidence off himself, are punished
with the utmost severity. Egypt, that oppressed Israel,
was punished ; but the crime was, as it were, afterwards
forgotten ; but Egypt that became the staff of Israel
is not pardoned till this very day. From the overthrow
of Nectanebus by Ochus, 350 years before Christ, it
never has had a king of its own. Degraded from
among the nations, governed by foreigners, enslaved
and oppressed, God hath exhibited it as a malefactor
in the gibbet, for a warning to others. He is as
jealous of the prerogative of supporting his Church, as
a husband is of the confidence and affection of his
wife, and views every foreign interference, as an attack
upon his honour. Will men, then, never learn to trust
God with his own cause, and use only the means
that he hath appointed to preserve his truths? Will
they never cease to provoke his jealousy, by asso-
ciations to defend his church? Is there any fear that
ever the gates of hell will shake it off Immanuel’s
shoulders ? Alas! that ever Christians should have
thought of substituting human bulwarks, for the con-
tinual presence of Jehovah, who is as a wall of fire
around his Zion !

But the Presbyterian method of preserving ortho-
doxy, and settling disputes, is not only unscriptural,
but is always without any real advantage. They may
keep their members from preaching contrary to their
standard, but can they enable ¢ the blind to lead
the blind, without both falling into the ditch.” Force
may make a hypocrite, but can never make a Christian.
Interest may constrain a carnal man to profess the
leading truths of the Gospel, but midnight darkness
will reign in his congregation. Among many there is
a continual cry of soundness and orthodoxy, who appear
to every spiritual man to be destitute of the truth, as
it is in Jesus, and to hold the truth in unrighteousness.
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Even among the stricter sects of Presbyterians, I
am constrained to say, that while some of them do
not fail to show their zeal by lifting up a testimony
against the corruptions of the General Synod, they
appear to be hunting after the world with equal avidity.
And I know where it is said, “If any man love the
world, the love of the father is not in him.”

4. It is alleged in behalf of Presbytery that “in the
multitude of counsellors there is safety; that several
congregations must have more wisdom than one; and
that an assembly of learned men must be better
qualified to transact church matters than an ignorant
multitude.”

This reasoning might have some effect, if there was
any thing left to the wisdom of man. The generality
of Christians, are the ¢ weak things of this world,”
and of all men living they are the least qualified for
the arduous duty of legislation. But thanks be to God,
he hath left no such things to be done by any. Every
necessary law and direction are given, and nothing
more is necessary, than to judge of their application,
to which the most ordinary capacity is equal, in the
use of the appointed means, and under the promised
guidance of the Spirit. Poor despised Christians would
indeed be ill qualified to appear in what is impiously
styled a court of Christ. But the meanest and most
ignorant of them are equal to judge of every case of
discipline, that can occur in Christ’s house; for it is
said that *“they shall be all taught of God.” And in-
deed I would expect a more just determination from
such, than from the representatives of all the churches
on earth. Christ’s presence is with the one, as being
according to his own appointment, while it is likely
the other shall be left to their own wisdom.*

* Such objectors differ very widely from the Apostle Paul,
who supposes that even the weakest saints are capable of judg-
ing not merely of the spiritual concerns of the church, but also
of settling the civil disputes of the brethren. 1. Cor. vi. 4.—*1If
then ye have judgments of things pertaining to this life, set
them to judge who are least esteemed in the church.” We are
not to suppose from this however, that a church is always to
select ‘“‘the least esteemed” for the arbitration of civil differ-
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I have heard, that the most usual, and the most
effectual way that certain persons have taken to pre-
judice the minds of the people of this country against
Indsependents, is, by representing them as *disor-
derly ;”— without discipline ;"— “breaking down the
hedge ;”—* not coming in by the door.”

In the New Testament, Christ calls himself the
door; if any one, then, come not in at this door, I

ences. In my opinion the spirit of the passage is this—differ-
ences among brethren should be settled by arbitration of the
church. Some of the Corinthians had transgressed this rule, and
shown, by their appealing to the civil law, that they supposed
there were not any among their brethren fit for this office.
The apostle takes fire at the supposition, that those who were
to judge wicked men and angels as assessors with Christ in the
great day, should be esteemed unfit to judge in such compara-
tively trivial matters; and to show them that he looked upon
all Christians to be qualified for this business, he bids them
choose from among themselves even those that were accounted
the weakest. As if he had said, to show you that they are
wise in whom the Spirit of God dwells, let the ¢ least esteemed”
brethren be singled out upon any emergency, and they will
wisely determine the matter. Then he subjoins, “I speak this
to your shame;” you have looked upon all your brethren as un-
wise or unjust ; the Spirit of God declares them all, even the
least esteemed of them to be qualified to settle your disputes.
Are you not then ashamed of your opinion and conduct, with
respect to your brethren, judging so unfavourably of them, and
differing so much from the judgment of God? That the apostle
looked upon all the saints as fit for such an office, is clear, not
only from the words *least esteemed,” but also from the argu-
ments of illustration in the 2nd and 3rd verses.—The saints
judging the world and fallen angels. All the saints small and
great, shall have this honour; therefore, to make the argument
conclusive, all the saints must be fit for the duty of arbitration.
But that a church is not bound always to select the “least
esteemed” for this purpose, is clear, not only from the spirit of
the passage already explained, but from what follows in the 5th
verse—* Is it so that there is not a wise man amongst you ? No,
not one that shall be able to judge between his brethren ?” This
question supposes, that the church was at liberty to choose the
wisest among the brethren. If then, the “least esteemed,” are
qualified judges, they are inexcusable, who will not be amenable
to the decision of the most esteemed in the church: Corollary:
If the weakest brethren are qualified to decide in matters of
property, without appealing to the superior learning, wisdom, or
Jjudicial knowledge of a Presbytery or Synod, nay, without even
appealing to the civil law, much more are they qualified to
judge of every thing, as to the discipline of Christ’s house.
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heartily consent that all pulpit doors be shut against
him. God is said to have made a hedge about his
vineyard. But it seems now, that not Christ, but the
Presbytery is the door, and, that the hedge of God’s
laws and institutions is not sufficiently high and prickly
to keep out wild beasts, but it must be new-made, or at
least mended by synodical authority. I am afraid that
the generality, even of Christians, in this country, are
much mistaken in their notions of the discipline of
Christ’s house. It is not the punctual attention to a
wide system of human rules and regulations, that de-
serves the name of discipline, but the faithful ex-
ecution of all the laws, given by Christ in the New
Testament. Those sects, who, in this country, are
most highly applauded for discipline, have, indeed, a
rigorous code of human laws, and are peculiarly strict
in the observance of them; but this is not discipline,
but ecclesiastical usurpation and tyranny. Christ’s
discipline is calculated to prevent the entrance of the
carnal professor, or to discover him, if he has been
admitted. But, such a person, if he has a decent
behaviour, and a sound of orthodoxy, might pass his
life in the most rigorous Presbyterian connections,
without detection. He must, indeed, have a conside-
rable portion of pharisaical righteousness, but he will
be admitted and continued without the life and power
of godliness. This is a bold charge; if any sect of
Presbyterians think it unjust, let them repel it. Before
they can do this, they must be able to declare, that
there is not an individual in their connection, that they
do not look upon as a member of Christ. If they
cannot make this declaration, their discipline is defec-
tive. I can refer them to an Independent church, con-
sisting of more than six hundred members, in which,
each individual can make this declaration concerning
his brethren. I am therefore constrained to charge such
objectors either with the grossest ignorance, or wilful
misrepresentation. A want of discipline is what I
charge upon Presbyterians. This is among the chief
objections I have to them. ¢ By their traditions, they
have made void the law of God.” DBut let them pro-
duce one single rule of discipline, appointed by Christ,
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which Independents refuse to admit. If they can show
them any thing in Scripture, which they have not
hitherto observed, I am sure they will not act up to
their principles, if they do not adopt it with gratitude.
But if they must be called ¢ disorderly,” because they
reject the interference of man, in the things of God,
because they refuse obedience to any rules but those of
Christ, they are not concerned to repel the charge.

6. When Presbyterians are driven from the Bible,
they sometimes shelter themselves under the wings of
learned and pious men. ¢ Are you wiser or better
than our ancestors, who have shed their blood for Pres-
bytery ? If ever the spirit of God was with any body
of men, it was with the Westminster divines.” With
some, it is very common to point at the Reformation as
perfect, and every declension in principle or practice in
professors, is a declension, not from the Seriptures, but
the Reformation. They must indeed be blind, who do
not look upon the Reformation as the greatest national
blessing any people ever experienced; but those who
thus idolize the Reformers, are guilty of setting up
another God in Israel. However much we have been
benefited by their labours, however,eminent were their
attainments, it is ‘“‘to the law, and to the testimony,”
not to the Reformers, we are directed as the standard of
truth. As to the Westminster assembly, I am neither
concerned to accuse nor condemn them. Episcopacy,
Presbytery, and Independency have each had some of
the most pious men in the list of their defenders; the
Christian then can have no safe guide but the Bible.
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CHAPTER IX.

REASONS WHY SOME ARE APT TO CONCLUDE,
THAT THERE IS NO CHURCH MODEL IN SCRIP-
TURE.

I HAVE now given my reasons, why it is probable that
the Scriptures of the New Testament contain a model
of church government, and have examined the pre-
tensions of Presbytery and Independency. Before I
dismiss the subject of church government, I think it
not amiss, to point out a few reasons, why some in-
genious and pious men have not been able to discover
any definite plan of any kind. If disinterested en-
quirers differ materially upon any point, in the
examination of which they draw from a common
source, there is likely to be some circumstances in
their situation which leads to the difference: some-
thing that tends to involve the subject of inquiry.

1. In my opinion, one thing that tends to prevent
some from seeing a model of church government in the
New Testament, is, their being accustomed to take
their ideas of the government of a spiritual, from that
of temporal kingdom. They are apt to expect a
vigorous plan, a-kin to their ideas of the best con-
stituted civil governments. Whatever they judge the
best calculated to govern a kingdom of this world,
they look upon to be the fittest for the kingdom of
Christ. In examining the Scriptures, then, it is no
wonder they pass and repass the apostolical model,
without seeing it. This is too simple to be effectual.
Like Naaman the Syrian, who thought he was mocked
by the prophet, when he prescribed as his cure, to
wash in the waters of Jordan, they do not think it
worth their trouble, even to give it a trial. They must
have a firm and coercive plan, calculated to sustain
christianity, and avenge it of its adversaries, as civil
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rights are by civil laws. In this view I grant that the
apostolical government must disappear, when brought
into contrast or competition with either Presbytery or
Episcopacy. Presbytery is a vigorous republic; but
as I said elsewhere, this is not calculated to govern a
single carnal famllv It would be totally inefficient in
Worldly policy. To those, then, who have these worldly
ideas, of Christ’s klnvdom, Independency is like David
going out with his sling and pebbles against Goliah.

2. Others are much influenced by the carnal insti-
tutions, and pompous and multifarious Jewish heirarchy
and sanhedrim. They are apt to transfer their ideas of
the government of the Jewish church, to that of the
Christian. If they are too impartial and enlightened
to pretend to see any thing of this nature in the New
Testament, they are inclined to think, that for this
reason, we are left to form a model of church govern-
ment for ourselves, according to time and circumstances.
They do not find what they expect, and they hastily
conclude that nothing is to be found.

3. Many inquirers have been all their lives so accus-
tomed to the pompous, multifarious, and complicated
systems of Presbytery, and Episcopacy, that when they
go to the New Testament, they are led to overlook the
simple apostolical plan. Their minds are filled with
these intricate and punctilious systems, and are so
habituated to the voluminous canons, laws, rules, re-
gulations, acts, &c., &c., &c., which are to be found in
almost all modern churches, that the Scripture directions
for church government, appear altogether defective,
obscure, and inadequate. They look into the Seriptures
—they can find neither the Church of England, nor the
Church of Scotland, nor any of the numerous sects
formed on the same model—they instantly conclude,
that there is no form of government revealed, or at
most, is only coarsely blocked, to be variously formed
or shaped according to the different humours of suc-
ceeding ages.

