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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.

WHATEVER may be the judgment of the reader about
the question, whether I ¢ fully overthrow,” I think
all must allow that I “fairly meet the arguments” of
my antagonist. I have not fastened on accidental
oversights, nor filled my sheets with the refutation of
his errors that were either not at all, or at least but
remotely connected with the subject. I have not en-
deavoured to entangle the main principles in debate,
nor have made up my book with tedious animadversions
upon the weakest parts of his work. Every man must
see that I have assailed him in the very places in which
he thinks himself strongest, and have either not at all,
or very slightly noticed whatever was not of vital im-
portance in the question under discussion. His argu-
ments I have not evaded, but have stated them in their
strongest point of view ; because I was convinced, that
in their utmost force I could answer them. I was
therefore under no temptation to misrepresent him, nor
to answer one difficulty by proposing another. Before
I relinquished my situation as a Presbyterian minister,
I had so fully considered the question, that I was con-
vinced as long as the New Testament was considered
as the standard, the system of Presbytery could never
be successfully vindicated ; but had my antagonist
produced a single particle of previously undiscovered
truth, I was prepared to receive it. I will ever hold
myself ready to add to, or subtract from my system,
according to scriptural evidence. The moment that
my views of church-order, or any part of them, cannot
be supported by Scripture, I will not only be happy to
see them rejected by the world, but whether the world
will reject or receive them, I will reject them. In
receiving the truths of God, and giving up errors, we
are not to wait on the changing of the world.
K
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The author of the work upon which I animadvert
must be allowed to discover an uncommon, an almost
unlimited acquaintance with the writers of all ages
on both sides of the question. He has raked together
the sentiments of almost every one who has written on
the subject, and discovers a minute knowledge of the
works of Independent writers, of whose very names I
was ignorant. Yet with all this, I do not look upon him
to be thoroughly acquainted with the subject, as founded
in the Word of God. He treats it like a question to be
decided by the authority of names. He seems to think
that much can be said on the one side, and as much,
or perhaps a little more, on the other; and that Presby-
tery has either a preponderance of evidence, or at least
has equal pretensions with its rival to divine authority.
Now, if the New Testament contains a divine model of
church government, there cannot be one legitimate
argument for another system. Owing to our remaining
ignorance, and imperfect acquaintance with the Word
of God, there may be difficulties opposed to the model
which the Word of God contains, but to suppose any-
thing like .a comparison of well founded contrary
evidence for two opposite systems, is an insult upon the
Spirit of truth.

I have not made my antagonist responsible for any
sentiments but his own, nor at any time have lost sight
of him, in following the arguments of others who have
written on his side of the question. Authorities I
have not produced on my side, nor regarded them on
his. As the Scriptures must decide the matter, to the
Scriptures alone I have appealed. I have used the
word independent, rather than apostolical church, that
nothing like an unfair advantage might seem to be
taken by the use of words. In writings not contro-
versial, I do not like to see this word at all, as applied
to characterise the churches of Christ, as it is both un-
scriptural and inadequate. So far from fully conveying
a complete view of the distinguishing features of a
church of Christ, it generally conveys a very false
notion. On other occasions then, I would either use
the word church alone, or apostolical church, to distin-
guish a church of Christ from other societies called



PREFACE. 131

churches; but in controversy, it might be thought to
take for granted the thing to be proved, for these
societies think themselves churches and apostolical
churches. It is in this view only I ever acknowledge
the word Independent, as applied to a church of Christ.
Those who follow the Lord fully, ought to set them-
selves to reclaim the word church from the corrupt use
of it in the world. Had it not been for the inventions
of men, it would have needed no additional epithet to
make it intelligible and distinctive.

Much of this work consists of critical analysis. The
chief talent displayed in the work upon which I ani-
madvert, is a certain evasive subtilty, and a dexterity in
imposing the most arbitrary interpretations with an air
of plausibility and confidence. As the question must
be decided by the testimony of the passages which we
interpret in an opposite semnse, it became altogether
necessary to examine the principles of interpretation
employed by my antagonist, and fully ascertain their
fallacy. I have therefore not only shown that his in-
terpretations are not the obvious sense of the words,
but have attempted to show that his principles of in-
terpretation are utterly inadmissible upon every subject.
For the justness and propriety of my interpretation
of every text involved in the discussion, I appeal to the
common sense of mankind, and to the common prin-
ciples of language. I interpret the Word of God upon
the same principles I would do any other book. There
is not one principle of language held inviolable by my
antagonist. Were his mode of interpretation admitted
in courts of law, the true intent of every covenant
might not only be evaded, but might be made to imply
directly the reverse of its obvious meaning. Should
the author then, upon whose work I animadvert, think
proper to reply to my animadversions, this is the hinge
upon which victory must turn. Ie explains one way,
I explain another; the criterion of judgment between
us then is, who explains most naturally ? which of us
explains agreeably to the usual principles of language ?
It were injurious to the character of revelation to
suppose, that each of our opposite interpretations has
any just foundation in sound criticism.
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What I have written, I have written as under the
cye of the Searcher of hearts. For every line I must
render an account; and had I not more confidence from
the review of the day of the Lord, than from the
approbation of the world, I would never send my
sheets to the public. I do not even wish that the world,
in its present state, should approve of my performance.
I have nothing to hope, I have nothing to fear. It is
but a small matter to be judged of men, but I would
not for a thousand worlds be found by the Judge of the
world to have perverted his laws and ordinances, mis-
represented his words, and taught his people to forsake
his institutions. It may seem a light matter to many
to give a turn to a passage of Scripture ; to make it say
something agreeable to our system, or evade a disagree-
able consequence. To me it appears to manifest a
most corrupt and base mind, and a most daring pre-
sumption against the Spirit of truth. Shall God deign
to instruct us, and shall we dare to make him speak
what we please? I have no notion that whoever of us
is wrong, is innocently wrong. The book of God is
telligible, if we misunderstand it, we are inexcusable.
With upright and unprejudiced minds, I cannot see
how systems so opposite should be taken from the
Word of God, after a thorough examination of the
subject.

If for every idle word we shall give an account, how
much more awful is the account we must render of our
handling the Word of God! Let us then continue
this correspondence, under the impression that we
both shall soon appear before the tribunal of the eternal
Judge.



LETTERS TO MR. BROWN.

LETTER L

SIR,

I cannot begin my observations on your vindication
of the Presbyterian system, by professing, as you do,
in your first letter to Mr. Innes, * the utmost reluc-
tance to address you on the subject of your late pub-
lication.” I am satisfied that, on whichever side truth
lies, the subject merits ample discussion, and that in
the end, much good will result from having the argu-
ments on each side of the question fully laid before the
public. The works of darkness alone fear the light.
It may indeed be peculiarly disagreeable for those,
whose temporal interest would be materially affected
by a change of opinions, to have their feelings and
their consciences harrowed up, by being called to an
examination of this subject ; but the real disciples
of Jesus should always be open to conviction, and
willing to learn more fully the mind of their Lord.
Though it is exceedingly popular to deplore ¢ religious
controversies,” yet they must be very little acquainted
with the apostolical writings, who do not know that
they are almost altogether controversial. The Chris-
tian can never cease to oppose error, till error cease
to exist. IHad you bewailed the spirit in which con-
troversy is frequently conducted, and which you have
abundantly exemplified, there would have been good
ground for lamentation. But surely, if we have any
where a pattern of meekness in discussion, we have it
from the pen of Mr. Innes. Though I can allow, that
there is a comparative importance among divine truths;
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yet I cannot admit, that anything revealed by the
Spirit of the Lord Jesus is unimportant, and should not
be brought into view, whatever may be the conse-
quences. I am more than ever sensible, from your
publication, of the great importance of the question
under debate. I see, that to embrace an unscriptural
system of church government, materially affects our
understanding of Scripture in general. Multitudes of
texts are thus either darkened or evaded. Indeed the
spirit, propriety, and meaning, of a great part of the
apostolical epistles, are entirely hidden.

You remark in your introduction, ¢ That it is the
principles only, and not the practices of Presbyterians,
that are here defended. The advocate for Presbytery
is certainly no more bound to vindicate the latter, in
order to establish the former, than the advocate for
Christianity is bound to prove that the conduct of
Christians is blameless and praiseworthy, in order to
show that Christianity is divine.” As a Presbyterian,
you are not indeed bound to defend all bodies of Pres-
byterians, more than a Christian is bound to defend all
bodies called Christian, and every system which has
been called Christianity. But, Sir, as an honest man,
the very kind of Presbytery you defend, is the one you
will adopt, and none other. A Burgher Seceder is not
bound to defend the Presbytery of relief, nor the latter
to defend the Church of Scotland ; nor are you bound to
defend either of the former. But each of you is certainly
called upon to defend the system of Presbytery he has
adopted, according to the manner of its administration
among you. I will therefore look to you for a defence
of Presbytery and its effects, as they exist in the
Church of Scotland. Whenever you abandon the ad-
ministration of Presbytery in that church, I will ex-
pect you, if you continue to hold it as a divine ordinance,
to abandon your present connection, that you may
enjoy it in its divine purity. As an Independent,
I am not bound to defend any of the Independent
churches, but that one of which I may be a member,
or those which I approve by co-operation or fellowship,
or which exactly agree with the model which I call
divine. But certainly, if I am either a member or elder
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of any church, I am bound to defend it, not as it should
be, but as it is. If Presbytery is a divine ordinance,
and if it is not in the Church of Scotland what it is in
the Scriptures, then you have not a divine form of
government, and you are bound to separate, that you
may enjoy your divine institution. A church might be
called Independent, and in many features resemble an
apostolical church, yet upon the whole be so far from
the divine model, that I would think it duty to stand at
as great a distance from it, as from the Church of Scot-
land. If the pastor, or the pastor with the deacons, or
a few of the principal members, exclusively manage all
church business; or if they decide by majorities like
worldly courts, or are cemposed of saints and sinners
promiscuously, or are ‘moved away from the hope of
the Grospel,” they may call themselves what they please,
but they are not constituted upon the divine model.
Such indeed, the advocates of the apostolical churches
are not bound to defend. But when you write against
them, you may properly require a defence of the inde-
pendency they profess, with all its effects.