4. Another reason why some are inclined to conclude
that there is nothing delivered in Scripture sufficient
for the government of a church, is, that many writers
have represented the matter much more elear, full, and

G
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express, than it is in reality. With some there is not
a doctrine more clearly and fully revealed in Scripture.
They can see their favourite system in almost every
page. When we hear men arguing from the tabernacle
of Moses, to the polity of the Christian church, and
asserting that Christ’s faithfulness engaged him to be
as explicit, full, and particular in giving a model for
the government of his church, as Moses was in erecting
the tabernacle, and thus determining a priori, with the
most arrogant confidence, what Christ must have done,
instead of considering what he has actually done, we
are apt to expect the most stately fabric. When we go
to the Scriptures themselves, if we cannot see through
the magnifying glasses of particular sects, and swallow
their high probabilities for demonstration, we are ready
to conclude that there is no definite model at all. They
make us expect a giant ; we see a man of nothing but
the ordinary size; and from our disappointment, we
are ready to look upon him as a very dwarf. When
we are made to expect too much, we are apt to be
chagrined with our disappointment; and from our
previous high imagination, we think the object more
insignificant than it really is. Dr. Pococke tells us he
had formed such an idea of the celebrated cataracts of
the Nile, from the exaggerated accounts of former
travellers, that when he came in sight of them, so very
much did they fall below his expectations, so far from
thinking these to be the objects of his curiosity, he
asked when he should reach them ; and it was not
without surprise, that he was told they were already in
view. Such is the case with many when they go to
look for church government in the Scriptures.

5. Another thing that tends to hide the Scripture
model from some inquirers, is their expectation of a
systematic plan, or a formal treatise on the subject.
They look for a jointed scheme, as methodically de-
tailed, as Presbytery is exhibited in the Westminster
Confession. When they look into the New Testament
tor such a plan, there is nothing like it to be found;
the half of the whole epistles would scarcely contain
such a system. The conclusion, then, is, that no form
of church government is revealed. I would ask such
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inquirers, upon what do they found their expectation
of a system, or formal treatise on church government ?
Is there in the whole range of revelation, anything
like a system, upon any subject? Is there any doc-
trine, is there any precept in Scripture delivered syste-
matically ? Take, for instance, the doctrine of the
atonement ; we do not find all the texts that illustrate
this doctrine, collected into a system, but scattered
from the beginning to the end of revelation. In the
same manner, doctrines and precepts are not kept dis-
tinct, but intentionally intermingled, as it were, to pre-
vent daring men from separating them, and setting up
the one in opposition to the other. Doctrines are there
taught practically, and precepts as flowing from the
doctrines. We have in the same reasoning, in the
same period, doctrine and precept. Thus in Phil
. 5-11, we have the doctrine of Christ's equality
with the Father, and the precept of humility, as
flowing from this, in the same period.

Indeed the manner of the revelation of divine truth,
seems everywhere calculated and intended to excite to
industry and search, and overcome our natural love of
ease. Nothing is got by the lazy and inattentive.
While on the one hand the great truths of revelation
are so plain, that a man may, as it were, “run and
read,” being found in every page, so that ‘the way-
faring man, though a fool, cannot err therein ;” on the
other, it is so wisely regulated to spur us to exertion,
that to exhibit completely, in all its features and bear-
ings, and effectually prove any one point, it is necessary
to turn over and over, search every page, compare
spiritual things with spiritual, and examine the same
doctrine in the different connections and views in which
it is found in Scripture. In one text a doctrine is
taught, perhaps with all its essential parts, but with
some of its features more marked and prominent than
others, according to the purpose the Holy Spirit meant
it to serve on that particular occasion. In another, the
same truth is brought forward in a different point of
view, to serve a different purpose, with the features
that were less prominent in the other, now more
marked and distinct. Like a painter who would



84 REASONS FOR SEPARATING

exhibit the same scene in a multiplicity of views, alter-
nately bringing forward and putting into the back-
ground the different objects which he wants to repre-
sent. In one representation we have a palace as the
chief object of attention, and its owner and family
walking at some distance, are seen indistinctly. In
another, the owner, if a celebrated personage, is repre-
sented as the chief object, and the palace is put into
the shade. In another, if the painter has an intention
to show us principally, some surprising and romantic
scenery, we will see the palace and the master both
put into the back-ground. Now, that we may form a
clear and distinct notion of the master, the palace, and
the scenery, we must view all the three pictures alter-
nately, though all are represented in every one of them.
Just so it is in Scripture. Its truths are so scattered,
and variously represented, upon such various occasions,
for so many distinet purposes, that we cannot have a
complete view of any one of them, without examining
the whole Bible. They are so interwoven, and have
such a connection and mutual dependence upon each
other, that a knowledge of one truth cannot thoroughly
be obtained without a pretty general acquaintance with
all the rest.* How absurd is it, then, to expect a
system or formal treatise on church government! If
the greatest truths of Scripture are revealed in this
manner, how unreasonable is it to expect a different
method on this point! Yet it appears to me that an
attentive observer will find that the reason why many
conclude there is no form of church government laid
down in Scripture, is, because they do not find a system.

6. Some are led to think that there is no complete
model intended to be exhibited in the New Testament,
because all we have on this subject is given indirectly,
and as it were unintentionally, and not sufficiently and
fully explained. I have already hinted at the reason
why the subject could not be consistently handled in

* Tam sure I have found the advantage of this mode of re-
velation in examining this subject. Had it been methodically
laid down in one place, and been accompanied with no diffi-
culties, T would have been deprived of much additional know-
ledge, which I obtained, on many points, in my search.
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an express and copious manner. As we are nowhere
known in Secripture, but in the person of the first
churches, we could not expect a direct address on the
subject of church government : what is said to them is
said to us. And as it would be absurd to expect that
an apostle, after jforming @ church in any place, would,
in a subsequent letter, give them express directions for
the formation of a church, seeing this was already done ;
all we can expect is an indirect, and as it were, an un-
intentional allusion to what was done, and a scattered
picture of their church order. Instead, then, of being
disappointed at this mode of communication, no other
can we reasonably expect. Indirect hints, incidental
observations, and a passing view of their practice, is
all that the manner of revelation can admit. The
knowledge of their church order must necessarily be
obtained from passages where the apostles are pro-
fessedly treating of something else. But this is not the
only thing to be proved in this manner. The chief
knowledge that we have upon many other points, is
obtained exactly in this indirect and circuitous way.
A distinction between ordinary and extraordinary
officers is generally admitted ; yet the exact boundaries
of their office is nowhere professedly and directly
treated. A standing ministry is generally granted, yet
the chief proofs of this must be obtained from inci-
dental, indirect, and as it were, unintentional hints,
and the example of the apostolical churches. To prove
the truth of the Scriptures themselves, or any of their
doctrines, nothing more is necessary than sufficient
evidence to convince the humble earnest inquirer. It
18 by no means necessary to silence the caviller, and
divest the disobedient of every pretext. There is not
a single doctrine of revelation, the investigation and
proof of which, is not accompanied with difficulties.
““There must be heresies, that they which are approved
may be made manifest.” If, then, there are difficulties,
even with respect to truths necessary to salvation, is it
strange that there should be more in matters of com-
paratively less importance ?

But though the subject is not largely explained and
directly inculcated, the scattered incidental hints we
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have, when united, will be found not at all deficient for
the purposes of church government. They will be
tound so complete, that a church of Christ will not be
obliged to advance a step but on sacred ground. If
this be the case, I would ask, what more do people
want? I acknowledge that this mode of conveying
divine truth does not suit those who inquire under the
influence of a worldly spirit. When this is the case,
it will not be strange if the Scripture materials should
appear extremely scanty, and obscure, or confused.
He will be too ready to think himself justifiable to take
the side of worldly interest, unless the glare of evidence
be such that it is impossible to resist it. IHe must be
driven to duty by the thunders of Sinai, and not con-
strained by the gentle voice of Christ, when he says,
“He that loveth me, keepeth my commandments.”
But we should not ask, like Henry IV. of France, “Is
there salvation in such a church ?” but with the apostle,
“ Lord what would’st thou have me to do?” ready to
perform the least, as well as the greatest, of his com-
mandments. We should continually hang upon the
lips of our Master, ready with the alacrity and alert-
ness of an angel, to perform his pleasure, glad of dis-
covering it, though it should rob us of our property, or
even our life. Such inquirers, I apprehend, will, after
leisurely investigation, have no need to complain of a
want of Seripture materials on this subject.
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CHAPTER X.

CHARACTER OF CHURCH MEMBERS—OR THE
NECESSITY OF PURE COMMUNION.

I BAVE now stated my views of church government,
which, after an impartial and leisurely search, I have
been constrained to embrace. But I have other reasons
for separating from the General Synod, which still
more pungently touch my conscience. One of these is
the continual necessity I would be under, of prostituting
the ordinances of Christ, by promiscuous communion.
I shall therefore devote this chapter to point out the
character of the members of the apostolical churches,
and prove the necessity of pure communion. If I
succeed, it will be evident, that I cannot conscientiously
remain in a connection in which I am obliged to trans-
gress so important a law of Christ. Xven were I still
a friend to Presbyterian government, I could not hold
communion with the General Synod, nor any other
Presbyterian connection that I am acquainted with.
In none of them that I know of, is there purity of
communion. Many of them, indeed, have raised very
high human hedges around the Lord’s table, and have
enjoined very rigid terms of communion ; but in none
of them, I beheve, is credible evidence of the new birth the
test of membership. The gate is indeed shut against
the openly profane, but the decent worldling may pass.
At the same time, the child of God is excluded, if he
cannot digest all the peculiarities of the sect, and load
his soul with a mass of human obligations. If I am
mistaken with respect to any involved in this charge, I
will be glad to retract my censure, upon convincing
information. I do not write to comphment, neither do
I write to expose, but toreform. This is a point which
I know many Presbyterians will not dispute. They
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acknowledge its desirableness, but doubt in the present
state of the church, as they speak, its practicability.
Nay, all who exclude any, virtually acknowledge this
principle. For if they exclude one sort of sinners, by
what authority do they admit another? I beg, there-
fore, that Presbyterians of this deseription, will ac-
company me through this chapter. Though they are
able to disprove all I have said on the subject of church
government, yet if I can convince them, of the sinful-
ness of admitting to communion, any but the credible
disciples of Christ, and to persuade them to act up to
their convictions, I will not have lost my labour. I
would be glad, indeed, to see any of the Presbyterian
connections, even thus far reformed. I acknowledge,
I have been guilty in this instance hitherto, and am
persuaded, that nothing has contributed so much to
render my labours so unfruitful, though I had not the
same views of the subject which I have at present. I
look upon promiscuous communion to resemble adultery
—it must be viewed by a jealous God, with the utmost
displeasure. 'What is the reason, while there are mul-
tiplied sects of flamingly orthodex Presbyterians, that
darkness covers our land, and gross darkness the people?
Is the fault in man or in God? ¢ Behold the arm of
the Lord is not shortened, that he cannot save, nor his
ear heavy, that he cannot hear,” &c.