I should be glad to know how Christianity could be
proved to be divine, if it uniformly had a bad tendency,
or wanted energy, when received, uniformly to pro-
duce good fruits. The Christian is not indeed bound
to show that all who bear that name are blameless and
praiseworthy, in order to prove that Christianity is
from God. But certainly no argument could prove it
divine, if it had not happy effects upon those who un-
derstand and receive it. If when believed, it has not
the effects which it is said to have, it cannot be true.
A Roman Catholic is not bound to defend the Chris-
tianity of a Protestant, nor the latter that of the former.
A Calvinist, or Armenian, or a Socinian, is not obliged
to defend each others’ system, when writing against in-
fidels ; but certainly it will be justly expected that each
should defend his own. Our Lord himself was not
afraid to rest the truth of his mission upon this very
argument, ‘“that they all may be one, as thou, Father,
art in me, and I in thee; that they also may be one in
us: that the world may believe that thou hast sent me.
I in them, and thou in me, that they may be made perfect
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in one, and that the world may know that thou hast
sent me, and has loved them as thow hast loved me—
John xvii. 21-23. I will allow you then, Sir, to adopt
any modification, or sect of Presbytery; but whatever
denomination of Presbyterians you join, this one I shall
expect you to defend. Nothing can be more ridiculous
than to hold one sort of Presbytery in theory and another
in practice. Sir, were you a member of a trading com-
pany, which enriched itself by fraudulent dealings,
though in this you always opposed your partners; think
you would the world take it as a sufficient apology were
you to reason thus: “I request that it may be re-
marked, that it is the principles only, not the practices
of tradmu companies that I defend. I do not justify
this company. All I contend for is, that there may
be such companies as ‘will act honestly.” But if you
intend by this declaration, that principles and practice
should be separated upon any subject, I apprehend you
not only contradict the whole tenor of the Word of
God, but the maxims of the soundest philosophy.
Though the best system may be abused, and the worst
system, in some instances, may not discover all its
malignancy, it is still fair to try every system by the
criterion of its tendency. This indeed should not be
determined from a few solitary results, either good or
bad, but from its general effects. If in the history of
any among the various Presbyterian denominations, it
is found that Presbytery has in general a good ten-
dency, it would be idle in us to show that, in a few
cases, it was abused. On the contrary, if we can show
from the history of the Church of Scotland, that the
Presbyterian form of church government has had a
general tendency to promote corruption either in mem-
bers, doctrines, or practice, or which is the same thing,
has not had energy to prevent this, it is of no avail to
display in the abstract the advantages of the constitu-
tion. That tree cannot be a good one which uniformly
bears bad fruit, or no fruit. To suppose that the
form of government instituted by Christ, is insufficient
to attain the ends of government is in my apprehen-
sion to blaspheme him. Whenever then 1 write against
a member of the Church of Scotland upon this subject,
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I will take my ideas of Presbytery only from that
church, and consider the corruptions which I find in it,
as the native fruits of the system. He cannot deny
me this, until he renounces his connection. The same
shall be my conduct with respect to every denomina-
tion of Presbyterians. Their system and the fruits
of it, I will ever consider in connection. This liberty
I will also readily grant them in their turn. I will
hold myself accountable for the corruptions of all the
churches which I allow to be on the apostolical model.
Now there is not an instance of abuse which you
either prove or mention, belonging to Independent
churches, which has not arisen from a departure from
the apostolical model, in a greater or less degree.
But I will undertake to prove that Presbytery even
when fully acted upon, is insufficient to attain the
great ends of government. It may be true, as you say,
that Arminianism, or Socinianism, has crept into so-
cieties called Independent churches in England ;* but
such societies are not churches of Christ, for they con-
sist of ““saints, godly, faithful in Christ Jesus, an habita-
tion of God through the spirit, united in the fellowship
of the Gospel.” I will consider myself bound equally
with the Church of Scotland to oppose such societies,
and even their mode of government, for it is far distant
from that of the churches planted by the apostles.

“ Let it be understood farther,” (you remark, page 6.
introduction), *“ That the arguments advanced will not
be considered as overturned, though a number of mis-
takes should be pointed out in separate and detached
observations, unless the body of the evidence be fairly
met, and fully overthrown.,” This I fully admit; and
as a proof of it, I will not trouble myself, nor fatigue
my readers, by exposing your less important mistakes.

* That there may be Socinian churches in England calling
themselves Independent is very probable. But it is a well
known fact, that the great bulk of the Socinian churches are
composed of the descendants of Presbyterians, and are main-
tained by the funds destined for the support of Presbyterian
congregations. This is so notorious, that the late Dr. Priestley
refused to allow application to be made for him to an In-
dependent fund; while he cheerfully received from a Presby-
terian fund.
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Nor will T touch upon your more important errors,
which have not an immediate relation to the point un-
der dispute. But if I do not * fairly meet, and fully
overthrow the body of your evidence,” I shall consider
myself as having done nothing. If I either shuflle,
or evade the edge of your arguments, or endeavour to
disentangle myself from one difficulty by proposing
another, I shall consider myself as worse than an idler.
If your reasoning were conclusive in the main, any
attempt to skreen ourselves by exposing particular in-
accuracies would manifest a conduct inconsistent with
Christianity. Nothing but the authority of Jesus made
me abandon the connection of Presbyterians; the same
authority I hope shall always have the same influence
on me. If then you are able to establish Presbytery
from the Scriptures, I am ready to be your convert.

As I propose to trouble myself with nothing but
your arguments, I will overlook your personalities, and
employ the remainder of this letter in stating and reply-
ing to the general sentiment of your second letter to
Mzr. Innes.

In the beginning of the second letter you say, * The
first point, I apprehend, in which you differ from Pres-
byterians, is the nature of that power which they grant
to their rulers; and here, in words at least, the
difference is important. Upon this topic Independents
have often declaimed with the utmost keenness, and
from this source they have derived their warmest in-
vectives against the Establishment. Upon this topic,
too, you considerably enlarge, and attempt to paint,
in very shocking colours, the baneful consequences
with which the authority of Presbytery is necessarily
attended.

¢ Before however I attend to your arguments, I would
briefly advert to a misrepresentation which has fre-
quently been made by Independents, of the claims of
Presbyterians with regard to the nature and kind of their
authority. Often has it been said, that the power for
which they contend amounts to nothing less than a
legislative authority, and invests them with a right to
enact at pleasure whatever laws they wish to establish
in the Church of Christ. Than this, however, nothing
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undoubtedly can be more remote from their senti-
ments. They, as well as Independents, profess to ad-
mit that Jesus is the only head of his church; that
those laws alone which ke has revealed, bind the con-
sciences and conduct of his subjects ; and that the highest
honour to which ecclesiastical rulers can now aspire,
is to explain what the doctrine of the church is, with
regard to the true meaning of the laws of Christ, and
authoritatively to enforce among those of her com-
munion the execution of Aés laws. In matters indeed
of inferior moment, which regard simply the conve-
nience, or external order and regularity of the church,
and for which no explicit directions are given in the
Scriptures, Presbyterians allow that Christ has intrusted
a power with those who rule in his church, to ap-
point such regulations as may be requisite for the
general ends of edification and utility. But this is no
more than Independents themselves have uniformly
claimed ; while it is an incontestable fact, that, in every
instance in which legislative power is disclaimed by
Independents, it is wniversally and explicitly disclaimed
by Presbyterians.”

Here you expressly disclaim all legislative authority
on the part of Presbyterians, and assert that they ad-
mit, * that those laws alone which Jesus has revealed,
bind the consciences and conduct of his subjects.” If
this is really a matter of fact, as to any denomination
of Presbyterians; if it is agreeable to the Presbyterian
constitution, and acted upon as a principle by their
assemblies, then with such we are so far agreed. But,
Sir, this is contradicted by the general practice of all
Presbyterian sects, and immediately contradicted by
yourself. You add, ‘“In matters indeed of inferior
moment, which regard simply the convenience, and ex-
ternal order, and regularity of the church, and for
which no explicit directions are given in the Secrip-
tures, Presbyterians allow, that Christ has entrusted a
power with those who rule in his church, to appoint
such regulations as may be requisite for the general
ends of edification and utility.” Now, Sir, I ask you
what do you mean by legislation ? Do you mean the
giving of new moral precepts, and positive institutions ?
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In this sense I admit, that Presbyterians do not profess
to legislate. But legislation in a church of Christ com-
prehends, not merely these greater matters, but every
act and regulation regarding the affairs of his people.
Do the Secriptures anywhere limit the exertions of min-
isters of the Gospel within certain boundaries? What
then do you call that authority by which Presbyterian
assemblies forbid pastors to preach out of their own
parish, without the consent of the minister in whose
district they may wish to preach ? Is this not an act
of legislation ? How can you pretend that you assume
not a power of legislation? All you can say is, that
you profess to carry that power only to a certain un-
defined extent. Now, toregulate a borough election, is
as much an act of legislative authority, as that which
regulates the succession to the throne, or ascertains the
privileges of the different orders of the state. It is
mere shuffling then, to repel the charge of legislation,
by giving your laws another name; and to shelter
them by the pretended inferiority of their object. A
right of legislation is inherent in the Presbyterian con-
stitution ; it is acted upon by every body of Presby-
terians in the world. The General Assembly of the
Church of Scotland, in concurrence with the majority
of Presbyterians, has always claimed and exerted such
a legislative power. The General Synod of Ulster
also, in conformity with this Presbyterian principle,
has lately published ¢ An Abstract of Laws, Regula-
tions, and Rules.” In short, Sir, I call upon you to point
out upon earth any body of Presbyterians, which does
not exercise a legislative authority. The whole proce-
dure of their courts is upon the model of assemblies of
legislation. And though in their definitions of their
authority they confine themselves to matters of inferior
moment, in which there are no sufficient directions in
Scripture, regarding external order, &c.; it is yet
plain, that in practice they carry it to the most ex-
travagant length. There is nothing they are not
supposed equal to, when assembled. They not only
explain the laws of Christ, but add where these are
supposed defective. The majority is ever between
individuals and the Scriptures. When they act upon
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their principles, there is no such thing as individual
liberty. Expressly to claim an unlimited power of
legislation, would be Antichrist without a mask. Tt is
much safer to exercise it under a softer name. The
clergy know well, that if in theory they are allowed
to legislate in matters of inferior moment, &c., they
are not likely to be restrained in practice. They will
encroach by degrees ; time will familiarize the world to
their pretensions, and sanction their usurpation by anti-
quity. If in any age they are called to account for
their conduct by individuals, ‘the world knows its
own,” the mass of mankind will believe as their fore-
fathers believed, the prejudices of the multitude con-
curring with the interest of the priesthood, a little
sophistry will reduce the most extravagant of their
transactions to their modest definition, and at worst
they can abandon practice as not worth defending, and
entrench themselves within their principles. None
will be louder than the clergy in maintaining that
Christ is the only king and lawgiver of his church, as
long as Christ will condescend to reign and give law
through the clergy, and not through his Word. The
honours and prerogatives of his government will not
cease to be extolled and vindicated, as long as they
have the exercise of them. All the dignities which
they heap upon Christ, are reflected back upon them-
selves. The greater the prince, the more respectable
the ambassadors. The clergy will claim honour for
Christ, if Christ will consent to share it with the
clergy. Like Oliver Cromwell, they will exercise
every act of sovereign authority, under the modest
name of Protectors of the Realm.

But, Sir, if, as you say, and as any man who under-
stands the Scriptures will allow, ‘those laws alone
which Christ has revealed, bind the consciences and
conduct of his subjects,” how are they bound to those
laws of inferior moment, enacted by your assemblies ?
In the first instance, you say absolutely, that no laws
but those revealed by Jesus, can bind the consciences
of his subjects. You afterwards say, ¢ that in matters
of inferior moment, which regard simply the conveni-
ence, or external order and regularity of the church,
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and for which no explicit directions are given in the
Scriptures, Presbyterians allow that Christ has in-
trusted a power with those who rule in his church, to
appoint such regulations as may be requisite for the
general ends of edification and utility.” How can you
reconcile these two assertions? The object and inferior
moment of a law does not destroy its nature as a law.
But as to the regulation of those matters of inferior
moment, &c., where do Presbyterians find this power
intrusted to them by Christ? Where do they find this
part of their constitution in the Word of God? Are
any of the concerns of the kingdom of Christ of such
inferior moment, as to be unworthy of his attention?
Or have the clergy more skill in prudential regulations,
than the Lawgiver of Zion? What do you mean by
external order ? or why should internal order be regu-
lated by Christ and external order by the clergy ?
What are those things which respect the convenience,
external order, and regularity of the church, for which
no sufficient directions are given in the Scriptures ?*
If the Scriptures do not contain sufficient directions for
everything regarding the individual or social conduct
of the disciples, they are an insufficient rule. If Christ
has not given sufficient laws for every exigency, I am
bold to say that he is not an all-wise lawgiver. The
best human code is in many respects defective, the best
human laws are in many cases insufficient, because
they are the offspring of the wisdom of man. But not
so with the laws of the kingdom of Christ. His wisdom
comprehends at the same time the greatest and the
smallest matters: his prudence provided for every
possible exigency; and his foresight embraced every
future case. Is it possible then, Sir, that you can thus
openly depreciate the Werd of God, by denying its

* Why may not one of the pastors be exalted above his
brethren, and turned into a diocesan bishop for the sake of
external order ? If Episcopal churches have raised some of the
pastors above their proper rank and office; Presbyterian
churches have degraded some of theirs into an inferior order.
The crime is equal in both. If the right of regulating matters
of external order, &c., is once admitted, an Antichrist of some
kind must be the inevitable consequence.
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sufficiency? Is it so dark, or so defective, that the
- clergy must come in to its assistance ? For the govern-
ment of the Church of Scotland, and every other Pres-
byterian and worldly church, the Scriptures are indeed
insufficient. For the management of such machines
we will find no directions, either explicit or implied.
But for this very reason, they cannot have been insti-
tuted by Jesus. An Independent church has every
necessary instruction, either in precept, example, or by
fair inference, in the Word of God. If Christ has not
provided for such assemblies as yours, it is because
they are the offspring of men.