When we look into the epistles for the character of
the members of apostolical churches, we find that they
were considered as members of the body of Christ, 1
Cor.i. 2. In writing to the church at Corinth the
apostle denominates the members sanctified in Christ
Jesus, called to be saints. Were I not already too volu-
minous,- I would quote and illustrate the addresses and
many other passages of the epistles to the churches, to
show the character of the members of the apostolical
churches ; I must be contented with referring to them
—Rom. i. 7; 2 Cor.i. 1; Eph.i. 1; Phil. i. 1; Col.
i.2; 1. 6; 1 Thes.i.1; 2 Thes.i. 1; 1 Pet. 1. 2; 2
Pet. 1. 1; 1 Cor. vi. 11, 19, 20; x.17; xii. 27; 2
Thes.ii. 13, 14; 1 Cor. x. 16, 17. These passages will
clearly point out what is the character of those who
ought to be recognized as church members. The church
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at Rome is commanded to receive him that is weak in
the faith. Now, this supposes that they were in the
habit of judging of those whom they admitted to mem-
bership, and that those who had no faith were not to
be received. For if they deliberately received any
without evidence of faith, there could be no propriety
in commanding them to receive him that was weak in
Jaith.  “ Give not that which is holy unto dogs,” is as
much a command of Christ, as *“thou shalt not kill ;”
and whatever be its primary meaning, it is a general
precept, and will hold more eminently true in this
instance than in any other I am acquainted with.
1. Cor. iii. 10-16, is more naturally interpreted of
the admission of church members, than of doctrines.
Both the preceding and succeeding connection fix it to
this. Christians, not doctrines, are the lively stones
in Grod’s building, and God’s husbandry. His temple
is to be built of these materials. It is not any doctrine,
with respect to Christ, that is said to be the foundation ;
but he is the foundation Aimself. New members might
be added to apostolical churches, but new doctrines
could not be lawfully promulgated: In this sense, the
apostles not only laid the foundation, but finished the
house. There are neither gold, silver, nor precious
stones now remaining to be built upon the foundation
of the apostolical doctrines. But the gold, silver, and
precious stones, beautifully represent converted church
members, who are not injured by the fire, and their
different degrees of value.* All are valuable; but
while some are silver, others are gold, and other pre-
cious stones. On the other hand, unconverted church
members are like wood, hay, and stubble, which will
be consumed whenever fire is applied. The fire of
temptation and persecution will try every church,
during which, unconverted members will show their
combustible nature, and be consumed. At least the
fire of the great judgment will try the house of what
sort of materials it is built, and the builders will either
have loss or gain, according to the result of the trial,

* This interpretation is strengthened from Isaiah liv. 11-13,
in which church members are represented under similar figures.
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** And he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire,”
with the utmost difficulty, as a man escaping from the
midst of the flames. He being a servant of Christ
himself, shall certainly have an entrance, but not an
abundant entrance into heaven. Yea, and very pro-
bably, when the church is trying, by means of the fire
of temptation and persecution, although he may be
preserved from falling, he will be “saved by fire.”
Heavy trials and afflictions may be laid upon him, and
the Lord may chastise him sore, though he may not
give him over to death. He may be sorely scorched in
the fire of afiliction, although he be not burnt up. If
this be the true interpretation of the passage, which is
adopted by some of the best commentators, and which
I have always thought the most natural, from the first
time I heard it suggested, there is an awful lesson in it
to every church ruler, and to every church member,
not to hazard the peace and comfort of their own souls
here, nor the loss of a part of their reward hereafter,
by building God’s house with combustible materials ;
admitting unconverted sinners to membership. But
the character of church members is clearly determined
from Acts ii. 47. ¢ And the Lord added to the church
daily such as should be saved,” which is literally trans-
lated thus: “The Lord added the saved daily to the
church.” It does not mean that the Lord added to
the church universal by conversion, though that is pre-
viously supposed ; but that he added such as were con-
verted to the church at Jerusalem. As soon as sinners
are converted, they are saved, and none but the seved
were added to the church at Jerusalem. It was the
Lord added them, because the terms of admission were
not the prudential regulations of the church, but the
Seripture evidence of their being saved. The church
was only God’s instrument. ¢ The Lord saved them,”
and the church seeing this, received them.

When we consider the character of the generality
who sit down at the Lord’s table, and then read that
awful asseveration (1 Cor. xi. 27), it is enough to make
the hand to tremble, which distributes among them the
emblems of the body and blood of Christ. Indeed, I
am really astonished that my conscience could ever
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have borne it. Ah! the guilt of professing Christians,
in this single instance. If every unworthy commu-
nicant is a murderer, yea a murderer of the Lord
Christ, what must be the guilt of all sects of Presby-
terians ? Is it any wonder that the labours of faithful
individuals among them, should be in a great measure
unproductive. If the murder of a man like ourselves
be a crime so heinous, in the estimation of God and
man, how aggravated a crime is the murder of the Son
of God? What countless thousands of stupid sinners
are permitted rashly to embrue their hands in the blood
of Christ ? Dreadful sentence! ¢ Whosoever shall eat
this bread, and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily,
shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord.”
Now, how much more aggravated is the guilt of the
church that admits such members, and the pastor that
administers this ordinance to them? I know, indeed,
that they usually hold themselves excused, by faithfully
warning them of their dangers, and thus laying their
blood upon their own heads. This indeed was my own
refuge. I wished to persuade myself, that if I was
faithful to point out the characters of such as were un-
worthy, in a clear and explicit manner, and fervently
warn them of their danger, that then I was innocent.
But I now clearly see that this refuge is untenable, and
have plainly told my people, that I would no more ad-
minister that ordinance among them, in the same pro-
miscuous manner, than I would descend from the pulpit
with a sword in my hand to destroy them. I have no
standard but the Bible, and am ready to change any
erroneous sentiment or conduct, as soon as I discover
it. We are frequently mistaken for want of having
made any matter the subject of particular consideration.
But if any minister of a feeling conscience, can allow
himself, in the promiscuous administration of this ordi-
nance, after his attention has been called to the subject,
and having made it a matter of prayer and investi-
gation, I am really astonished. The apology of faith-
fully warning will not stand even in human judgment,
far less in the awful day of God. If I put a sword
into the hand of an angry madman, it will be no ex-
cuse for me that I have warned him not to kill the
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person against whom he is enraged. I might have
known he would not have listened to my counsel. So,
if I put the emblems of Christ’s body and blood into
the hands of impenitent sinners, I may warn and warn,
they are mad, and will not take warning, but rush upon
their ruin. Suppose there is a madman standing in an
apothecary’s shop, while the apothecary is mixing up a
dose of poison in a liquor of which the madman is very
fond—the madman asks for a drink of it—the apothe-
cary tells him there is poison in it—and that it will
surely kill him if he drink it—the madman insists to
have it, alleging that there is no fear, and that he can
drink it without any injury—the apothecary still asserts
that it will kill him if he will drink it; but if he per-
sists in desiring to have it, he will give it him, rather
than disoblige him—the madman reaches for it—the
apothecary gives it, taking the madman and those
present, and God himself to witness, that he is clear of
his blood, for he hath faithfully warned him—the mad-
man drinks—and dies. Reader, were you one of the
jury to try the apothecary, would you clear him ? Will
the Lord clear him in his judgment? And in what
does the apothecary differ from the pastor, who puts
the emblems of Christ’s body and blood into the hands
of impenitent sinners? In nothing but in the degree
of their guilt. The latter is the more guilty, inasmuch
as the shedding of the blood of Christ is a greater
crime than the shedding of the blood of a mere man ;
and inasmuch as the murder of a soul is a greater
crime, than the murder of the body. It is no excuse,
that great as the crime of unworthy partaking of the
Lord’s supper is, it is nevertheless pardonable. This is
altogether with God, whether he will grant pardon
and repentance or not; and although the individual is
afterwards pardoned, the pastor’s crime is not thereby
mitigated. I have applied it particularly to the pastor,
but every church member is guilty, and will be account-
able ; for it is not to one or a few, but to the whole
church, that Christ has committed the discipline of his
house.

I believe that debarring or jfencing the tables, and
giving of tokens, like all other human expedients in re-
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ligion, have been of the most serious injury.* Itisa
bungling expedient to supply the want of Scripture
discipline, and an apostolically constituted church. If
none but those who are credibly Christians, were
admitted to church membership, what occasion would
there be for tokens of admission, or debarring. They
will take their seats around Christ’s table, as naturally
as children will seat themselves unasked around the
table of their earthly father. Who dare debar any
such? And who dare invite any other? The custom
of debarring, under the appearance of excluding the
unworthy, is, in reality, only a pretext for admitting
worldly men, without seeming to share in their guilt.
Church rulers dare not professedly admit unregenerate
men, from fear of offending God, and they dare not
candidly deny them admission, from fear of men.
They have, therefore, found out a way to compromise
the matter between God and the world, by fencing the
tables. 'Thus, they avoid giving individual offence, and
driving unregenerate men away from their society, and
imagine themselves clear as to the crimes of prosti-
tuting the ordinance of Christ. I ask, was ever this
means found effectual to preserve purity of communion ?
I am sure I have tried it in the most awful manner in
my power, and I do not know that it was in any
degree effectual. Often, very often the hardened un-
awakened sinner, will let all pass through his ear as the

* Every one who receives a token, has the solemn declaration
of church rulers, that they consider them as real Christians.
For if it is granted that none but real Christians have a right
to this ordinance, of what is this a token, if not of their fitness,
at least in the estimation of those from whom they receive it ?
Now, if church rulers give a token to any whom they do not
upon good evidence consider to be Christians, they are guilty of
the most awful deceiving of sinners that can be imagined. They
lead them, with a blind upon their eyes, to the brink of a pre-
cipice, and tell them, as they are falling, that they are tumbling
into perdition. I beseech those Christians, who are engaged in
this murderous business, to stop and reflect ; to weigh this with
seriousness and prayer. I believe that there are many who give
tokens with a trembling heart, and a smiting conscience. Let
them beware lest conscience, by the repetition of guilt, become
callous and seared. Their state is awful, if it has ceased to
smite.
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path of an arrow through the air, while the weak and
timid Christian will take what is said as against
himself, and be discouraged. Indeed, they know very
little of the human heart, who think that an un-
awakened sinner will take such a warning. I have
laboured several hours with individuals, without con-
vincing them of their danger. Till the Lord open the
eyes of their understanding, they will still have some
refuge of lies. How then could it be expected to
prevail with a multitude, in a few minutes speaking,
before the administration of the supper? I demand
that those who practice it, will produce me either pre-
cept or example, either expressed or implied, for de-
barring and tokens of admission at the Lord’s supper.
If this cannot be produced, I argue that that church,
which cannot maintain apostolical purity, without
human expedients, is mnot apostolically constituted.
When I see a wall supported by a buttress, I judge it
has not a good foundation. When I see a human in-
vention employed to prop an ordinance of Christ, I
form a similar judgment.

But not only is the necessity of pure communion
proved from the character of the members of the
apostolical churches, and direct Scripture precept—the
very model of the apostolical churches could not be
otherwise preserved. Christ’s laws are not at all
calculated to govern the devil’s subjects. Spiritual
laws will take no hold of carnal men. If there are
unregenerate members admitted and retained, they
will throw all into confusion. They will stop the
equability of the church’s motion, and whenever the
fire of temptation begins to burn, the house will fall
with a crash in the midst of the flames. If they are
not excluded, a majority must instantly be substituted
for unanimity ; human laws and human sanctions
must be substituted for those of the New Testament.
From one step to another, they will arrive to a full
grown antichrist, and the more heads he will have, the
more monstrous will he be.

I may add, there are ordinances of Christ which
cannot be attended to, if strict purity of communion is
not preserved. 1 Cor, vil. 1. That eivil disputes should
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be determined by the church, is an apostolical ordi-
nance, for the neglect of which, the Corinthians are
severely reproved. But this is an ordinance which no
church can ever observe, if they admit unregenerate
men to membership. Such persons will yield to the
decision of the church, if it be in their favour; but if
it be against them, they will show little respect to the
determination. Neither does the apostle’s reasoning
hold good with respect to such as judge, for they will
not “judge the world.” Something like this, may, in
smaller matters, be attempted in a mixed communion,
among a few individuals, generally poor, and not able
to maintain law-suits, having little civil intercourse;
but can never effectually take place in all cases, except
purity of communion be strictly adhered to.