Did you think, Sir, to lead us from the argument
by a dextrous piece of artifice that appears in this rea-
soning? You first absolutely and unequivocally deny
the charge of legislation. Then to skreen the conduct
of your courts you slightly mention, as a thing very
trivial, a certain sort of authority which you claim,
evidently wishing that it should first serve your pur-
pose, and then slip away unnoticed. You must mention
it, otherwise your cause must fall. But scarcely has
the witness made his appearance till you hurry him off
the table, lest he should be cross-examined. Instead
of vindicating this sort of legislative authority which
you claim, you just mention it, contenting yourself by
saying that Presbyterians allow that Christ has given
such authority. But shall we take this for proof?
What is it to us that Presbyterians allow that Christ
has given them this authority ? this is the very thing
to be proved. You should not have left this subject
till you had shown us in what part of Scripture Christ
has given Presbyterians an authority to make regula-
tions respecting things of inferior moment, of external
order and regularity, and that he has told them that
his Word does not contain any explicit directions for
these matters. The very thing you ought to prove,
you evade, and have swelled your volume with much
matter totally irrelevant. This has a double advantage.
It will cause many to think that you have done some
great thing; that in so large a book you must surely
have overturned Mr. Innes, and all the Independents
both ancient and modern; and at the same time it will
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hide the weakness of your cause, and lead many from
the true merits of the point under debate. You prove
at an unmeasurable length, and with a redundancy of
reasoning, a thing that nobody denies, to wit, that
rulers should rule with authority, and you wish to
prove with a ‘ Presbyterian’s allow,” the very thing
disputed. As if this were granted, you pass with the
utmost precipitancy to another point. You bring to
my mind an artifice practised by Louvet in passing
through a village in France, after he had been de-
nounced during the tyranny of Robespierre. Conscious
that his forged pass could not stand examination, and
knowing that he could not proceed without showing it,
he contrived to divert the attention of the officers by
some good wine, and some good stories. Still as he
was in the middle of his story, he would, as if recol-
lecting himself, present his pass, but still as he pre-
sented it he withdrew it to finish his story. So from
bottle to bottle, and from story to story, till they forgot
to examine his pass, all swearing heartily when they
left him, that it was as good a pass as ever was written,
though they had not read a line of it. You understood
well, Sir, that some sort of legislative authority you
must claim ; but as if conscious that it would not bear
examination, you endeavour to lead us hastily away to
something else.

It seems, however, that, if this kind of legislative
authority is without foundation, Presbyterians are not
singular in claiming and exercising it. If they are
wrong, they are at least kept in countenance by Inde-
pendents. ¢ But this is no more than Independents
themselves have uniformly claimed ; while it is an
incontestable fact, that, in every instance in which
legisiative power is disclaimed by Independents, it is
universally and explicitly disclaimed by Presbyterians.”

Now, Sir, allowing this to be a fact, it is a bad way
of justifying the practice of one body by a corres-
ponding impropriety in another. If, as you say, In-
dependents uniformly claim this power as well as
Presbyterians, the conduct of the one cannot justify
that of the other. But, Sir, the assertion is unfounded.
That some called Independents may have acted upon
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this principle, may be true. I am no more required to
defend the practice of all called Independents, than
you are that of all called Presbyterians. You cannot
be ignorant, however, Sir, that the churches lately
formed in Scotland wuniformly disclaim, both in theory
and practice, all legislative authority, in every instance,
in every degree. If there are any who do not, I have
no desire to vindicate them. Thus, you say in a note,
“ The Tabernacle churches in Scotland require their
members to stand in singing.” In this, Sir, you are
mistaken. Most of the churches do indeed stand in
singing : but it is not from decency or external order,
left for them to determine by their laws, but because
they have scriptural example for this. Now, Sir,
although you should be successful in showing, that
there is no Scripture example for this, what would you
prove ? Not that they acted from expediency, but that
they were wrong in their views of those parts of Serip-
ture upon which they found this posture in singing. If
you were so ignorant of their principles as not to know
this, you are unfit for the office you have undertaken.
If you knowingly misrepresented the grounds of their
conduct in this instance, it is inconsistent with Christian
candour. Convince them that they have not scriptural
authority for standing in singing—1I answer for them,
they will not insist on it. They will never reply, that
they have the power of regulating things of inferior
moment by their own discretion, nor vindicate either
this, or any other practice, from the authority of the
church.

If Christ has committed any such subordinate legis-
lative authority to church rulers, then their laws, which
are the result of it, become equally binding with any
part of the Word of God. Consequently we have duties
which are not contained in Scripture; and notwith-
standing all the warnings Christ and his apostles
have given us not to submit to the commandments of
men, he has in fact established them, and made it
equally duty to obey the laws of the clergy as his own.
IHere the Scriptures are no longer perfect; they are not
a complete rule: we have only an imperfect revelation
of the will of our King. But further, upon this

L
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supposition, the clergy must either be infallible, or Christ
has bound his people to submit to regulations which
may be improper. As the Scriptures are not supposed
to contain these regulations, there is therefore no
standard by which they may be tried. They must
then be entirely arbitrary. If it is said that they have
power to make such rules as are agreeable to Scripture ;
I answer, that as they are not in Scripture, they cannot
be agreeable to Scripture. To do any thing agreeable
to Scripture, is to do what the Scripture commands.
If it is said that they have power to make any regula-
tions that do not contradiet Secripture ; I answer, that
if by this is meant express declarations of Scripture,
then they may command whatever is not expressly
forbidden. Thus for instance, they might for the sake
of decency, order, and uniformity, command that all
their disciples should be clothed alike, that men should
wear long beards, &c., &c., &c., for these things are no
where expressly forbidden. Upon this foundation the
most stupendous Babylon might be raised. But every-
thing not contained in Seripture is contrary to Scripture.
For if the “law of God is perfect,” every additional
law supposes it imperfect. Besides, there is scarcely
any human regulation in the things of God, that does
not go to set aside some of the commandments of Jesus.
Though they have “a show of wisdom,” the traditions
of men tend to make void the commandments of God.
To make a law, for instance, as to the studies and
qualifications of pastors, appears a very wise thing.
Yet it must set aside the commandments of Paul upon
that subject to Timothy and Titus. For if these were
sufficient, why make any other? It equally affronts
Jesus to require anything more, or to accept of anything
short. The same observation will hold true of all other
human regulations in the affairs of Christ’s kingdom.
But pray, what do you mean when you say, ‘ That
the highest honour to which ecclesiastical rulers can
now aspire, is to explain what the doctrine of the
church is, with regard to the true meaning of the laws
of Christ ?” In which of all the numerous Presbyterian
acceptations are we to understand the word church in
this connection ? Surely it cannot be the confession ;
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for you add, * and authoritatively to enforce among
those of her communion,” to wit, the communion of
this church. Yet it is the confession that is your
avowed standard, which contains your doctrines and
laws, and to maintain every part of which you are
solemnly pledged. You cannot mean by it, those who
made the confession, for it would be impossible for
church rulers to enforce obedience upon all of their
communion now. It cannot mean the present church
rulers themselves, for this would be church rulers
explaining the doctrine of church rulers. It cannot
mean the whole body of the people, for this would be
to set the body above the head, and to represent the
clergy as explaining to this church its own doctrines.
This may be called the mysterious acceptation of the
word church. I do not by this, Sir, intend to vilify
your talents for composition. I am convinced you
could write intelligibly, if you had the truth on your
side. But the genius of a writer is sometimes as neces-
sary to darken, as at other times to elucidate his subject.
As tyrannical kings do not wish to have their preroga-
tives clearly defined, lest they should be kept within their
lawful limits, so any intelligible definition of the authority
of the Presbyterian clergy, would tend to abolish their
usurpation. When a writer then wishes to defend their
prerogative, let him write with the most solemn ob-
scurity. 1 am convinced that you must have found
yourself a good deal puzzled here. There is every
symptom of a mind labouring, without any accurate
ideas, under its expressions; so that the claims of Pres-
byterians may be vindicated, while the nature of their
authority may still remain involved in necessary ob-
scurity. What a mixture of condescension and authority
in this definition! The power of the church rulers is
only to ¢ explain laws,” and to regulate things of ‘in-
ferior moment,” but authoritatively to enforce obedience.
This must have an admirable effect in perplexing your
readers ; for while in one view the clergy are nothing,
in another they are everything.

But whatever is the meaning of the word church
here, you evidently assert, that it is the duty of eccle-
siastical rulers to explain, not the laws of Christ
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themselves, but the doctrine of this mysterious church,

with regard to the true meaning of the laws of Christ,

and to enforce obedience accordmfr to this explanatmn.
Now, I can see little difference between legislation in
the highest sense of the word, and an unlimited autho-
rity to explain the laws of Chrlst and to enforce obedi-
ence to this explanatlon without regard to the conviction
of the individual who is to obey. Authorlty and obedi-
ence are commensurate, for they are correlatives. There
can be no divine authority on the one hand, where
there is not duty of obedience on the other. Now, if
Christ has given the Presbyterian church rulers an
unlimited authority to explain his laws, and to enforce
them according to this eXplanation, without respect to
the conviction of those governed, it must be the duty of
the latter to obey them without re serve. If they are
the divinely appointed, absolute expositors of the laws
of Clirist, their explanations are then the laws of Christ.
The clders of a church of Christ have indeed authority
to enforce the laws of Christ, but it is only in the pre-
sence, and with the consent of the church. They have
no authority in their office distinct from the authority
ot the law they enforce. Therefore it is to the law, as
they themselves understand it, and not to “ the autho-
ritative determination” of church rulers, that the flock
of Christ should submit. The laws of Christ when un-
derstood, will have sufficient weight with any spiritual
man, without deriving any addltlonal obhmtlon from
the authority of office.

If it is replied, that those who cannot conscientiously
comply with the decisions of their church rulers may
separate, I answer, that the habit of deciding every
matter, not in the presence of those who are to submit
to the decisions, and without their consent, will accustom
them to blind obedience, and thus have a pernicious
tendency, even where the decisions may be just. There
is a proneness in men to attach an undue weight to the
opinions of the clergy, and to receive for doctrines the
commandments of their teachers. Everything then that
tends to cherish this evil should be avoided. Besides , they
must have a verv imperfect acquaintance with human
nature, who do not know that nen will submit to many
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things when they have not a power of reversing them,
which they would have prevented, had they been ad-
mitted to a share in the deliberations and judgment.*
How many bugbears have the clergy to keep the people
in awe of them, and deter them from separation! The
mysterious word church! the awful word schism !
What a wretch must he be, who will rend the bowels
of his mother, and forsake the hallowed walls in which
his forefathers sung the praises of God! These and
such like motives weigh with the bulk of mankind,
more than the most forcible reasoning. Thus they
submit to one encroachment after another, till they
become completely familiarised with clerical despotism.
Thus we find, that in every age, all the crimes, and all
the tyranny of the clergy, do not prevent the bulk of
mankind from adhering to them. And what is still
more dreadful, even many of God’s children will thus
be detained in Babylon.

But the clergy have a still more forcible way of con-
vincing any of their discontented clerical brethren. A
good living is more powerful than all the logic of
Aristotle or Lord Bacon. This will tame the wildest
among the wild; or at least so far domesticate him,
that he will remain in the stall without any other fetter.
You indeed seem to grant the right of separation when
the conscience cannot submit, with regard to things of
inferior moment. But if we are to judge from the spirit
in which you attack a member who left you very quietly,
and took his leave very politely, it is not difficult to
conjecture what sort of arguments you and your brethren
would employ to convince, had you but the power.}

* We have the most incontestible proof of this remark, in
the conduct of the congregations of the General Synod of
Ulster. By far the majority of almost every congregation of
the Synod were strenuously averse to the measure of the
classification of royal bounty, and I am confident would have
prevented it had it been left to them. Yet every congregation
among them has submitted to it.

+ The standards you defend, and to every part of which you
are sworn, do not allow of separation. They allow the sword
as the last argument to convince the judgment of the weak.
So far from permitting her members quietly to depart, her
avowed principles will not give toleration to any other sect.
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Notwithstanding all the apparent modesty of this defini-
tion of the authority of Presbyterian church rulers, it is
yet so darkly, and vaguely worded, as to support all the
extravagant proceedings of your ecclesiastical courts.
An unlimited power of explaining and enforcing the
laws of Christ, and an authority to make laws respecting
things of inferior moment, will sanction the most un-
limited exertion of the clerical prerogative. Upon these
two points, the whole machinery of the great Antichrist
might safely turn. When any matter cannot be called
“an explanation of g law of Christ,” the clergy have
nothing to do but call it a matter of inferior moment.
Nothing is more dangerous than admitting any claim
of authority which is not precise and defined. Thereis
no saying how much ecclesiastical rulers may, on
particular occasions, choose to include under the head
of “ matters which regard simply the convenience, or
external order and regularity of the church ;” and that
they must be the judges, is evident from Mr. B.’s
words, Nor is his other limitations more perspicuous,
“for which no explicit directions are given in the
Scriptures.” Every one knows, that Christians of all
denominations find nothing explicit tn the Scriptures
which differs from their own practice ; so that here we
have an avowed claim of legislative power on every
subject which the rulers may choose to consider of
inferior importance.”—Missionary Magazine, Vol. xi.,
p. 248.

Now, Sir, if this is the case, the difference between
Independents and Presbyterians respecting the nature
of that power which the latter give to their rulers is
not only important in words but in reality. It matters
not that the Westminster divines and you, call this
power merely ¢ ministerial and subordinate.” Su-
bordinate and ministerial are not words opposite to le-
gislative authority. Presbyterians claim and exert the
right of legislation. It does not mend the matter to
tell us, that they do so ministerially and subordinately.

Those who yet in reality, as well as in profession, adhere to
the standards of the Church of Scotland, it is well known,
lament toleration, and confess it as a national sin.
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The Roman Pontiff issues his decrees only ministerially.
He pretends to be nothing more than Christ’s Vicar.
The highest Presbyterian assemblies can pretend to
nothing less. The point in which they differ, is not the
power of legislation, but the degree of that power.
While the mother claims unbounded authority, the
daughter is contented with a limited and subordinate
share of hereditary prerogative. Infallibility, though
not equally avowed, is equally necessary to both. In-
deed every system which supposes that the Word of
God is not a complete rule, needs infallibility and acts
upon that principle. Of all worldly churches the Church
of Rome is the most consistent. If she acts as infallible,
she openly avows infallibility. All others act as if they
were infallible, yet disclaim infallibility. They are
however rising in their demands, and if the mother
were dead, it is hard to say, that some of the children
might not openly avow the same pretensions.

You proceed, “But admitting that the power with
which rulers are invested is not legislative, but simply
of the kind which has been now stated, what is the
degree of it which they are warranted to exercise?
Are they entitled, as Independents affirm, merely to
deliver their decisions to those whom they govern as
matters of opinion 2 or have they a right to announce
them, as Presbyterians maintain, as authoritative de-
terminations, and require their cheerful and universal
obedience? In the former of these schemes you profess
your belief, and reprobate the latter, as subservient
merely to promote the purposes of tyranny and oppres-
sion,” p. 13.

Here, Sir, you make a very uncandid statement of
our sentiments. You suppose that we claim the same
kind of authority with yourselves, and that the only
difference between us, is about the degree of it. We
disclaim a legislative power of every degree, the least
equally with the greatest. Upon this supposition, you
ask, ‘Are they entitled, as Independents affirm, merely
to deliver their decisions to those whom they govern,
as matters of optnion £ or have they a right to an-
nounce them, as Presbyterians maintain, as authoritative
determinations, and require their cheerful and universal
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obedience 7’ If I am to answer these two questions, 1
will give a negative to both. Church rulers are neither
to deliver their decisions as matters of opinion, nor as
authoritative determinations. Church rulers have no
right to make decisions at all among themselves. They
call the attention of the brethren to the laws of Christ
that are applicable to the subjects before them, but
deliver to the church no previous decision for their
consideration. When a church ruler insists upon
obedience to a law of Christ, there is all the authority
of the Lord Jesus Christ in that law, to produce the
most cheerful and universal obedience, without acquiring
any additional importance or force, from his pastoral or
ministerial authority. If it is not a law of Christ, and
it the individual does not see it himself to be a law of
Christ, the authority of office is nothing. Inthe execu-
tion even of the laws of Christ, Presbyterians hide
his auathority, by holding forth their own. The most
important command of the Lord Jesus, when it passes
through the courts of these official gentlemen, is much
more obligatory. It will have little weight except it
comes from the lips of the reverend ambassadors; and
is delivered with ministerial authority.

You say, that of the former of these, Mr. Innes
professes his belief. Pray, Sir, where does Mr. Innes
make this profession ? I do not recollect any such pas-
sage. Mr. Innes indeed says in a passage you after-
wards quote, “ Whatever is done by those who are ap-
pointed to rule, is carried on in the presence of the
general body, and with their consent.” But this is
quite another thing from church rulers previously and
separately deciding a point, and then proposing their
decision, to be adopted or rejected by the church.

But what do you mean by an authority to make de-
cisions which may be adopted or rejected by those for
whom they are made. The very idea is absurd. If
there is authority to make decisions, there must be also
a duty of obedience. In some arbitrations indeed in
civil things the parties may either agree to, or reject
the decision of the arbitrators. But in such cases we
never talk of #he authority of the arbitrators. In mo
case is there authority, or any degree of authority, in
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those who make a decision, in which there is not a
corresponding degree of duty of obedience in those
for whom the decision is made. If church rulers have
authority to make laws, those who are governed are
bound to obey them. Whatever is the degree or ex-
tent of authority in the one, the same is the degree and
extent of the duty of obedience in the other. The
one can have no right to make any decision which the
other is not bound to obey. If it were otherwise, it
would suppose that God gave an authority to one to
command that, which he gave authority to the other to
disobey. If then this is the case, church rulers have no
authority distinct from the laws of Christ which they
enforce. Ministerial authority can be nothing but the
authority of the laws of which they are the executors.
Again, as to the question with respect to the degree
of authority of explaining, and enforcing the laws of
Christ, and of making others of inferior moment, &c.,
you reply that they are authoritative determinations ; the
degree of this authority must be absolute : consequently
the obedience of those who are governed must also be
absolute.

But allowing that it were a part of the office of In-
dependent church rulers to make decisions, to be sub-
mitted to the church to be accepted or rejected, for
what possible purpose did you range this in the class
of the authority of church rulers? There is no authority
in the matter. This is no more than one man pro-
posing his opinion to another. The difference here is
not in degree but in kind: not in one being a lower
authority than the other ; but in one being a matter of
authority, the other a matter of opinion or advice.
But in order to sanction Presbyterian legislation, you
must suppose that Independents have such a practice,
and this practice you must bring under such a denomi-
nation as to kind, that the dispute may be only about
the degree. This gives you afterwards an opportunity
of exercising your wit in showing the absurdity of go-
verning by opinion or advice.

Sir, you uniformly in your book appear to be inca-
pable of distinguishing between a right to make a law,
a right to judge of the application of that law, and a
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right to execute that law, when judged to be applica-
ble to any particular case. The first belongs to Jesus
alone—the second, to the whole church—the third to
the rulers of that church. Had you attended to this,
you would have been preserved from many blunders
which appear in your work. Thus you say, p. 15,
that ¢ Independency in its number of rulers, resembles
and equals the lowest form of political democracy ;”
and p. 19, “that it constitutes every member of the
church, man, woman, or child (for such sometimes,
from early piety, are received to that privilege), a ruler
in the church.”

Now, Sir, I must tell you, that this shows you to be
very imperfectly acquainted with the constitution of
the churches against which you write. Every mem-
ber is indeed bound to judge in all matters that come
before the church; none, however, are rulers but the
elders. Is there no difference between judging of the
application of a law, and executing that law? Church
members then, are not church rulers, those only ex-
cepted who are appointed to the office of the elder.*

The indefinite use of words is a source of much ob-
scurity in reasoning. Your conclusions, in the fol-
lowing passage, are drawn from an undefined, ambigu-
ous, use of the word authority. Authority is so dear
to Presbyterians that it is no wonder they labour hard
to sanction it in themselves by the example of others.
“I would observe, moreover, that you yourself have
admitted a case (and it has frequently occurred) in
which, even in an Independent church, authoritative
power must be exercised by your rulers. ¢ Suppose,’
you say (p. 50), ‘a case of discipline to occur in an
Independent church, in which a difference of opinion
obtained, how far a charge was distinctly proved.
The church must act in one way or another. If the
party be excluded against whom the charge is brought,
those who think him not guilty, will take offence at
the measure. If, on the other hand, he be continued

* We must always remember that the legislative authority
exclusively belongs to Christ, and is already exercised in his
‘Word. The church is an absolute monarchy, though the sub-
jects are a willing people.
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in communion without reproof, those who think him
guilty, will be equally offended.” A decision notwith-
standing must necessarily be made, and the minority you
admit must either submit to the majority, or withdraw
from their communion. Now, in this instance, I would
ask you, if an authoritative power be not used by the
majority of this Independent church without regard to
the will of the minority, as much as by any class of
Presbyterian rulers? and if they do not act as decidedly,
without any regard to the convictions of their bre-
thren? Besides, I would inquire, whether this must
not be the case in Independent, as well as Presbyterian
churches, in every instance (and they cannot be few)
in which a question is carried and acted upon by a ma-
Jority against a minority 7 Is not the opinion of the
latter uniformly disregarded? Is not the will of the
former executed as @ law? Can any religious society
exist without it? Does not this unquestionably involve
of mecessity, as much authority as the decision of any
Presbyterian court? And is not the minority obliged
as readily to submit to this authoritative determination,
if it be an inferior point—or if it be a fundamental
article, as universally to separate from their former
brethren, if they are so disposed as in Presbyterian
churches?

“When amajority, in a word, of any of your churches
determines against a minority, that a brother who has
happened to offend before all, should be rebuked be-
fore all, that he may be taught by it to be ashamed, I
should be glad to know, if it is only a simple advice
which is delivered ? And when such a majority de-
cides against a minority, that a brother is to be excom-
municated, and their decision is fulfilled, I should be
happy to be informed, if it is only a simple opinion
which is stated? This, I believe, you will hardly
maintain; and consequently, since in these and all
other instances, where the will of a majority is carried
and acted upon against a minority, from the very na-
ture of things, authority is exercised, I hold it to be
unfair and contradictory in Independents to declaim
against Presbyterians, when they claim for their rulers,
the same portion of authority which is necessarily
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assumed by the majority of the members in each of their
congregations ; and without which, whatever persuasion
might be employed, and whatever advices might be
delivered, not one of their societies can be conceived
to exist”—pp. 26, 27.