Mutual exhbortation in church meetings,* is another
apostolical ordinance, 1 Cor. xiv. 29; 1 Thes. v. 11.
Let any Presbyterian congregation give this liberty to
private individuals, and they will soon see the house in
flames. The wood, the hay, and the stubble, would in-
stantly take fire, and it would be altogether impossible
to preserve any sort of order or decorum. This would
shiver them, as a cedar in Lebanon is splintered by the
lightning. None but the children of Christ could bear
or improve such a privilege. Now, that church which
cannot bear an apostolical institution, is not apos-
tolically constituted.

* As hypocrites will occasionally find admittance into the
churches of Christ, such ordinances as these, seem wisely calcu-
lated to detect them. That which appears to worldly churches
the most exceptionable in these ordinances, is, in reality, their
great perfection, and prove their keavenly birth. They afford
an expeditious way to discover, and exclude carnal professors.
They are useful also to discipline the true soldiers of Jesus;
they grind off their asperities, accustom them to forbearance,
exercise their patience, and improve all their graces.
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CHAPTER X1

OBJECTIONS ANSWERED.

Ma~ny who look upon purity of communion, as a
desirable thing, and go a certain length in effecting it,
do not aim at a strict separation, apprehending the
attempt to be either fruitless or dangerous. Some go
so far as to shield themselves under Scripture ex-
ample: I was once of this number myself. I shall
therefore employ this chapter in answering the objec-
tions usually alleged against any attempt to effect a
pure church.

OsBJecTiON 1.—It is said, ‘“we cannot know men’s
hearts; if they are sober and decent in their external
conduct, and acknowledge their belief of the orthodox
doctrines, we can go no farther.”

This objection, if there was anything in it, would
go to show that Christ has given a command to the
churches, which it would not be in their power to put
into practice. If Christ has said, ‘“give not that
which is holy unto dogs,” he supposes we are able to
distinguish the persons whom he intends, otherwise his
advice is unimportant. A physician cannot look into
the inner part of the human body, to see what is the
disease of his patient, yet he judges of this, by the
symptoms and appearances he beholds. Just so are we
to judge of the human heart. If the fountain be salt,
so will the streams; if the streams are fresh, we may
judge that the fountain has also been made fresh. Our
Lord tells us that a tree is known by its fruits. If
there is faith in the heart, there will be obedience in
the life. If there be spiritual life, there will be some
symptoms of it. The true penitent will bring forth
fruits meet for repentance. The man who is born of
the Spirit, will know the things of the Spirit, and will
lead a spiritual life. If he be renewed in the image of
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him that created him, he will evidence this by his know-
ledge, righteousness, and holiness. If he loves Christ,
he will keep his commandments. If his heart is with
God, his person will not usually be found in the com-
pany of the wicked. If he loves him that begat, he
will also love them that are hegotten, and prefer their
company and conversation to that of all others. In
short, if there be a real change of heart, it will manifest
itself in the life. In some instances, arising from par-
ticular circumstances, there may be difficulty; and if,
after much prayer and necessary investigation, a church
is deceived in any instance, it is not guilty. I dare
say if the members of a church would take as much
trouble in this, as they do in giving out their money
upon interest, they would seldom be deceived. They
are not apt, out of excessive charity, to hazard it
with a man of a merely specious appearance, till
they enquire minutely into his circumstances and cha-
racter.

OssEcTION 2.—I have heard some allege, ¢ that if
they would go to such strictness, they could admit very
few.”

I perfectly agree with them in this sentiment; but
this objection is not an alleviation, but a dreadful aggra-
vation of the crime. Such pastors are building a Babel,
not a temple of God. When their work will be tried
by the fire of the great day, it will be burned up, and
they shall sustain a dreadful loss; and be saved, ad-
mitting they are the disciples of Christ, with the utmost
difficulty. But this is not the remedy, but the very
cause of their fewness. If a church is once formed
upon the apostolical model, and walking in the com-
mandments and ordinances of the Gospel, it is impos-
sible but they will increase. Though at first they
should be no more than a dozen, the Lord will be
adding daily to them, such as are saved. The presence
of Christ shall be with them, and continuing in prayer,
they shall be multiplied ; for whatever two of them
agree in asking, they shall receive. I am convinced,
from experience, that this is the case. Since I ceased
to prostitute the Lord’s supper at home and abroad, my
labours have been more visibly blessed, and I have had

H
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more evidence of a work of grace going on, than I had
in the whole five years of my ministry ; and I am con-
vinced that if a Gospel church is formed amongst us,
and ruled by the laws of Christ, we shall have still
more promising prospects. But be this as it may, as
to myself, I hope I would not again administer the
Lord’s supper in the same promiscuous way, for any
earthly consideration.

OrJEcTION 3.—It is said, that “this sort of strict-
ness will drive sinners away from the Gospel altogether,
and therefore will defeat its own end.”

What a pity that Christ had not the benefit of the
advice of these sage counsellors! he would not have
given a command so contrary to his own intention.
Such objectors may have an orthodox creed, but the
objection arises out of presumption and unbelief. Not
to mention that the rejection of unregenerate persons,
is often overruled to their conversion, our business is to
obey God, and leave events to himself. Have we a
greater interest, or are we more heartily concerned in
enlarging his church, than he is himself ¥ He hath the
hearts of all men in his hands, and he turneth them
as rivers of waters. He can make the most violent
enemies, the most devoted friends of his Gospel, when-
ever he pleases. If he says, ¢ Saul, Saul, why perse-
cutest thou me ?” the answer will be, ¢ Lord, what wilt
thou have me to do?” Kvery human invention to en-
large and support the Church of Christ, will not only
utterly prove abortive, but generally will have a ten-
dency directly the reverse of what is proposed. The
great encouragement given to the heathen to renounce
their religion, buried Christianity in a heap of rubbish,
in the time of Constantine. And in every age the ad-
mission of impure members, to make a party respectable
from their numbers, has had the worst effects. While
the life of those that are spiritual is almost extinguished,
the unregenerate become secure and hardened. Nothing
can tend more effectually to retard the progress of the
Gospel, and keep the eyes of the multitude continually
blinded, than to give them the Christian name and pri-
vileges, whllst thev are still the servants of Satan. They
think they are safe, and believe they are Christians,
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though not so good as some others. If their minister
is so faithful as to lay open their character in public,
and show them their danger, they will either shuffle it
off upon their neighbour, or apologise to themselves for
their own conduct. Those who are accustomed to ex-
amine the hopes of sinners, will find that admission to
what they call Christian privileges, is a very prevalent
ground of hope. If all the churches of Christ were to
treat the world as heathens, till they are born again, it
would be a likely means in the hand of the Spirit to
rouse them to inquiry, and lead them to repentance.
Even those who are in the habit of refusing admission
to persons of a scandalous character, very frequently do
it in an improper manner. They ground their refusal,
not upon their want of conversion, but their irregula-
rities, or their not submitting to rules. This tends to
mislead the sinner, and keep him ignorant of his real
state ; whereas, if he were faithfully told that his non-
admission was the consequence of his want of the new
birth, and not of the straitened rules of a party, he
would be more likely to receive it with benefit, and
even less irritation. Often the minister will throw the
blame upon the session, and they again upon their rules,
from a cowardly disposition, lest they should give offence.
Thus the person is led to believe that the fault lies more
in the straitness of their rules, than in himself. The
placing of his admission or rejection upon his discharge
of certain external duties, has the same mischievous
effect. He is led to look on this, not as an evidence of
his state, but as forming his title to heaven. One thing
I would ask at those who make this objection, let them
answer it candidly to their own conscience. Whether
are you more afraid that this would lessen the Church
of Christ, or the stipend 2 'Whether are you more afraid
of injuring the cause of Christ, or the credit of your
party ?

OBJsectiON 4.—It is pleaded in defence of promis-
cuous communion, *that Judas was admitted to the
Lord’s table.” Judas was once a pillar upon which I
thought I could safely rest my defence; but since I
have more maturely and impartially considered the
matter, I have entirely given that up. We are never in
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a likely way to obtain truth as long as we are searching
for a justification of our own conduct, rather than
the mind of the Spirit. I am afraid that there are
many who examine this question in this temper. A
drowning man will catch at any twig before he will
sink. 'Thus many, overwhelmed by positive Scripture
precept, perhaps producing some qualms of conscience,
catch at Judas to keep them above water. They do not
see anything to extricate themselves from their diffi-
culty, and because, in their present situation, they can-
not comply, they too easily impose upon themselves, as
to the sin of setting the Word of God at variance with
itself. There is certainly a difficulty in determining
whether Judas was, or was not, present at the institu-
tion of the supper. It would appear to me, from the
most impartial examination of the Gospels which record
the relation, that he was not. We know Scripture
cannot contradict itself; and when it seems to do so,
that analysis must be admitted, which is most confor-
mable to the general tenor of the whole. If, then, there
are innumerable passages to prove the duty of pure
communion, and if the presence of Judas at the supper
be contrary to this, that passage which seems to say he
was, must be understood so as to agree with that which
positively, or even apparently says he was not. I think
also that Luke’s account can more easily be explained
in consistency with John’s, than John’s in consistency
with the order of the narration of Luke. The inversion
of order in the narration of facts, is no singular occur-
rence in the Gospels ; but John states the fact positively,
circumstantially, and minutely. John xiii. 30—*‘He
then having received the sop,* went immediately out.”
To make Luke agree with this, we have nothing to do
but what must be done in many other cases, to suppose
an inversion of order in the narration. But this I
mention, rather to reconcile the evangelists, than to
support my argument in the point under debate. I do
not think, that in order to prove the duty of pure com-
munion, there is any necessity to cxelude Judas from
the first supper. What was Judas? He was a polished

* 'This was in eating the passover.



FROM THE SYNOD OF ULSTER. 101

hypocrite. What is a hypocrite? Not a man who
pretends to be religious, signs an orthodox creed, and
leads a heterodox life, but a man to all human appear-
ance a real Christian, and for a time walking as one,
though in heart and in the sight of God an impenitent
sinner. Such was Judas. There was not a more
plausible character among the apostles than this very
man. None of his brethren suspected him more than
themselves. Even when our Lord declared that one of
them should betray him, their language was not ¢ Lord
is it Judas ?” but, “Lord, is it I?” Now, such cha-
racters might be in any church without the smallest
blame being attachable to either church rulers, or
church members. If the church receives them as real
Christians, it is guiltless, though they are like Judas.
This, however, is no apology for those who admit carnal
men, who discover no evidence of conversion, nay
frequently of whom they have no hopes at all. It is
argued, that though Judas was a hypocrite, yet that our
Lord knew him to be such. A fact most unquestionable;
but our Lord’s omniscience is no rule of conduct for us,
nor did he act according to it in many other cases. He
had various and important reasons for choosing this
hypocrite to the apostleship, and the same might he
have had for allowing him to take his seat at his sup-
per. Our Lord, by acting as the administrator of this
ordinance, had no need to avail himself of his omni-
science, by forbidding Judas to partake; because in
this he could have been no example to us, as we had
not the same means of detecting hypocrites. Besides,
he might design to show us, that if such characters as
Judas would afterwards get admission into any of his
churches, they would be blameless. The guilt, in this
matter, is not in receiving hypocrites, but in retaining
them, after they discover their true character. Judas,
the hypocrite, might be a church member, but Judas
the betrayer, never was, nor could be. Granting every-
thing, then, that the abettors of impure communion
themselves can demand from the case of Judas, to
what does it amount? that a hypocrite may be admitted
to the Lord’s table without sin in the church. Will
any say that because Christ knew this man to be an
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liypocrite, that therefore we may admit persons whom
we know to be hypocrites; if we know them to be
hypocrites, then they are no longer hypocrites; for we
:annot know this as Christ knew it, by looking into
their hearts, but from their discovering this by their
lives and conversation. The case of Judas cannot
fairly be drawn any farther. Besides, it it be
alleged to justify the admission of members who
give evidence that they are not partakers of the grace
ot the Gospel, it will set Christ the master, and Paul
the servant at variance. The latter positively com-
mands them not so much as eat with one who is called
a brother, when once he discovers an inconsistency
between his character and profession—1 Cor. v. 11.
Timothy is strictly charged to withdraw from those
“who had a form of godliness, but denied the power
thereof.”