That every society of men must have authority to
exclude from it all persons acting contrary to its funda-
mental rules, is a truth which will not be disputed.
No society could otherwise exist. Butin this, a church
of Christ differs from every society upon earth, as well
as from all the churches of this world. In all other
societies, there are laws of human institution ; but in
a church of Christ, there are no laws but those enacted
by Christ himself. Now, when we talk of the au-
thiority of a church of Christ, and that of a Presbyterian
church, it is exceedingly improper to speak of their
authority as the same. The authority of a church of
Christ, extends only to judging of the application of
the laws of Christ, and the execution of these laws:
the authority of the rulers of a Presbyterian church,
extends to explain and authoritatively to enforce their
own explanation of the laws of Christ, without the
consent, often contrary to the conviction and conscience
of the individual; and to enact whatever new laws
they may choose to call of inferior moment; and to
control the conduct of individuals at pleasure. The
authority reprobated by Mr. Innes, is not the same
claimed and exercised by Independents. ¢ What is
the meaning,” says Mr. Innes, ¢ of the authority
vested in a Presbytery, of that power by which they
can command any one under their jurisdiction to act
according to their will? Does not the very existence
of this authority imply the necessity of it ?” The au-
thority here censured, is not that of your rulers ex-
ecuting the laws of Christ, nor even of judging of their
application, but that authority by which they enact
rules to regulate congregations, and the conduct of in-
dividuals. Such authority every Presbyterian deno-
mination uniformly exercises. Such authority, Jesus
never gave to any body of uninspired men upon the
earth. The authority claimed and exercised by a
church of Christ, is to try the conduct of individuals
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by the laws delivered in the New Testament. For
this they have the sanction of their royal Lawgiver,
“Do ye not judge them that are within ¥” The ques-
tion between us then, Sir, is not whether church rulers
have any authority, nor about the comparative portion
of similar authority ; but, what is the nature and extent of
church power: not whether Independents exercise as
much authority when they decide upon and execute a case
of discipline, as Presbyterian rulers do upon a similar
case ; but whether the authority of a church, let its
form of government be what it may, is confined to
judging of the application of the laws of Christ, and to
the execution of them, and whether this is to be done
in the presence and with the consent of those governed,
or whether it reaches to the making of human regula-
tions, and g()vernmrr congregations and 1nd1v1duals by
other rules in addition to thOse of Christ, and whether
church business is to be conducted Wlthout the con-
currence of the general body. Upon the supposition
that Presbyterians have a right to enact regulations of
their own, we should not condemn them for asserting
their authority to put them in execution ; but we deny
that they have any such authority.

Now, Sir, in any of the cases you have supposed to
occur in an Independent church, let the decision go as
it will, the authority claimed by either one party or
the other, is quite different from the undefined au-
thority of Presbyterian assemblies, which not only judge
of the laws of Christ, but make laws of their own, and
execute them at their pleasure. Besides, there are
neither majorities nor minorities in a church of Christ.
You are always dreaming of your Kirk-Sessions, Pres-
byteries, Synods, and Assemblies. Though upon a
case occurring, in which forbearance ought not to be
exercised, the one part of a church must exclude, or
separate ﬁom the other, it is never by majorities they
should proceed. I do not by this mean, that by per-
verseness and obstinacy a member may at any time
obstruet the application of the laws of Christ. In such
a case, he himself would properly become a subject of
discipline. Still, however, it is true, he must be either
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satisfied or excluded. Complete confidence must ever
prevail. With one dissenting voice, the church could
not proceed. If ever there arise such a difference as
to cause a separation, it is not the majority that makes
the church, but those of them who are obedient to the
laws of Christ. If there were only three against three
thousand, these three are the Church of Christ, and
have a right to cut off the three thousand, if disobedient
to the laws of Christ. The separation of an individual,
or of a few individuals from a corrupt church, is the
very same thing with the general body of a church
cutting off one, or a few corrupt individuals. ¢ From
such turn away,” and ‘ turn away such,” amount to the
same thing, and either one or other becomes duty, accor-
ding to the circumstances. The majority of the Church of
Scotland, is indeed still the Church of Scotland, and it
is right that it should be so, for it is a worldly society,
governed and regulated upon worldly principles. But
it is not so with a church of Christ. A society that
deserves that name, must not only be called a church,
but must walk in all the commandments and ordinan-
ces of the Lord. So soon as they refuse to obey the
laws of the kingdom, they justly forfeit the name and
character. There can, therefore, be no ground for the
complaints and apologies of certain pious individuals in
worldly churches: ¢ What can they do? they are but
a few, without respectability or influence. They can-
not prevail against the general body.” They can do
just what they could do if they were the majority.
They can, after laying the truth before their brethren,
turn from them if they will not obey it. They might
indeed make but a ridiculous spectacle to the world,
but they would be glorious in the eyes of the King of
Zion, and of all his loyal subjects. Yet I am not at
all astonished that you always speak of the majority of
any of our assemblies as being the church. It is cer-
tainly very difficult for one who, like you, has formed
his ideas of the kingdom of the Lord Jesus, from the
kingdoms of this world, to conceive how a few indivi-
duals, perhaps the most contemptible in the eyes of
worldly men, should be honoured with the presence
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and blessing of Christ, in preference to the most re-
spectable majority. As in worldly societies, a majority
is equivalent to the whole, it is not at all wonderful,
that the same idea should be transferred to a church of
Christ, by all who are unacquainted with the nature of
his kingdom.

Judging of the offences of individuals also, is quite
another thing in a church of Christ, from the same
thing in a court of law, or a Presbyterian judicatory.
In every assembly of carnal men, a leaning towards
kindred, friendship, interest or popularity, may be ex-
pected. This will envelope the clearest case. Friend-
ship on the one hand, and enmity on the other, will pro-
tract every discussion. But in a church of Christ, there
is nothing of this nature to entangle the inquiry. If
they are Christians, they are all brethren in the closest
bends, and the King, whose laws are to be obeyed, is
the nearest relation to each of them. They cannot
then be swayed, either by private affection or resent-
ment, to obstruct the operation of the laws of the king-
dom. The judges have no relation so near as the
Lawgiver, no interest so dear as the honour and pros-
perity of his kingdom. In judging of a charge, church
members neither know husband nor wife, son nor daugh-
ter, father nor mother. Jesus has every relation in him-
self. Besides, they well know, that they cannot manifest
their love to their dearest relations in a more effectual
manner, than by having the laws of Christ executed
with respect to them. This is the very appointed
means to recover them from the snare of the devil.
The laws of Christ are all love, even to those upon
whom they are executed. But worldly men, judging
of the laws of Christ by the laws of men, which look
rather to the prevention of similar crimes by the ex-
ample of punishment, than to the correction of the
individual, are ever for skreening their friend from the
laws of Christ. Christians, however, know that the
laws of Christ embrace both these points, andin a very
particular manner the latter. With such judges then,
it is not likely that there shall often arise a great differ-
ence of opinion as to the guilt or innocence of a person
accused. The only danger will be in admitting carnal
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men to membership.* Then indeed the house will soon
be in flames. Only those who are the children of Jesus
can have a proper regard for the honour of his laws ;
only those who are spiritual are fit to judge. But they
must indeed be little acquainted with Presbyterian
judicatories, who do not know, that the bulk of the
members bring with them their private attachments,
and their private enmities. Some are unreasonably
persecuted, while others are unjustly cleared. By the
subtilty of argumentation, the plainest case is involved
in such mystery, that it becomes sometimes at last
difficult even for an unprejudiced person to know on
which side lies truth. 'lhe eloquence of the orators on
each side of the question, is generally exerted for their
party, not to investigate and elucidate the subject under
discussion ; as in the pleadings at the bar, all their ex-
ertions are to clear or criminate, according to the side
they have taken. A man will be either an atheist or
an orthodox believer, not according to his sentiments,
either written or declared, but according to the strength
of his party.

When you say then, Sir, page 30, “If authority,
moreover, as exercised by Presbyterians, as you (Mr.
Innes) evidently insinuate, is not consistent with liberty
of conscience, I demand how it is consistent with it,
when exercised by the majority of an Independent
congregation over the minority 7”7 1 answer, the
authority claimed and exercised by Independentb and’
Pre~byterlan< is not the same: that which is claimed
and exercised by Independents is, to judge of, and ex-
ecute the laws of Christ; Presbyterians, on the other
hand, assume a discretionary power, to enact laws of

* There may be partialities in a church of Christ from
remaining corruption in the members, and the less there is of
the power of religion, the more this will increase, and some
confusion may be the consequence ; but this will lead those who
truly fear God, to search and try their ways, as well as to ad-
monish each other against the evil which they have witnessed.
But the laws of Christ are so simple, that there is little danger
of a long continuance of division from this cause. When it
occasions much trouble, it generally proceeds from ungodly
men who have crept in unawares, and will tend to make them
manifest.
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expediency and external order, even avowedly. With
the former, the whole church, rulers and ruled, are
judges, and the laws are carried into effect by universal
consent. With the latter, church rulers alone judge,
and execute the laws of Christ according to their own
explanation, and their own laws, not only without, but
often against the consent of those who are called to
obey.* Now, is it the same thing to say, “ Here isa
law of Christ, and you must obey it,” and to say
“Here is a law of the church rulers, and you must
obey it 7” Is it the same thing to say, Christ has said,
“Do thisin remembrance of me,” or ¢ Put from among
yourselves this wicked person,” and you must obey him;
and to say, ‘“The Presbytery has forbidden you to
preach in any place without leave, except in your own
parish ; and you must obey them !”

Upon the admitting of the members to judge of the
application of the laws of Christ, as well as the rulers,
you have the following observations, page 29. “It is
in fact constituting those who should be ruled the rulers,
while the decisions of those who are dignified with that
name, are entirely subject to their determination.
Their opinions, it is evident, where this system is
adopted, can only be passed into laws,} when it
pleases the majority of those who are to obey them ;
and when it does not please them, they are completely
rejected. All the power, therefore, which is vested in
the rulers, according to this plan, is merely nominal.”

Now, Sir, you fall into your old mistake, that all
who judge in a church are church rulers. That man

* It is well known, that members of the Church of Scotland,
are often forced to do things against their consciences; and
sometimes, it would appear, for the very reason that it is against
their consciences. Some will not even scruple to advise to
sacrifice scruples of conscience to the peace of the church.

t The idea of legislation is so deeply rooted in the minds of
Presbyterians, that they cannot get rid of it, even when they
would wish to be thought to disclaim it. Passing laws is a
thing so common in their courts, that they speak usually the
language of parliament. Though in words you deny the power
of legislation, you evidently appear, here and elsewhere, to
suppose, that no society can exist without it. Why else do you
speak of Independents passing * the opinions” of church rulers
“into laws ?”

M
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must be very ignorant, who needs to be told, that
judging and ruling are two different things. You
have been labouring a considerable time to show, that
the difference between us upon the point of authority
was little more than in words; yet, according to our
plan, it seems, all the power which is vested in the
rulers is merely nominal. Strange! very strange !
Our rulers are extremely tyrannical and even absolute,
yet in the midst of all their tyranny, they have nothing
but the mere name of power!!

What do you mean, Sir, when you say, *Their
opinions (viz., of rulers) can only be passed into laws,
when it pleases the majority of those who are to obey
them ?” Do you insinuate, that there are any opinions,
either of rulers or ruled, passed into laws among our
churches ? If you do, you are either very ill-informed,
or you misrepresent those upon whom you animadvert.
The power claimed by the whole church is, not to
make laws, but to judge of their application. The
power claimed by rulers is not to propose that their
opindons should be passed into laws, but to carry into
execution the laws of Christ, when judged applicable
by the church.