But can there be anything more truly ridiculous
than for those who justify impure communion by
the example of Judas, to spend whole hours in de-
barring and fencing ? If our Lord did not debar
Judas, and if this shows the propriety of admitting
persons whom we know to be unworthy, the con-
clusion is, that it would be improper to forbid them.
It the sober worldling is admitted, I ask by what
authority is the drunkard, the swearer, the fornica-
tor, &c., denied admission? Ah! brethren, you must
he at a great loss for a foundation, when you are
obliged to build upon Judas. It must be an ill-
built house, in which Judas himself is the chief corner-
stone,

OBJsEcTION 5.—The parable of the tares and the
wheat, is usually one of the bulwarks of impure churches.*
But this objection is founded on a misapplication of the
parable. It supposes that the field is the church,
whereas our Lord himself expressly explains it to mean

* Yor a full, clear, and satisfactory explanation of this
parable, see ‘“Mr. Innes’ Reasons for separating from the
Church of Scotland.” T decline a full explanation of this, and
some other things, as they are largely treated in that pamphlet,
which I think should be in the hands of all who wish for in-
formation on the subject.
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the world. The tares are considered as church mem-
bers; whereas, this would make our Lord’s injunction
contrary to that of the apostle Paul, ¢ Purge out the
old leaven.” Do ye not judge them that are within.”
It was also the devil who sowed them, and not Christ’s
servants by mistake. Those, who from this, plead for
promiscuous admission, acknowledge themselves to be,
not the servants of Christ, but of Satan, employed in
sowing the tare-seed in Christ’s field, while his servants
sleep. But without spending time in showing why it
cannot have this interpretation, I will just briefly point
out what I take to be its obvious and consistent mean-
ing. The wheat represents the children of God ; the
tares the children of the wicked one; they both grow
in the same field, the world. The servants of Christ
are not to endeavour to root out the latter, lest in doing
so, they would root out the wheat. The design of the
parable, is to show the impropriety of persecution, from
this reason, that if the wicked of one generation were
cut off, thousands of the children of God, who are to
spring from them, would thereby be prevented from
coming into being. The lives of the wicked are now
preserved, because they are the ancestors of multitudes,
who shall turn to God in the latter days. This I take
to be also the meaning of Matt. xxiv. 22— For the
elect’s sake, those days shall be shortened.” By elect
here, we are, in my opinion, principally to understand
the unborn elect. The Jews, who escaped at the siege
of Jerusalem, were spared, because they were to be the
fathers of all those Jews who shall turn to God in the
restoration. God could have preserved the elect that
were alive in the time of that siege, in various ways.
But what other way could the prophecies of the resto-
ration of the Jews, have been accomplished, than by
preserving a number of that wicked generation, for the
purpose of introducing his future people into existence ?
If all the Jews had been cut off then, what would
have become of those countless thousands and millions
of their descendents, that shall serve Christ in their
return? The Jews, since their rejection of Christ,
have been preserved, perhaps chiefly for the sake of
their future offspring. This is clearly expressed in
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the prophecy of Isaiah Ixv. 8. As the unripe bunch
of grapes is preserved for the sake of the wine that it
shall afterwards yield, so God preserves the Jewish
nation for the sake of their future descendents, who are
to serve him.
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CHAPTER XIL

ADDITIONAL REASONS FOR SEPARATING FROM
THE GENERAL SYNOD.

TroucE I had no objection to the government of
classical Presbytery, and could effect purity of com-
munion in my own congregation, without experiencing
any hindrance from foreign interference, still I could
not with a good conscience remain a member of the
General Synod.. I have many reasons for this convie-
tion ; a few of them I will here state.

1. “ How can a man mount a very high hill with a
weighty burthen, having several hundreds pulling him
back by the skirts ? Is it not much better to climb up
the precipice in company with others who are going
the same way, to go arm in arm, the strong bearing the
weak, so that if a foot slip, we may not be dashed
to pieces by a fall?” The former was exactly my
situation ; the whole weight of my connection being as
a clog upon me, retarding my progress, by their laws,
example, and spirit. 'We have all too much inclination
to indifference and negligence in our Lord’s cause.
There is no need of any external hindrance. ¢ Can a
man take fire into his bosom, and not be burned?”
Who will say, that the very society of men indifferent
to religion, is not a strong temptation to relax exertion
in the cause of Christ? But especially, if they are not
only indifferent but inimical to the spreading of the
Gospel, the danger is increased. If the religion of the
Bible be called enthusiasm and madness, there is a
strong temptation to hide its peculiar features, and
appear less zealous for its diffusion. “Two cannot
walk together except they are agreed.” What concord,
then, can there be between them and me? They view
me with jealousy, and I consider them traitors to my
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Master.* My exertions for a revival of religion they
think useless. Some suppose that I am actuated by a
love of applause, while others, more friendly, think I
am only mad. Now, in this situation, what mutual
happiness can there be from the society of men so
opposite in their views and conduct? We both con-
tribute to make each other uncomfortable. I am sure I
have never suffered more acute pain in my life, than in
their assemblies. I avoided their meetings as much as
I could, for I always entered them with horror and re-
luctance. But of late, I understand they have deter-
mined that I should not enjoy that liberty. Is it not,
then, much better that I should act separately, for 1
am sure they are not more offensive to me, than I am
to them ? Shall I, for a morsel of bread, sacrifice my
own happiness, and remain under continual restraint
and temptation ? ¢ A man’s life consisteth not in the
abundance of the things he possesses.” Ie must be a
very inexperienced Christian indeed, who thinks that
he does not need rather to be spurred than curbed in
his course.

2. “I cannot be a member of the General Synod,
without renouncing my Christian liberty, and sub-
mitting my conscience to be ruled and lorded over by
man.” I am not allowed to be directed by my own
conscience in the service of my Master. I must act
not on my own conviction of what is right and wrong,
but according to the caprice of others; nay of those I
esteemn as decided enemies to the cause of the Lord
Jesus. I might get drunk frequently; associate with
the most profligate; spend the sabbath afternoons in
gay parties; follow the world the whole week with my
whole heart; preach against the peculiar doctrines of
revelation; deny the very Lord and Saviour of men ;
attend the theatre, balls, and card parties; and still my

* When 1 involve the Synod in a general censure, I always
intend a majority of the members, and not every individual,
because a majority is the Synod, and can rule the minority as
they please. 1 pretend not to determine what may be the
number of faithful servants of Christ in that connection. For
such, whatever be our difference of opinion, I have the most
cordial affection.
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brethren would extend their charity to me; except a
formal charge would be brought against me by my own
congregation, I might even pass unnoticed. Here
human frailty, and freedom of inquiry would plead my
excuse. But if I would dare to preach the Gospel out
of my own bounds, or admit an evangelical minister of
another denomination to occupy my pulpit, dreadful
would be the thunder that would be hurled against me!
Nothing less than public rebuke for the first, and sus-
pension for the second commission of such mortal sins.
‘“ Whereas it appears, that our laws respecting the ad-
mission of men, not members of this body, or licentiates
under its care, to officiate for us, are too generally ex-
pressed to be of any practical use: It is now enacted,
that no man, not a member of this body, or a licentiate
under its care (the Presbytery of Antrim, and southern
association excepted), shall be permitted to officiate for
us in our congregations, until he shall first submit his
credentials to the Presbytery, in whose bounds he
wishes to preach, and until he shall be approved of
by the Presbytery; and any minister of this body,
violating this law, shall, for the first offence, be publicly
rebuked by his Presbytery, before his congregation,
and for the second be suspended ab qfficio, sine die.”
If ever a child was known by its resemblance to the
parent, this sure must be the daughter of the mother
of harlots. This is her prominent feature; this is her
very temper and genius. O, ye Scribes and Pharisees,
how long will ye make void the law of God by your
traditions! 1In vain do you worship him, teaching for
doctrines the commandments of men.” Where is their
authority for imposing such restraints upon the servants
of the Lord? I cannot submit to this tyranny without
calling men my master, contrary to the express com-
mand of Jesus. I am commanded “to stand fast in
the liberty with which Christ has made me free.”
Though the apostle speaks this immediately of the
Jewish yoke, yet, as no Scripture is of any private in-
terpretation, it equally forbids any human imposition,
in the things of God. When Christ has left us free,
we are not to allow any man or body of men to bind
us, or even to bind ourselves. Every human restraint
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in religion is usurpation and treason. A Christian,
indeed, is sometimes to decline using his liberty, to
avoid stumbling his weak brother, but he is not even in
this case to come under bondage to him, still less is he
to come under restraint to please those who are enemies
to the pure Gospel of salvation.

I am truly concerned for the spiritual darkness of
my native land. While the work of the Lord is
flourishing in both parts of Britain, there is in this
island as yet but little done. Ah! the thousands that
are perishing for lack of knowledge! What profligacy
of manners do we see everywhere abounding! I am
convinced that there is no other remedy for the evil but
the wnadulterated Gospel of Christ. Shall I then submit
to be cooped up in a corner, and restrained by human
fetters from lending a hand to rescue my brethren from
the pit of destruction? ¢ Time is short;” the day of
work is but a blink; I must soon give an account of
my stewardship, and I know that however much I may
incur the displeasure of men, however great may be my
temporal loss, in the end I shall not repent the step I
have taken. I know that God judgeth not as man
judgeth. I know, indeed, it is said that I might em-
ploy all my time in my own congregation ; but I
answer, that I may do much abroad, and not do the
less at home. I believe we will generally find, that
those who do most abroad, likewise do most in their
own congregation. It is my duty to feed the poor of
my own neighbourhood rather than those at a distance ;
but it would be a hard matter, if I was so bound that I
could not give a halfpenny to a starving beggar on my
journey. Besides, the public preaching of the Gospel
is that part of the office in which I take peculiar delight,
and in which I am never weary. The hireling may
work his hours, but he that loves Jesus, should, like
him, “ go about doing good ;” like him it should be his
very “meat and drink, to do the will of his heavenly
Father.”

3. “I do not find myself justified in recognizing as
ministers, those whom I consider as destitute of the
qualifications deemed essential by an apostle.” A
bishop must be blameless, the husband of one wife,
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vigilant, sober, of good behaviour, given to hospitality,
apt (rather fit) to teach—not given to wine—no striker—
not greedy of filthy lucre, but patient—not a brawler,
nor covetous—one that ruleth well his own house,
having his children in subjection with all gravity.
(For if a man know not how to rule his own house,
how shall he take care of the church of God?) Not
a novice, lest being lifted up with pride, he fall into the
condemnation of the devil. Moreover, he must have
a good report of them which are without, lest he fall into
reproach and the snare of the devil”—1 Tim. iii. 2-7.
“ A bishop must not be self willed—not soon angry—a
lover of good men—just, holy, temperate—holding fast the
Jaithful Word, as he hath been taught, that he may be
able, by sound doctrine, both to exhort and convince
the gainsayers”—Titus i. 7-9. I forbear to make
the application. Suffice it to say, that if these are
essential qualifications in a pastor, I cannot recognise
as brethren many of the members of the General
Synod.

4. “ A Calvanist and a Socinian or Arian, can with
no propriety worship together.” They do not address
the same God. When they unite in prayer, they are
like a friend to the Pretender, and another of King
George, drinking the king, as a toast, when each in-
tended his own favourite. They do not address the
same being, though they use the same name. If I
address the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as my God,
he that denies the Godhead of the Son and Spirit, must
look upon me as an idolater. In return, I look upon
him as an atheist. ¢ He that denieth the Son, the
same hath not the Father; he that honoureth not the
Son, honoureth not the Father that hath sent him.”
When he prayeth, he addresses not the Jehovah of the
Scripture, but an idol of his own creation, as different
from the true God, as Jupiter or Apollo.* His god

* The same thing will hold against making any unregenerate
man the organ of prayer. When such men are set up to offer
the prayers of an assembly, as they “know not God,” so “ they
worship they know not what.” They cannot pray with the
Spirit, and consequently they cannot pray at all. Those who
join them are partakers in their abominations.
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is as really of his own making, as if he had hewn him
out of wood or stone. He steals from the Scripture
account of the true God, some of his properties, and
those attributes that suit him best. When he robs him
of his justice, and abusively extends his mercy, he can
dispense with the sacrifice of Jesus; he has got a god
to his mind ; an idol of his own imagination. This god
he loves, because this god does not hate sin; but the
Jehovah of the Seriptures he hates, because he is the
enemy of sin, and “ hath revealed his wrath against all
ungodliness and unrighteousness of men.” In what
then are we agreed? Not even in the God we worship :
not in the way of salvation. How improper is it, then,
for us to make each other the organ of prayer! How
can we co-operate, seeing our principles are so entirely
opposite 7 If each of us be conscientious, we must be
at constant war. With as great propriety, might the
French and English officers meet in a council of war,
before an engagement, to concert the measures that each
were to adopt, as people of such opposite sentiments to
sit in the same Synod.

5. “ By remaining in connection with the Synod, I
contribute to deceive the public, as to the radical differ-
ence between my principles, and those maintained by
many in the Synod.” My example by continuing in
that connection, might be the means of keeping some of
the people of Christ under the ministry of those who
corrupt the Gospel. It is natural for people to judge
that there cannot be any momentous points in which
we differ, or we would not continue to co-operate and
acknowledge each other as brethren in Christ. This I
know to be the case. 'The generality of private Chris-
tians in the General Synod, have no conception that we
differ so materially. Suppose, then, I could remain a
member of Synod, without injury to myself, yet I am
quilty of deceiving others. If I think that any ministers
of that body are wolves in sheep’s clothing, not feeding,
but devouring the flock, I am a partaker of their soul-
murder, if I do not give the alarm, and warn the sheep
to fly.

What is the use of the 8th chap. of 1 Cor. to us?
Daoes it not teach us, that if in any particular instance,
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the use of our Christian liberty may prove an occasion
of stumbling to weak brethren, we ought to forego it,
rather than that they should be injured ? If I sit in the
idol’s temple, eating the flesh of animals offered in
sacrifice, though I eat it simply to satisfy my hunger,
knowing that there is no divinity in the idol, and that
the meat cannot be rendered in itself impure, by this
improper use, yet my weak brother seeing me there,
partaking with idolators, is led to think, that I am
Joining them in their worship, and by my example, is
emboldened to eat it as a sacrifice to the idol.—
*“Through my knowledge, shall the weak brother
perish, for whom Christ died?” Suppose, then, that
my connection with the Synod was a matter not
sinful in itself, yet by its consequences, it becomes
sinful. Many may be encouraged by my example,
to sit under a ministry, in which the Gospel is de-
praved, or hidden. If I should be the occasion of
stumbling one of Christ’s little ones, the loss I would
sustain in the day of the Lord Jesus, would be in-
finitely greater than all I can lose by leaving the
Synod. Awful will be our responsibility, and it is
required, above all things, in a steward, that he be
faithful. If this be not a lawful application of Scrip-
ture, I know of no use that this chapter can be at
present.

6. “ My connection with the Synod, is contrary to
the law of love, and the duty I owe the members of it
as men.” If I believe, that * Except a man be born
again, he cannot see the kingdom of God;” and if I
believe that few of them evidence such a change ; nay,
if I know many of them to deny and ridicule this truth
as enthusiasm, I would not be their friend, if in any-
thing my conduct would lead them to believe, that I
considered their situation to be less dangerous, than in
reality I know it to be. Now, as long as I remain a
member of Synod, and act with them as brethren in
Christ, it is impossible for them to think that I am
really in earnest, as to the importance of my views of
the truths of the Gospel. Besides, there are many who
would subscribe perhaps every doctrine of the Gospel.
of whose state I have no better hopes. Such persons,
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then, would have reason to complain of me in the
judgment of the great day, that I acted an unfriendly
part towards them; that while I considered them as
“in the gall of bitterness and bond of iniquity,” I
acted with them as ministers of Christ; by which
means they were led to conclude that I could have no
very unfavourable opinion of them. I know I will be
charged with a want of charity of sentiment when I ex-
press such an opinion of the Synod. Charity, however,
1s not a matter of opinion, but of feeling, and a man
may have the purest love for another, while he is most
strongly convinced of his guilt and danger. A juror
may have every wish that the criminal may be ac-
quitted, yet he may, by evidence, be obliged to join in
the verdict ‘“ guilty.” Shall I go past my neighbour’s
house at night, seeing it on fire, and not awake him,
lest I should disturb or grieve him? Shall I rather
suffer him to be consumed in the flames, than alarm
him ? Yet this is the murderous charity for which many
plead ; that, while we have the clearest evidence that
men are living without God, we should believe, or
feign to believe, that they may be saved in their sins.
In other words, we hope God is a liar—that he will not
do as he has said. Dr. Johnson said that every man
was to be held unlearned, till he proved the contrary.
The observation is equally just when applied to re-
ligion. No man has a right to be esteemed a Christian,
till his fruits prove it. What would we think of the
man who would say, that in the judgment of charity,
he looked upon all, or the greater part of men to be
learned ? The same should we think of the man who
professes to believe, that men are Christians, who give
no evidence of the fact. We have the word of un-
erring wisdom, declaring that all men are * by nature
the children of wrath;” until we have evidence that
they are born again, and adopted into the family of
God, we are not warranted to look upon them as
Christians. KEternal life is the worst I wish to any
member of the Synod, or to any man on earth ; but if
I believe God, I must believe that all * who know not
God, and obey not the Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ,
shall be punished with everlasting destruction from
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the presence of the Lord, and from the glory of his
power.

7. “I cannot conscientiously join in licensing and
ordaining those whom I know do not possess the pre-
requisite qualifications, pointed out in the Word of
God.” Paul states these minutely to Timothy and
Titus. I do not think that it is right to give our
countenance to any candidates, who do not answer to
this description. The candidate for ¢ the office of a
bishop,” must not be even a novice, or new convert, lest
from his inexperience he should fall into temptation
from the natural pride of the human heart.* DBut if it
be improper to appoint newly converted men to the charge
of a flock, how dreadful must be the sin of appointing
the blind to lead the blind, and unregenerate men to
feed the flock of Christ? Paul says to Timothy (1.
Tim. v. 22), “Lay hands suddenly upon no man, neither
be partaker of other men’s sins: keep thyself pure.”
It appears, then, that those who give their sanction to
unworthy nren to preach the Gospel, are partakers of
their sins. They share with them in the guilt of all
the evil they commit in destroying the souls of men.
He does not direct him to ordain no man without sub-
seribing a human confession of faith., This could have
been done in an instant ; if this had been the test, there
would have been no need of delay. The caution im-
plies not only that Timothy should not ordain persons
of a scandalous character, but even that persons who
seemed to possess the requisite qualifications, should
not be appointed to the pastoral office, till they had
given sufficient evidences that they were what they
seemed to be. All unregenerate men are the servants
of Satan ; and let them subscribe and swear what they
will, Satan they will serve, “until they are turned from
darkness unto light, and from the power of Satan unto
God.” How dreadful, then, is the crime of giving a

* Those who justify the appointment of unconverted men to
preach the Gospel, and take charge of a church of Christ,
from the example of Judas, would do well to consider the
import of this portion of Scripture. If a man newly converted
be unfit for the pastor’s office, much more is he who is not con-
verted at all.

I
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public sanction to such men, as the servants of Christ !
They will preach orthodoxy or heterodoxy as best suits
their temporal interest, but though they have the form
they have none of the power of godliness. They may
preach a dead, dry system, but being blind, they cannot
lead the blind ; and having no spiritual organs to
‘“discern the things of the Spirit, they cannot know
them.” T acknowledge the most conscientious may be
deceived, but it is really awful to hear some good men
pleading for the propriety of sending out unconverted
men to preach the Gospel, because Judas was a
hypocrite. It is no wonder, then, that some sects,
with all their boasted orthodoxy, have little more of
the life and power of godliness than those who do not
make such high pretensions. Once acknowledge the
principle that the servants of Satan, if they are orthodox
and sober, are proper persons to feed the flock of Christ,
and in a short time deadness and torpor will pervade
the body. All the zeal of individuals will no# be able
to keep it alive. A profession of orthodoxy was not
the test used by the apostles. ‘ And when James, and
Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived
the grace that was given unto me, they gave to me and
Barnabas the right hand of fellowship, that we should
go unto the heathen, and they unto the circumcision”—
Gal. ii. 9. The evidence of his qualifications was not
the subscription of a formula, but his appearing to have
received the grace of God. I cannot see how an uncon-
verted orthodox minister is a less dangerous man than
he who is most openly hostile to the doctrines of the
Gospel. In my opinion, the former is the more
dangerous of the two, as men are less aware of him.
Paul, speaking of the deacons (1 Tim. iii. 10), says,
“Let these also first be proved.” This shows the great
care that should be taken in choosing church officers.
Their acknowledgment of the leading doctrines of the
Gospel is not given as a test. KEven persons that
appear to possess the necessary qualifications, are not
to be hastily appointed to office; they must be proved.
¢ These also,” that is, deacons as well as pastors. If
this reasoning be just, it is applicable to all the de-
nominations of Presbyterians, with which I am
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acquainted. But I am not obliged to rest any part of
this argument upon the sinfulness of licensing and or-
daining merely unconverted men. As a member of the
General Synod, I may be forced to join in licensing
and ordaining men whose characters and doctrines I con-
demn. I may be obliged to be the very organ of
licensing and ordaining a man who preaches an oppo-
site Gospel from what I believe to be true. What a
monstrous inconsistency is here! If I believe the
doctrines I preach, I must be convinced that I am
sending out a murderer instead of a physician. Am I
not guilty, then, of all the blood he spills? Surely I
am partaker of this man’s sins. Yes, I take shame
and confusion of face to myself, that I have so long
sanctioned my Master’s enemies. I acknowledge myself
to have hitherto been a partaker of the guilt of those
who are the ¢ enemies of the cross of Christ, whose
God is their belly, whose glory is their shame, who
mind earthly things.”