Your observations about governing by authority, as
distinguished from governing by persuasion and advice,
are mere trifling. Mr. Innes never denies that church
rulers rule by authority, nor gives the smallest ground
for you to suppose, that when, with the consent of the
church, they execute the laws of Christ, they give only
an advice. He very properly distinguishes between
the manner in which the rulers of a church of Christ
call the attention of the church to any of his laws, and
that by which Presbyterian rulers enforce theirs. The
former never proceed to enforce even a law of Christ,
without explanation and persuasion. According to the
constitution of a Presbyterian church, this is not neces-
sary, nor, so far as I know, ever practised. They pass
their laws, and peremptorily enjoin and enforce obe-
dience. When Independent church rulers call for the
obedience of the church, it is never to a law of their
own (I speak of consistent Independents), but to the
laws of Christ, to which they ever point. When they
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call the attention of the members to a law of Christ, there
is no room for hesitation or disobedience. As soon as
they see that it is a law of Christ, they will implicitly
obey, knowing that they are not obeying men, but God.

You say, that Presbyterian judicatories may explain
their decrees, and give any necessary information and
satisfaction to their people. But I ask you, is this
necessary? Is it a part of their constitution? A master
may explain to his servant, if he please, the reasons
why he requires such a piece of work to be done; but
he may also, if he please, require him to perform it
without any explanation. I ask you further, is it a
usual practice with Presbyterian rulers not to execute
their laws, till they are assured of the conviction of
those who obey them ? I can give you manifold exam-
ples of the contrary. Obedience is often enjoined and
accepted, when it is known to be contrary to conscience,
and consequently abomination to God. In the face of
so many stubborn facts, especially as long as you are a
member of the Church of Scotland, I cannot give you
credit for your declaration: ¢ The authority then for
which I argue, I wish it to be remembered, is not in-
tended to supersede, but to promote inquiry.” How
can the defender of that church that requires at least
equally absolute obedience to its own laws as to the
laws of Christ, wish to promote inquiry into the pro-
priety of those laws?* Convinced, or not convinced,
they must obey, or be excommunicated. Many will

* On a certain occasion not long ago, a minister of the
Church of Scotland made a very able speech on the subject of
debate, in which he referred less to the laws of his church, and
more to the Scriptures, than is common on such occasions.
One of the principal leaders afterwards observed, that it was
not sufficient to argue from the Scriptures alone; for after a
man had, by entering the Church of Scotland, declared his
approbation of her standards, he ought to argue from them
upon any question which came before her judicatories. If he
considered her doctrines as contrary to Scripture, he ought to
renounce his connection at once. Here is a specimen of the
freedom of inquiry, which, according to a very competent
judge, the constitution of the Church of Scotland promotes
amongst her members. Let it be observed, that both the
persons alluded to are of the orthodox party, in which, it is
presumed, Mr. B. wishes to be included.
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think it the safest way not to inquire, lest they should
be convinced on the wrong side, as some avoid reading
the Confession, that they may, as they think, have less
guilt in subscribing it. If your laws could be obeyed
or not obeyed, according to the conviction of the in-
dividual, there would be room for inquiry. But when
it is said, * Here is a law, and you must obey it, or be
no longer of the church,” you take away every stimulus
to the investigation of its propriety.

You observe also, page 31, ¢ That whatever is de-
livered by any class of rulers, whether sacred or civil,
must be much more regarded when clothed with au-
thority.” Whatever is commanded by rulers, must
certainly be commanded with authority. But the ana-
logy does not hold between sacred and civil authority.
If church rulers command obedience to a law of Christ,
there is sufficient authority in the command. It has no
need of being pompously uttered, or clothed with minis-
terial authority. If it is not a law of Christ, but a
regulation of men, there is all the authority of the
Lord Jesus forbidding obedience. But in civil things,
obedience can never be suspended upon the opinion of
those who are to obey. The magistrate’s command is
clothed with authority, because he has power to enforce
obedience, whether it is right or wrong; but, as in
sacred things nothing ought to be obeyed but the laws
of Christ, nothing else can be clothed with authority.
It must be confessed however, that this authority of
office, distinct from and beyond the laws of Christ, is
very necessary to procure regard to the commandments
of men. And the certainty that a man will be excom-
municated, and, if a minister, deprived of his benefice,
upon disobedience, certainly present the most * com-
manding incitements to examine, and the most powerful
enforcements and obligations to obey the truth,” that is,
to obey the clergy.*

* What should we think of the general who, in the field of
battle, would declare to his soldiers, before the engagement,
that he would give his commands only as “incitements to ex-
amine into the prudence and propriety of his measures: that
if his orders did not seem to them to be the most judicious,
they might every man follow his own plan ?”
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What do you mean by your four pages of learned
quotations, proving that church rulers rule with autho-
rity ? Do any of the churches against whom you write
deny this? You are fighting a phantom of your own
brain. It is impossible to rule without authority ;
authority is necessary to the very existence of ruling.
We do not deny—we affirm, that church rulers rule
with authority; and that the church should submit to
those who are over them in the Lord. Bat, Sir, our
dispute with you is about the nature and extent of that
authority. Independents differ from Presbyterians, not
in their rulers having no authority, but in having no
authority to make laws of their own, in their having
no authority to execute discipline without the consent
of the church. Independents profess both to obey, and
very highly to esteem their rulers for their work’s sake;
but their obedience to them is only due when their
authority is legally exerted, when they call the atten-
tion of the church to the laws of Christ. Does not
the king of England rule with authority, although he
has no power of himself to make laws, nor to explain
laws, but to execute the laws of the land ? Do not the
elders of an Independent church rule with authority,
although they have no power to make laws, nor exclu-
sively to judge of the application of laws, but to carry
into execution the laws of Christ?

But, Sir, do you not mean to insinuate by these quo-
tations, that the authority of church rulers is greater
than what is allowed by Independents? This conse-
quence I deny. The nature and extent of the authority
cannot be determined from the words employed to
denote it, but from the prescribed limits of the office.
King George is a ruler, the Grand Signior is a ruler;
but their rule has very different limits. The one rules
by law, the other according to his will. If you did not
intend to ascertain the nature, extent, and degree of the
authority of church rulers, from this investigation of
the names of their office, your labour is lost. If you
did, you fail in your object; for it would be easy to
prove, that the authority varied in each of the different
examples, according to the nature of the relation or
office with respect to which it is used : while in some of
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them, it is the lowest degree of rule; in others it
amounts to absolute despotism. Sir, some people carry
theirbooksin their head, as porters do on their shoulders;
their reasoning is rather incumbered than confirmed by

their learning.
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LETTER IL

SIr,

IN entering on the consideration of your third letter,
I cannot repress my feelings at the reasoning you
employ, nor do I think that I should. I must say, that
you appear to be either greatly deficient in information
as to the principles of your adversaries, or that you
want candour to combat them fairly.

It seems to me altogether unnecessary to give a par-
ticular answer to every part of that letter. What do
you propose to investigate in it? Is it whether all or
a few should rule in a church of Christ? There is no
need for discussion on the subject; it is self-evident.
The elders alone are the rulers in a church. All your
quotations and deductions to prove this are nugatory.
We hold ourselves as much bound as you to prove this,
if there were any so weak as to deny it. But do you
mean to prove by it, that each of the members of a
church should not judge in everything which concerns
that church? Here we are at issue with you. The
difference between us here, is both real and momentous.

Judging and ruling are things distinct in themselves,
and are separately exercised, even by the best civil
governments. While then we hold, that every member
of a church of Christ is appointed by the Great Head,
a judge of the application of his laws, there are no
rulers in our churches but the elders alone. Their rule
is not nominal, but real; and not the less so, because
they cannot carry the laws of Christ into execution till
they are judged applicable by the church, nor because
they have no right to make and execute decrees of their
own.

The only part of this letter which requires to be par-
ticularly noticed, is your first argument, and a word or
two will dispatch it. You there endeavour to prove,
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that the greater part of the members of a church are
unfit to judge in such matters as come before them, as
being illiterate and mentally weak.

I freely allow you, that the great body of almost
every church of Christ are very unfit for being civil
legislators or judges. I know they would make but a
poor figure in the General Assembly. I do not suppose
that most of them could have said much upon the meta-
physical questions relating to cause and effect, lately
agitated in the case of Mr. Leslie. But, Sir, in a church
of Christ there are no laws to make, and none of those
intricate and perplexed questions, handled in Presby-
terian courts, ever come before them. All they have to
do, is to judge of the application of the laws of Christ,
and for this all Christians have spiritual wisdom.
From the least to the greatest of them, they are all
taught of God. ¢“The law of the Lord is perfect,
making wise the simple.” If church members did not
understand the laws of Christ, they would be as unfit to
obey them, as to judge when they were applicable.
Indeed, Sir, there are many acquainted with almost no
book but the Bible, who discover much more know-
ledge of the nature of the kingdom of Christ, and even
more sound sense, than others who can quote a farrago
of authors, and who never look into the Scriptures, but
through the medium of their works.

You say, Sir, and I perfectly agree with you, that
‘“to suppose that Jesus, the King of Zion, has war-
ranted those whom he has not qualified to exercise this
authority, is worse than contradictory.” Jesus indeed
qualifies his servants for every situation for which he
designs them ; but, for this very reason, I am sure he
never has appointed the General Assembly. The most
distinguished legislators are as unfit to judge in the
house of God, if they are not Christians, as the meanest
Christian cottager is to speak in the House of Com-
mons. The two kingdoms are not only distinct, but
opposite in their nature, and require quite different
qualifications in the members. For this very reason, 1
am convinced that the great body of your church rulers,
though they are dignified with the name, and though
their mandates are clothed with authority, have never
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been appointed by the Lord Jesus Christ, as they have
not the qualifications mentioned by Paul to Timothy
and Titus, as requisite for that office. For this very
reason, I am persuaded that by far the majority of the
clergy of the Church of Scotland, though they arro-
gantly style themselves the ambassadors of Jesus Christ,
and thunder out their anathemas, in his name, against
those who will not submit to their usurped dominion,
are yet unfit to be members of a church of Christ, as it
has often been allowed by some of their orthodox
brethren, that they do not know the Gospel. Upon
this point then we are apparently agreed. If church
members are not fit for their duty, I will freely grant
that their membership has never been recognised by the
Lord Jesus.

But your opinion, or mine, as to the right and quali-
fications of judging in the Church of God, is nothing
to the purpose. What saith the Scripture ? Your
opinion, on that point, is not more contradictory to
that of Independents, than to that of Jesus and his
apostles. I will not enter upon this point fully at
present, as I have to meet you in another part of the
subject upon this matter. The sixth chapter of First
Corinthians is sufficient to settle the dispute. The
saints are there supposed not only to judge of the per-
sonal, but also of the civil disputes of the brethren.* I
ask you, Sir, as Paul does the Corinthians, “ Do you
not know that the saints shall judge the world? and if
the world shall be judged by them, are they unworthy
to judge the smallest matters ?” It requires no great
mental culture to judge of every matter that comes

* The apostle indeed does not erect the church into a civil
tribunal, but recommends that civil disputes between brethren
should be left to the arbitration of some other of their brethren.
They were never to go to law with each other, as if there were
none of their brethren in the church sufficiently wise and pru-
dent to judge of, and settle their differences. They might choose
the wisest among them for this purpose. To show that no
church will want persons sufficiently qualified, he indignantly
asks, ‘“Is it so, that there is not a wise man among you? No,
not one that shall be able to judge between his brethren ?”
Nay, he supposes that even the least esteemed were qualified to
make an equitable decision.
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before a church of Christ. Common sense is sufficient
to judge of the proof of a brother’s offence, whether it be
drunkenness, swearing, covetousness, &c., or the breach
of any positive law ; and a spiritual understanding will
enable them to discover whether he is to be deemed a
hypocrite, or has been overtaken in a fault.