8. “I have a positive and express command to
separate from a corrupt church.” 2 Cor. vi. 14-18—
¢ Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers,
for what fellowship hath righteousness with unrigh-
teousness ? And what communion hath light with
darkness ? And what concord hath Christ with Belial ?
or what part hath he that believeth with an infidel ?
And what agreement hath the temple of God with
idols ? for ye are the temple of the living God ; as God
hath said, I will dwell in them and walk in them ; and
I will be their God and they shall be my people.
Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye
separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean
thing, and I will receive you. And will be a Father
unto you, and ye shall be my sons and daughters, saith
the Lord Almighty.” The Corinthians are here com-
manded to separate from their unbelieving and idola-
trous neighbours ; to abandon their worship, and form
no intimate alliances of any kind with them. This
command is given to me as well as to the Corinthians,
for I am no otherwise addressed but as a member of
the apostolical churches. All unconverted men are
idolators, and unbelievers, and a connection with them
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is even more dangerous in a country called Christian,
than in a heathen country. The same reason also that
forbids the marriage of believers with unbelievers, will
equally forbid our connection in church communion
with such. It is also exceedingly obvious, that though
the command is particularly levelled against joining in
the idolatrous worship of the heathens, it is expressed
m a general manner, so as to include the view I now
give of it, as literally, and with as striet precision, as
the other. ‘ Be ye not unequally yoked together with
unbelievers.” This will hold not only in this or that
instance, but is universally applicable to the formation
of any intimate union of believers with unbelievers,
especially in church communion. Besides, there is not
an argument here used to show the impropriety of this
union, but what equally applies in this view. All
believers are righteous, all unbelievers are unrighteous.
All believers are light, all unbelievers are darkness.
Christ dwells in all believers ; Belial dwells in all un-
believers ; he is the spirit that now worketh in the
children of disobedience. Unbelievers of every de-
seription have different views, objects of pursuit, plea-
sures, and aversions, from believers. They have no
common ground upon which they can found an in-
timate union. Every believer is a temple of God,
which he inhabits through the spirit ; idols of one kind
or other inhabit the heart of every unbeliever. I would
just further observe, that if some of those who have
long successfully quoted this portion of Scripture to
show the duty of separating from the General Synod,
would look a little more narrowly into it, they might
find that they should carry their separation to a greater
length. I think it fairly condemns the admission of all
carnal men to church communion. It is a union of
believers with unbelievers, not merely of orthodox with
heterodox, which is here forbidden. ¢ Be ye not un-
equally yoked together with unbelievers.”

A similar command have I in Rev. xviil. 4.—¢ Come
out of her my people, that ye be not partakers of her
sins, and that ye receive not of her plagues.” This
indeed is immediately spoken of the mother of harlots,
but it will equally hold with respect to each of her
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daughters. If we are to leave one corrupt church, we
are certainly to leave another. If our remaining in
communion with the spiritual Babylon would make us
partakers of her sins, and subject us to share her plagues,
the same reasoning will prove that we are partakers of
the sins of any corrupt church with which we are con-
nected. If we must come out of the one to free us
from her sins, the same thing will be necessary with
respect to every other. As long as we countenance
them we are sharers of their guilt, and liable to share
their punishment.

Paul gives Timothy (2 Tim. iii. 1-5) a list of cha-
racters who would assume a profession of religion,
without the power of it. Irom these, he positively
commands him to ““turn away.” Now, if there be any
such characters evidently in the General Synod, it is
equally my duty to withdraw from them. This is
another passage which the advocates of impure minis-
terial and Christian communion would do well to con-
sider. These might be very orthodox men; they had
a “form of godliness.” They would have no objection
to subscribe the Westminster Confession. Most of them
appear also, not to have been openly immoral. They
might have a very sanctified air in a church court.
Yet from such, there is a peculiar necessity to withdraw ;
from such there is a peculiar danger. When men of
such a character appear, and are acknowledged in a
church of Christ, “the times are perilous.” The devout
worldling is more dangerous than the openly profane.
Timothy is also commanded to withdraw from every
teacher who would teach otherwise than the apostle
had directed, ‘“and consent not to wholesome words,
even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ, and to the
doctrine which is according to godliness,” 1 Tim. vi. 3-5.
Certainly, then, I am not justifiable in remaining in
connection with the General Synod.

In writing to the Church of the Thessalonians, Paul
gives them this charge: “Now I command you, bre-
thren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye
withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh
disorderly, and not after the tradition which he received
of us.,” What Christ speaks to a church in general, is
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spoken to each individual, in particular. Though clas-
sical Presbytery were of God’s appointing, yet, if there
were but one disorderly member in the General Synod,
and I could not get him removed, it would be my duty
to withdraw ; otherwise I am a partaker of his sins.
As long as I am a member of that body, I am an
accomplice with every irregular person in it, whether
minister or private member.* We are positively com-
manded to ‘have no fellowship with the unfruitful
works of darkness, but to reprove them”—Eph. v. 11.
This precept we can never obey, while we hold pro-
fessed communion with unbelievers. Nay, so far from
holding communion with them in the ordinances of
Christ, we are not even allowed to have a friendly
intimacy with those that are called brethren, if their
characters belie their profession. This would be a
scandal to the religion of Christ, and would give
occasion to the wicked to blaspheme. I cannot, then,
be a member of the General Synod and an obedient
servant of Christ.

* If there be any justice in this remark, it is 2 considerable
argument against an associated church government. We would,
in that case, be accountable for the conduct of those of whom
we could not possibly have any knowledge.
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CHAPTER XIIIL

OBJECTIONS ANSWERED.

Having in the last chapter given some reasons for
separating from a corrupt church, I will conclude this
pamphlet by taking notice of a few objections that have
been frequently urged upon me, to dissuade me from
giving up my connection with the General Synod.

1. “It is said that a material error prevailed in the
churches of Galatia, and that in writing to them, the
apostle does not command one part of them to separate
from the other, upon the supposition that the majority
would not return to the truth—that in case the majority
of the Corinthian church had taken part with the in-
cestuous man, and refused to obey the apostolical in-
Jjunction, Paul gives no command to the minority to
separate from the majority—and that our Lord, in re-
proving the churches of Asia, does not command any
separation of individuals, in case the greater part in
any church might not return to their duty.”

With respect to each of these instances, I answer,
that there is not one of them parallel to my situation.
These churches, with all their declensions and corrup-
tions, were still churches of Christ, apostolically con-
stituted, and the bulk of them real, though censurable
saints. Consequently, when their errors would be laid
before them, they would unite in correcting them. But
the matter is widely different with respect to a church
neither upon the apostolical model, nor constituted of
members like those of the apostolical churches. As to
the churches of Galatia, there was no room to give any
such command. The apostle says (Gal. v. 10), “I have
confidence in you, through the Lord Jesus, that you
will be none otherwise minded.” If he had such an
opinion of them, and believed that they would comply
with his injunctions, where would have been the
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propriety of giving a command of separation to the few,
in case of the disobedience of the many ? The error of
the judaizing teachers, had indeed infected the body, so
that the apostle found it necessary to express his doubt
of them;* hut he had confidence that they would re-
turn to the truth when he called them to it. Nay, he
supposeth the whole matter to arise from a very few;
“but he that troubleth you, shall bear his judgment,
whosoever he be.” “I would they were even cut off
that trouble you.” ¢ A little leaven lcaveneth the
whole lump.” Here he counts upon the allegiance of
the great bulk of the members of the chumhes, and
even intimates his wish, that the authors of this false
doctrine should be cut oﬁ'. In what, then, does this
countenance the remaining in a corrupt church? Nay,
it is directly against it. The apostle knew that the
greatest part of them would return to the truth, there-
fore could not suppose it necessary to advise individuals
to separate, upon the supposition that it would be
otherwise. But the few that spread this doctrine, he
advises to be cut off. This shows us what we should
do with those who trouble a church with false doc-
trines. They are not, out of false lenity, to be suffered
to remain and corrupt the body, but removed as morbid
members.

This objection is entirely founded upon an improper
conception of the nature of a church of Christ, judging
of it as a wordly society, in which the majority is sup-
posed to be the whole, and is enabled to direct all its
proceedings. DBut it is not numbers, but the obedient,
that constitute the church, whether they be the ma-
jority or minority. Iad all the members in any one of
the Galatian churches, except two or three, resolved to
retain their error, in contempt of the apostolic authority,
to these two or three obedient disciples, the apostle’s di-
rection was still given, “I would that they were cut off
that trouble you.” Obedience is the test of discipleship.
Had the majority of any of these churches, refused to
obey, the obedient few were bound to “ cut off ” the

* Tven this doubting shows what he formerly took them to
be, when organized as a church,
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disobedient many. Those few, go where they would,
were still the church.

Indeed if it be a duty to ““ cut off ” one or a few dis-
orderly and troublesome members, it will still be more
so with respect to many. There is not one argument
why three thousand should cut off three which will not
prove that three should cut off three thousand, with an
accession of strength proportioned to the increase of
numbers. ¢ If a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump,”
if not purged out there still is greater reason to dread,
that the leavened mass will soon infect a few particles.
If a whole church is in danger from one, two, or three ;
one, two, or three, must be in much greater danger
from a corrupt body. What is the reason of cutting off
one disorderly member? Is it not lest he bring a
scandal upon the religion of Christ; be a stumbling
block to weak Christians; infect the body ; become an
offence to unbeliecvers ; and to reclaim the individual.
Each of these reasons will derive additional strength
when applied to numbers.

The same reasoning will hold good with respect to
the Church of Corinth, and the churches of Asia. The
apostle addressed the Corinthians as ¢ saints sanctified
in Christ Jesus;” and everywhere through his epistle
considers them as true believers, though in many re-
spects greatly to blame. How, then, could he suppose
that they would not obey him ? This would have been
as if the king would send an order to the House of
Commons to try one of their members for some im-
proper language or conduct, at the same time applauding
the members for their fidelity and zeal, and then add,
‘ yet if a majority unite to screen the offender, let the
faithful minority protest.” How incongruous would
such language be? Yet not more so than what such
objectors would expect from the apostle. After all, T
will suppose that the whole Church of Corinth had
taken part with the incestuous person against the
apostle, except one, two, or three, still it would have
been the duty of such to have withdrawn from the dis-
orderly society, which no more deserved the name of a
chuarch of Christ, than a congregation of Mussulmen.
The few that obeyed the apostle were the church, and
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to them the command was given. 1 Cor. v. 4—*In
the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when ye are
gathered together, and my Spirit, with the power of
our Lord Jesus Christ, to deliver such an one,” &c.
The offender, and all who sided with him, were to be
removed as disorderly brethren. The same may be
said as to the case of the Asiatic churches. To the
very worst of them Christ said, “ As many as I love, I
rebuke and chasten.” They were much to blame, but
with all their faults they were true churches of Christ.
Nay, the very accusations Christ alleged against them,
not only show the bulk of them to be saints, but prove
the necessity of pure communion, and of cutting off im-
pure members. He blames some of them for having the
propagators of false doctrines among them. This shows
that a church is to purge out the old leaven, and
become a new lump. And if he blames them for
having a few false teachers among them, how much
more has he had occasion to blame me, for continuing
so long with a corrupt body? With what propriety,
then, can a Christian allege the state of these churches
to justify his continuance in corrupt societies? With
what face can any church allege this, to justify impure
communion ? If these apostolical churches had any im-
proper member among them, they are not praised;
they are not held excusable; they are severely repri-
manded for it.

2. Another objection is, ‘that I give up an im-
portant station. I cowardly desert the field of battle,
and in all probability deprive myself for ever of an
opportunity of preaching the Gospel. Now Paul says,
‘woe unto me, if I preach not the Gospel.” Christ
says, ‘the harvest is plenteous and the labourers few.’
It must then be highly improper to leave a ripe harvest
without labourers to reap it.”

What is the amount of this objection? It is ““do
evil that good may come.” If I have shown that such
a connection is sinful, no supposed advantages resulting
to religion from it should have the smallest weight,
because they are nothing in reality. What good could
I do in any situation on earth, without God’s blessing
upon my labours? And is it supposable that I am
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likely to have this blessing, when I refuse to obey him?
Before my attention was turned to this subject, when
my views were not so clear, God might have partially
blessed my labours. But I could no longer look for a
blessing, nor with a good conscience preach the Gospel
at all, while conscious that I was not complying with
his will. “I leave an important situation.” What
sort of language in the mouth of a Christian? If I
had an opportunity of preaching the Gospel in every
parish in the Island, could I of myself call one sinner
to repentance? A station is only important as there
may be the probability of doing good, and I can see no
probability of this, as long as we live in the willful
neglect, or the breach of the least part of the known
will of God. Ah! friends, I am afraid if we search
our hearts to the bottom, the real motive of remaining
in corrupt churches, is rather the importance of it to
our own temporal interest, than a concern lest the work
of the Lord should stand undone. ¢ Sirs, ye know
that by this craft we have our gain.” But “I am
running as a coward, out of the field of battle.” No,
I am only repairing to the standard of my Captain, and
deserting his enemies. I am only putting myself in a
situation in which I can fight without restraint, and
whether I am to be an officer or a private, must be left
to my General, who employs every man in the situation
that suits him best, and in which he can render the
most effectual service. But “is it not a sin for me to
put myself out of a condition to preach the Gospel ?”
Yes, if I would give up preaching the Gospel for the
most splendid throne in Europe, 1 would be unworthy
of opening my mouth to proclaim the glad tidings of
salvation. If I would quit my station for the sake of a
little more of the unrighteous mammon, I would be inex-
cusable. If I would quit preaching for fear of man,
“woe would be upon me.” But if I quit a station by
the command of my General, I am not to blame.

But ¢ the harvest is great and the labourers are few.”
True, very true ; and what is the consequence ? Is it
that I must transgress the orders of Christ to reap the
harvest? Is there no way of obeying one command,
without breaking another? Put the objection into
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words, and it will run thus: ¢“O Lord, thou hast a
great harvest and few to reap it; I am an active young
labourer, but I cannot serve thee unless thou allowest
me to break one of thy commandments. It is but a
little one; and it is much better for thee to give me
this liberty, than to want my services, for thou canst
not do well without me. Thou must either take me on
these terms, or thou must lose thy grain? Were 1
to reason and act thus, the Lord of the harvest could
soon lay me aside, and let me see, he could have the
work done without me. It is for us to do whatis duty,
and leave events to God. If he has any work to do,
at present in Ireland, I am sure I am taking the way
todoit. If he has work to do, who is he most likely to
employ as his instruments ¥ Will he let me stand idle in
the market-place, and employ others to serve him, whose
sole object is to serve themselves ? If it be my supreme
delight to win souls to Christ, I do not think I shall be
disappointed. If it be in any measure my meat and
drink to do his will, it is not likely he will refuse to give
me employment. ¢ And whatever we ask we receive
of him, because we keep his commandments, and do these
things that are pleasing in his sight.” ¢ He that loveth
me, keepeth my commandments.” “Follow me, and I
will make you fishers of men.” ¢“Ye are my friends,
if ye do whatsoever I command you.” ¢ And why call
ye me Lord, Lord, and do not the things which I say.”

3. No argument hath been more frequently used to
reconcile me to the Synod, than “the duty I owe my
family. ¢He that provideth not for his own, especially
for those of his own household, hath denied the faith,
and is worse than an infidel.”” I acknowledge the obli-
gation of this Seripture in its fullest extent. But am I
obliged to neglect one duty by attending to another ?
I am to provide for my family; but will any say, I
should rob and murder to support them ? I am to pro-
vide, but it is things that are lawful. I am not to sup-
port them at the expense of a good conscience. If I
cannot trust my family upon God, how will I trust him
with my soul? He hath not only said, *He that pro-
videth not,” &c., but he hath also said, “Seek ye first
the kingdom of God and his righteousness, and all these
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things shall be added unto you.” I must either re-
nounce the 6th chap. of Matthew, or I must do duty,
and trust myself and family to him who feedeth the
fowls of the air, and clothes the lilies of the field. He
that feedeth his enemies will not suffer his friends to
starve. With what conscience could I press others to
trust in Providence, when I distrusted him myself?
When I read the history of Aristides, the Athenian,
and many other pagan sages, who scorned riches for
earthly fame, I am ashamed that the glories of heaven,
and the love of Jesus should have a slighter impression
upon me. Cyrus was fed upon brown bread and cresses,
to fit him for a consummate general ; and shall I think
it a grievance to submit to that discipline, to enable me
more successfully to fight the battles of my Lord. I
must “endure hardness, as a good soldier of Jesus
Christ.” Perhaps there never was a general of distine-
tion, who has not undergone more hardships, fatigues,
wants, and dangers, to procure temporal glory, than I
have any prospect of in my more honourable warfare.
“Now they do it for a corruptible crown, but we for an
incorruptible.” A few years hence, and all my wants
and sorrows shall be no more. I will be where “the
wicked cease from troubling, and the weary are at rest.”
“They that are wise shall shine as the brightness of the
firmament, and they that turn many unto righteousness
as the stars for ever and ever.”

And must I part with all T have,
My dearest Lord for thee?

It is but right, since thou hast done
Much more than this for me.

Yes, let it go—one look from thee,
Will more than make amends
For all the losses I sustain,
Of credit, riches, friends.

Ten thousand worlds, ten thousand lives,
How worthless they appear,

Compar'd with thee supremely good,
Divinely bright and fair!

Saviour of souls! could I from thee
A single smile obtain,

Though destitute of all things else,
I'd glory in my gain.
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, pastor, expositor, author—was born at Artrae, (“BS” 24)

not far from Cookstown, Tyrone Country, Ireland in

1776 of a family of Scotch origin, who probably came to

North Ireland during the reign of James 1. Converted at an early

age, he graduated with first honors at Glasgow University and
received the LL.D. from Bacon College, Kentucky (Cathcart).

% lexander Carson—Irish  Presbyterian-turned-Baptist,

He settled as a government-paid Presbyterian pastor at
Tubbermore in 1798, (Armitage, 571). Tubbermore was a town
of 500 surrounded by a large population of Scotch-Irish farmers
(Cathcart).

Early in his ministry, he came to three Baptist principles which
set him in opposition to the Presbyterians: that
congregationalism was the Scriptural form of church
government; that immersion was the New Testament mode of
baptism; and that only believers should be baptized (Cathcart).
Concerning the presbytery, he said: "Scripture presbytery is the
eldership, or plurality of elders in a particular congregation"
(Answer to Ewing, 382; Chapter 10, n. 8; cited by Armitage,
130).

Thereafter, he gave up his living, (Armitage, 571) and departed
his congregation upon the testimony of his favorite hymn:
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And must I part with all I have,
My dearest Lord, for thee?

It is but right, since thou has done
Much more than that for me.

Yes, let it go, one look from thee

Will more than make amends

For all the losses I sustain

Of Wealth, of credit, friends (Cathcart).

The Baptist church he started grew to 500 members in his
lifetime. His reputation spread and among his lasting friends
were the Haldanes—Robert and James—of Edinburgh
(Cathcart).

Carson was a Greek scholar, a clear reasoner, a logician, and a
philosopher, and possessed a piercing intelligence. His
Presbyterian friends called him the “Jonathan Edwards of the
nineteenth century” (Cathcart).

He was an expository preacher. Cathcart said: “Few ever heard
him take a little text and suspend some weighty subject upon it
by a slender connecting link” (Cathcart).

His earlier writings included a work on figures of speech,
developing the self-evident principles on figures of speech
which was regarded as a standard on the subject matter (“BS”,
25).

Carson’s intensive pastoral desire to promote holy living among
his worldly and wayward parishioners. His initial warnings to
his congregants about their dangers developed into a failed
attempt at church discipline, then an appeal to the ecclesiastical
courts of the Synod. He came to the conclusion that his only
appeal lay in that spiritual appeal to the teachings and simple
order of Scripture. Thereupon, he left the Synod of Ulster ("BS,"
26-28).

His Reasons for Leaving the Synod of Ulster maintained via
strong reasoning the independence of the primitive churches of
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the New Testament. That volume declared his insistence that his
participation in the Synod was a surrender of his conscience to
one other than Christ. He systematically argued that the form of
church government most likely to be divine was (1) the one
capable of the least abuse—independence; (2) the one most able
to preserve purity of doctrine without human expedients; and (3)
the one which most leads to, and compels church members to,
Scripture itself ("BS," 28-29).

From his firm commitment to the Bible as the only law-book, he
first adopted congregational order, then regenerate church
membership, and finally, believer’s baptism ("BS," 31,33). His
Baptism: Its Mode and Subject was first published in London
and later republished by the Baptist Publication Society,
Philadelphia. Cathcart said of this work:

His octavio volume on baptism is a masterpiece of learning
and logic; it overthrows quibbles about the Abrahamic
covenant, giving authority to baptize children, as old as
Augustine of Hippo, and as wide-spread as Pedobaptist
Christendom, and allegations that baptism might mean
sprinkling or pouring, with as much ease as a horse,
unaccustomed to a rider, hurls to the ground the little boy
who has ventured to mount him (Cathcart, 187).

Regarding his dogmatic writing style, Cathcart continued:

Truth coming forth like a defiant giant is more attractive than
when it appears making simpering apologies for venturing to
show its face, and to disturb the equanimity of error and
wrong, though sturdy truth, carrying a sharp and needful
sword in a sheath of love, pleases us most (Cathcart, 188).

While returning from delivering addresses to the Baptist
Missionary Society, he fell into the dock at Liverpool in 1844.
Though rescued, and continuing upon his journey to Belfast, he
became ill during the night and died the next day after landing,
August 24, 1844. Carson spent nearly fifty years in ministry
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(Cathcart). Armitage called him "most illustrious of the Irish
Baptists."

At his untimely death, Carson had completed all the necessary
work for a treatise on the atonement. Among his stated, but
unfulfilled, intentions was a book on the best mode of teaching
the churches and the characteristic style of Scripture. He also left
unpublished commentaries to the Galatians, Hebrews, and
several smaller articles (“BS”, 44-45).

His wife--the mother of his thirteen children—and some of his
children, preceded him in death. One son died of brain fever
simultaneously with his ordination to the pastoral office (“BS”,
47-47)
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ourselves. We must teach these views in order to be
consistent in holding them. Because of these we stand
apart from other Christians, in separate organizations. . .
We have no right thus to stand apart unless the matters
of difference have real importance; and if they are really
important, we certainly ought to teach them.”

JOHN A. BROADUS

The Duty of Baptists To Teach Their Distinctive Views.
(Philadelphia: American Baptist Publication Society, 1881).

“No religious denomination has a moral right to a
separate existence unless it differs essentially from others.
Ecclesiastical differences ought always to spring from
profound doctrinal differences. To divide Christians, except
Jor reasons of gravest import, is criminal schism. Separate
religious denominations are justifiable only for matters of
conscience growing out of clear scriptural precept.”

J. L. M. CURRY

A Baptist Church Radically Different From Paedobaptist
Churches.

(Philadelphia: American Baptist Publication Society, 1889).

“There is something distinctive in the principles of
Baptists. They differ from all other denominations; and
the difference is so great as not only to justify, but to
demand, their separate existence as a people . . . What
distinctive mission have the Baptists, if this is not their
mission? - to present the truth in love on the matters
wherein they differ from Pedobaptists. What is there but
this that justifies their separate denominational existence
and saves them from the reproach of being schismatics?
If they have a right to denominational life, it is their duty
to propagate their distinctive principles, without which that
life cannot be justified or maintained.”’

J. M. PENDLETON

Distinctive Principles of Baptists.

(Philadelphia: American Baptist Publication Society, 1882).

The Baptist Standard Bearer, Incorporated is a republication society
organized in 1984, and is recognized as a nonprofit, tax-exempt
charitable organization. It was founded for the primary purpose of
republication and preservation of materials reflecting the Baptist heritage.
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