Your fourth letter contains another argument, drawn
from the circumstance of the keys being given to Peter.
You state several hypotheses, which have been adopted
by the different denominations who wish to find their
system of church government sanctioned by this passage.
Roman Catholics suppose that they were given to Peter,
as the representative of Christ, and from him to their
popes. The Church of England, you say, see their
bishops coming in succession to Peter. You plead for
Presbyterian church rulers, while Independents, you
say, look upon Peter, in this instance, as representing
all believers. Indeed, Sir, I agree neither with the one
nor with the other. Inmy opinion, you are all equally
astray. I dare say, a hundred hypotheses might be
suggested, and supported with ingenious conjectures.
Whenever men go upon fanciful ground, there is no
end to absurdity. I do not doubt but the Emperor of
France might plead his right of succession, with as good
reasons as any of you have alleged. There is not the
smallest degree of darkness in the passage itself, and I
do not think that any Protestant party would ever have
thought of founding church authority upon it, but from
a desire of wresting it from the pope. The greater
part of the difficulties of Seripture are not in the Serip-
tures themselves, but in accommodating them to a par-
ticular system.

The keys of a house are the instruments of opening
a house. The keys of heaven, then, are the instrument
by which that kingdom is opened to sinners; that in-
strument is the Gospel, for ‘“we are born again of the
incorruptible seed of the Word.” Jesus gave Peter
these keys, because he gave him power and infallible
qualifications to preach the Gospel to sinners, by which
they were to be introduced into, the kingdom of
heaven. Peter represented neither one nor another ;
neither Pope, Prelate, Presbyter, nor church member.
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He received the power to himself. There is not the
smallest ground to suppose any representation; nor
could it have arisen from any other source than the
ambition of the clergy, who could not be contented
with any dignity inferior to that of successors to the
apostles, and ambassadors of Christ. “ 1 give unto
thee,” is the address, without ever hinting at his re-
presenting either colleagues or successors. The very
same power indeed that he gave to Peter, he gave to all
the apostles; but he gave it to themselves in the com-
mission which they received from him, and not by being
represented in Peter. The keys are not an emblem of
church power, but of apostolical power. This language
amounts to neither more nor less than the import of the
commission, which all the apostles received from Jesus
before his ascension ; the power of infallibly preaching
the doctrines of the Gospel, and of declaring to what
characters the kingdom of heaven is open, and to
whom it is shut. All who believe in the Lord Jesus
Christ are admitted into this kingdom, all who do not
are excluded ; while the characters of believers and
unbelievers are infallibly drawn, so that those who are
approved by the apostles are approved by Jesus; those
condemned by them will be condemned by him. This
is evidently the meaning of John xx. 28— Who-
soever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them; and
whosoever sms ye retain, they are retained.” While
the apostles declare that all who repent and believe
shall be saved, and draw the characters of the saved,
they also declare that all whoremongers, adulterers,
drunkards, &c., shall not inherit the kingdom of God.
The apostles remit and retain sins by the gospel which
they preached.

Now, Sir, no such authority is vested in any man or
body of men at present upon the earth. Whoever
preaches the Gospel, and thereby brings sinners to sal-
vation ; whoever declares the doctrines of the apostles,
as to those who shall be saved and condemned, may
indeed, in one sense, be said to open and to shut the
kingdom of heaven. But the keys are not his; they
still hang upon the shoulders of the apostles, and are to
be found only in the Scriptures. Accordingly we find,
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that whenever another key is used for this purpose, or
any fancied improvement made upon the keys, it never
answers the purpose. The doctrines and declarations
of the apostles at this day, open and shut the kingdom
of heaven as much as when they were upon earth.
Nay, they will sit upon twelve thrones in the day of
judgment! By their doctrines shall all who have heard
the Gospel be judged, and admitted or excluded ac-
cordingly.

It is very remarkable that our Lord (Matt. xxviii.
19, 20), not only gives, but confines the commission of
preaching the Gospel to the apostles. He says ¢ Go
ye,” without taking the smallest notice of any others
who should afterwards be engaged in the same work.
He commands them (Mark xvii. 15), to “go into all the
world,” or to disciple all nations, as if they were to have
visited every nation of the earth, and to have spoken to
every creature; whereas, a great part of the world was
not discovered till many ages after their death. He
says, ‘Lo, I am with you,” as if there never were any
others to be engaged in the same work. ‘Lo, I am
with you alway, even to the end of the world,” as if they
were to live for ever. The reason is obvious. Our
Lord foreseeing, intended to cut off the arrogant pre-
tensions of the clergy. The commission of infallibly
preaching the Gospel, is given and confined to the
apostles. To them alone his presence and his blessings
are promised. When others go to preach the Gospel,
it must be the apostolic Gospel; otherwise they are
uncommissioned. Whoever then takes the apostles
with him, has Christ’s licence to preach. Let him in-
troduce them to the world, and they will speak for
themselves. Properly speaking, it is the apostles only
that preach: those who declare the Gospel now, only
call the attention of sinners to hear the apostles. They
go into all the world, and disciple all nations, because
they are wherever their Gospel is. If a sinner is con-
verted at the poles, it is by the preaching of the apostles.
Christ will be with them, and with them alone ; there-
fore they need expect no success who do not travel in
company with the apostles. He will be with them to the
end of the world, because, though dead themselves, they
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will not cease preaching wherever their Gospel goes.
All the sinners that shall ever henceforth be brought
into the kingdom of heaven, shall* ¢ believe through
the apostle’s word.” Yet there have been as many
disputes about the question, Who has a right to preach
the Gospel? as about the more important one, What
i3 the Gospel ? Our Lord cuts off all succession. The
apostles alone have a right, in the chief sense of the
words, to preach the Gospel. Any man who knows their
Goospel, has a right to make others acquainted with it.
If the passage (Matt. xviii. 18), be supposed to refer
to the apostles, as from the similarity of the language,
and some circumstances in the connection, is by many
thought most probable, it contains the same absolute
commission. But from the connection in which it is in-
troduced, I am rather inclined to think that it relates to
the ratification of the sentence of the church, mentioned
verse 17, as far as they have acted agreeably to the
doctrines and laws of the apostles. And perhaps it is
for this very purpose that our Lord changes the address
in the 17th and 18th verses, to show that it is only as
far as the church coincides with the apostles, that he
will recognise and ratify their decisions. The obser-
vation upon Matthew xxviii. 19, will tend to solve this
difficulty. As it is still the apostles who preach; so it
is still the apostles who excommunicate, and re-admit
the excommunicated upon repentance. ‘ To whom ye
forgive anything, I forgive also.” It was the apostle
Paul, properly speaking, that put away and restored the
incestuous person, for the church was only the instru-
ment of executing the apostolical law. So likewise
upon every other case of discipline. The retaining and
remitting of sins, mentioned John xx. 23, appears to
me to be equivalent to the commission Matthew xxviii.
19, while the binding and loosing mentioned in this
place refers solely to the laws of discipline ; the former
referring to those that are without, the latter to those
that are within: the one declaring how sinners shall be

* Therefore also when Christ prays for all his disciples to
the end of the world, he includes all that were not at that time
converted, under the character of persons, who should believe
through the apostles’ word—dJohn xvii. 20.
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saved ; the other how those who have given evidence of
believing the Gospel, and in consequence have been ad-
mitted into the church, shall be treated when they offend
against the laws of the kingdom. In which ever manner
this passage is explained, it must overthrow the pre-
tensions of Presbyterians. If'it solely refers to the church,
then we claim it; for after all your subtleties, we do
not despair of rescuing that word out of your hands.
If it immediately refers to the apostles, it is to their
power of discipline, and from the conmnection in which
it is introduced, the church, verse 17, are appointed
the judges of it. Did our cause need the aid of sophistry,
it would have been easy to have said many plausible
things to show that the keys were lodged with the
body of believers. But it is not to darken, it is to
elucidate Scripture I write ; neither to overthrow nor
to establish the theories of men, but to vindicate the
Word of God. I have therefore, Sir, thought it better
to give the true meaning of these passages, as I under-
stand them, than to follow you through the various
hypotheses you have stated and tediously canvassed.
There would be no end to conjectures. I might prefer
one, you might prefer another; and every denomination
upon earth might propose one to suit themselves, and
defend it with plausible arguments. The passage
that relates the giving of the keys, when properly un-
derstood, will support no party. Long have the dif-
ferent denominations of the world agreed to banish the
apostles, and have quarrelled for their titles, honours,
and prerogatives. Instead of putting in a claim, I would
wish to restore them to their lawful owners. The
apostles, ¢ though dead, yet speak,” and bear the keys
of the kingdom.*

* If the giving of the keys to Peter conveys a right to the
Presbyterian clergy to admit and exclude members, indepen-
dently of the church, then how can you reason in your obser-
vations on 1 Cor. v., that the church members may be said to
do it by their rulers. If our Lord gave this exclusive prero-
gative to church rulers, then it cannot be said that in using it
they act as the church’s representatives. It is not the business
of the church, but of the rulers. The rulers then act for them-
selves, and not in the name and as the representatives of the
body. The church membersthen in 1 Cor. v. could not in any
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But allow to any of the denominations that claim
this text that it gives the keys to their church rulers,
what will it prove? Not that they have a right to
make laws, nor exclusively to judge of the application
of laws, but merely to execute them. It would prove
that pastors were rulers, not that rulers were legislators.
It would prove that they were to carry the laws of
Christ into execution, not that they were to execute
them at their pleasure without the concurrence of the
church. A door-keeper in any public place, or the
beadle of a meeting-house, or even the highest steward
under the crown, has a right to open to none but ac-
cording to instructions. There is no inconsistency
between allowing the church rulers to be the instru-
ments of admission and exclusion, without any power
of acting independently of the judgment and consent of
the church members.

Again, if Peter, as a presbyter, represented pres-
byters, does not this exclude Presbyterian lay elders
from all share of church power ? Peter, as a presbyter,
could only represent the clerical presbyters; unless we
suppose that he was both a layman and a clergyman!/
Farther, if Peter received the keys as an apostle, he
could not, as such, have been the representative of
presbyters; and if he received them as a presbyter,
they did not belong to him as an apostle. Consequently
the apostles, as such, were excluded from the exercise
of the keys, and the authority of presbyters is para-
mount to that of apostles.* If he received them as an
apostle, they did not belong even to himself as a pres-
byter, nor could he convey them to such. Now Peter
was a presbyter in no other way than either as that
office is included in the apostolic, or as he actually
discharged that office in any particular place. If he
was an elder in the latter sense, then at the time he
received the keys he was not an elder; and con-
sequently could not receive them as such. If he was

sense be commanded to do that which it was not their duty in
any sense to do.

* This indeed agrees very well with your obliging the apostle
Paul to come to Jerusalem, to get instructions from a fallible
and uninspired council.
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an elder in the former sense, then it could not be as an
elder he received them, for he was only an elder as he
was an apostle.

It is sufficient to show you that this passage, with
respect to the keys, can be fairly explained in consis-
tency with our views. I will attempt to do more. I
think I can show that the phrase, Zingdom of heaven,
never signifies what is called the visible church. Con-
sequently that ¢ the keys of the kingdom of heaven”
do not mean the power of admitting to, or excluding
from the privileges of church communion. If this shall
appear, there will no longer be occasion to dispute
about the possession of these keys, nor fatigue ourselves
by ascertaining whether they should be lodged with the
Conclave at Rome, or with the General Assembly at
Edinburgh. Every kingdom consists of its king and
his subjects. The kingdom of heaven, or the kingdom of
God consists of Christ and his people. Part of these
are on earth, and part in heaven; but these do not
make two kingdoms, but different parts of the same
kingdom in different stages. The one is sometimes
distinguished by the name of the kingdom of grace,
the other by that of the kingdom of glory. The
Scriptures however do no where make this distinction,
and there is this evil in it, that it leads people to
think that they are not the same kingdom in different
situations, but two kingdoms entirely distinct; and
creates obscurity by multiplying the meanings of the
word.

The kingdom of heaven includes all the saints in
heaven, and all the saints on earth ; and whenever it is
used without any restricting circumstances, it is always
to be so understood. Sometimes, however, it refers to
one part of the kingdom, and sometimes to the other;
sometimes to that part of it which is above, and some-
times to that part of it which is on earth, just as the
word church does when it denotes the general body of
the redeemed. Now, of this kingdom no one is ever a
member on earth more than in heaven, but a real saint.
The most accomplished hypocrite that ever deceived
any of the churches of Christ was never a member of
this kingdom, because he was not a subject of its King.



ON PRESBYTERY. 177

He might appear to have been such, and from this
entitled to be treated by Christ’s subjects as such, as
long as he maintained this appearance. In that kingdom,
however, he never had a place. But in the present
church on earth there may be hypocrites; consequently
the kingdom of heaven never signities what is called
the visible church. The word no where occurs, in
which it cannot be explained on this principle. The
phrase, kingdom of heaven, is indeed interpreted by
commentators very variously, and represented as ex-
ceedingly indeterminate in its application. To me it
appears as uniform in its acceptation, as any other
word or phrasein Scripture. It is altogether as precise
in the idea attached to it, as the phrase, kingdom of
Great Britain. The application of it by John the
Baptist, and by our Lord in his parables, is thought to
be of the most difficult interpretation. ¢ Repent, for
the kingdom of heaven is at hand,” ‘.., the Messiah is
about to appear and set up his kingdom, and none can
enter into it but by repentance. The coming of Christ
to erect his kingdom, was also a good argument to call
them to repentance. He was to be exalted as a Prince
and as a Saviour, to give repentance unto Israel and
remission of sins, The times of the former ignorance
God overlooked, but now he commanded men every-
where to repent, and intended to bless the command
to multitudes in every place where it should be pro-
claimed. Our Lord, in the parable of the tares, Matt.
xiil. 24, says, * The kingdom of heaven is likened unto
a man that sowed good seed in his field ; but while
men slept, his enemy came and sowed tares.” Here it
18 said, ¢ This must be the visible church, as the in-
visible kingdom does not contain any tares.” But the
kingdom here spoken of is not said to contain the tares.
The tares and the wheat are indeed said to be sown in
the same field, the world, but the good seed only are
¢ the children of the kingdom.” The tares are ‘ the
children of the wicked one.” Though they are mixed
in the world, and in the same families, the kingdoms to
which they respectively belong are not mixed. The
tares are not said to have been sown in the kingdom.
What is the point of resemblance designed to be
N
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exhibited ? It is this: the subjects of the kingdom of
heaven are placed in the same civil society with the
subjects of the kingdom of Satan. The righteous and
the wicked, though entirely separated as to the king-
doms to which they belong, are nevertheless externally
mixed upon earth ; and the design of this parable is to
teach the disciples of Christ, that they are never to
attempt to extirpate the seed of Satan. The parables
of the mustard-seed and of the leaven, represent the
small beginning, the gradual progress, and the glorious
enlargement of this kingdom. Again, the kingdom of
heaven is said to be like a treasure hid in a field, be-
cause Jesus (its King) is the most inestimable treasure
to those who find him, and he is to be found only in
the Word. For the same reason, the kingdom of
heaven is likened to a merchant seeking goodly pearls.
Many persons, in quest of other things which they ac-
count most valuable, find Jesus; and when they do so,
give up all for him to be a subject in his kingdom,
The kingdom of heaven is like to a net. Why? Be-
cause the Gospel of that kingdom being preached to
the world at large, will bring many to a profession,
who shall be cast away in the great day. These, how-
ever, never were members of that kingdom. The great
mistake in explaining this phrase in these parables,
seems to be from supposing the likeness to be universal,
or that it is between what constitutes the kingdom
spoken of, and every point of the resembling objects.
It is sufficient that it holds as to any part of the
objects compared, or as to any of their properties,
circumstances, &c. The Emperor of France might be
likened to Cromwell, or Julius Caesar, not because
of any resemblance in their persons, but because he
resembles them in fortune, arms, or successful enter-
prizes. In short, there is not one instance in which
this phrase occurs, where it can be shown that it
refers to any visible assembly of men on earth. Many
of the subjects of it are upon the earth, but they are
not all visibly united. On the contrary, there is not
an instance in which the phrase occurs, which may not
be explained upon the principles of interpretation here
adopted.
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If this then is well founded criticism, the keys of the
kingdom of heaven cannot mean church power, nor the
power of admitting and excluding church members. If
the kingdom of heaven is Christ’s real and invisible
kingdom, composed solely of the members of his body,
the administration of this kingdom he commits not to
another. The Gospel is the key that opens this
kingdom to those that believe, and shuts it against all
who remain in unbelief. But were I even to allow
that the kingdom of heaven might signify what is called
the visible church, yet, if it is so taken here, all that is
meant to be given to Peter, is no more than the power
of discipline, or of admitting and excluding from the
visible church. The expression would be synonomous
with, “ 1 give unto thee the keys of the visible church.”
I give you power to admit and to exclude. If it is said
that it may also include the power of infallibly preach-
ing the Gospel, to open the real kingdom of heaven,
then if Peter represented the Presbyterian church
rulers, they must also claim this part of the apostolic
commission, seeing there appears no limitation in the
words. Besides, upon this supposition, if Peter received
this commission as a presbyter, the office of infallibly
preaching the Grospel belongs to elders, not to apostles;
and the apostolic office is inferior to the eldership.
And what is worse for your system, if Peter repre-
sented Presbyterian church rulers, and received this
commission as their representative, then the lay elders,
as church rulers, have as extensive a right to preach
as the clerical. Moreover, to include this, would be to
suppose two different significations of the phrase,
kingdom of heaven, which it certainly cannot have in
the same place. However, it might at one time signify
the real kingdom of heaven, and at another the visible
church; yet it cannot in the same place signify both.
It must be confined to the one or to the other. The
keys of the kingdom of heaven, are the instrument by
which that kingdom is opened. This kingdom consists
of Christ and his subjects, and this instrument is the
Gospel.



130 REPLY TO BROWN

LETTER IIL

SIR,

Ix your fifth letter, you profess to treat of the evidence
in favour of your side of the question, from the right of
admitting members, and of ordaining office-bearers.
As to the first, your proofs are altogether inapplicable.
Elders are not the successors of the apostles, and cannot
claim an authority like theirs. An ordinary magistrate
in Ireland might as well attempt to extend the limits of
his jurisdiction, by appealing to the power of the Lord
Lieutenant. If we wish to know the limits of the
office of elders, we must examine it as delineated, and
practically exhibited in the New Testament. When a
superior office includes inferior under it, which inferior
offices are separately administered by distinct officers,
we cannot tell from any particular exertion of power in
the superior officer, whether it solely belongs to his
superior office, or is a part of such inferior offices as
are enjoyed by him in common with others. This must
be determined by showing the limits of these inferior
offices, either as described, or exemplified by instances
of sufficient authority. We are never warranted to
consider an official action of a superior officer, as re-
sulting from an inferior office, included in his superior,
until we can show that such inferior office has power
corresponding to such an action. For instance, when
we read that the Archbishop of Canterbury, or the
bishop of London, baptized an infant of the Royal
Family, we could not determine from this relation
whether, according to the constitution of the Church of
England, the ught of baptism solely belonged to the
«,plseopcxl office, or was enjoyed by bishops of that com-
munion, in common with the inferior clergy. Of this
however we may be certain, that baptism belongs to the
cpiscopal office ; whether or not it belongs to it ex-
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clusively, must be determined from other proof. For
this purpose, we must examine the extent and preroga-
tives of the inferior offices of that church, from her
constitution and from her practice. From this quarter
we shall find, that the right of baptism, according to
the constitution of the Church of England, belongs to
the inferior clergy in common with the superior. But
if neither the constitution nor the example of that
church proved the right of the inferior clergy to baptize,
we should be warranted in concluding, that it belonged
solely to the bishops, Again, if we should read that
the bishop of Derby ordained such a person to the
clerical office, or that he is going through his diocese,
confirming the youth, how should we ascertain whether,
according to the constitution of the Church of England,
ordination and confirmation were exclusively performed by
bishops, or that it belonged to them, not as bishops, but
as clergymen? That the administration of these was
a part of the episcopal office, we could, from the re-
lation itself, have no doubt; and that it belonged to it
exclusively, we must also conclude, unless we learn
from the constitution or practice of the church that
ordination and confirmation were administered also by
Presbyters. We must then examine the duties and
prerogatives of the subordinate offices of the Church of
England, and from this we shall find that they do not
extend to the administration of these ordinances. Now,
I apprehend that these illustrations are altogether in
point. The apostolic office included all subordinate
offices, and was paramount to any other office in the
church. In the execution of this office, therefore, they
may do many things which do not exclusively belong
to the apostleship. But how are we to know these
things? How are we to distinguish between the things
which they did solely as apostles, and the things done
by them, which might also have been performed by
others ? Not certainly from the bare relation that such
things were performed by them, but from a scriptural
examination of all inferior offices, to see to what height
these actually reached. When we read that an apostle
did such a thing with respect to church matters, we may
be sure that such a thing was included in the apostolic
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office ; but whether it was confined to it or not, we
must learn from another quarter. The apostles were
extraordinary officers. Their office, as such, included
all inferior. They were also church members in any
church where they resided. In consequence of this,
many things they did, which none other had a right to
do; many things they did, which ordinary officers
might do; and many things they did, which all church
members might do. But whether any particular action
was performed by them in the capacity of the first, the
second, or the third, cannot be known from the bare
relation of the fact, but from either subjoined testimony,
or from the account of the several duties and privileges
of an apostle, of an ordinary church ruler, and of a
church member. When we examine the two latter, if
we do not find that it is included in any of them, it
must be attributed to the first. We are never warranted
to say on any particular occasion that may suit our pur-
pose, that such an exertion of power belonged to the
second, unless we can prove from other circumstances,
that the power of the second was equal to it; nor that
it belonged exclusively to the second, if it come within
the sphere of the duties and privileges of the third.
Now, instead of investigating the different duties of
apostles, of elders, and of church members, upon these
principles, you artfully make your Presbyterian church
rulers step into the place of the apostles, and whatever
you can find done by apostles, and other extraordinary
ministers, you think yourself sufficiently warranted to
claim for your favourites. * The apostles were church
rulers; therefore, whatever was done by apostles, may
be done by Presbyterian church rulers now.” Might not
T as well say, “The apostles were church members ;
therefore whatever the apostles did, church members
may also do?” And another say, “ The apostles were
men ; therefore whatever the apostles did, all men may
do?” The apostles, you say, introduced members into
the churches without the consent of the members;
therefore Presbyterian church rulers may do the same.
A Welsh curate may as well say, “The Archbishop of
Canterbury has authoritative inspection over all the
churches in England, why may not I have the same?”
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The lowest order of the English clergy may as well
vindicate their claims to the right of ordination and
confirmation, by the example of their bishops.

Now, Sir, if the preceding observations are well
founded, this gigantic argument, derived from the pre-
cedent of apostles and extraordinary officers, will fall to
the ground. The power of the apostles included every
other power. The whole government of the churches
was vested in them. Whatever they did with respect
to the affairs of the churches, they did with the same
unlimited power with Jesus himself; for they were
in Christ’s stead. They were his accredited ambas-
sadors. It will not serve you then to allege, that
the three thousand converted on the day of Pentecost,
could not have been examined by the whole church in
one day. So soon as the apostles were satisfied with
their profession, the brethren would gladly receive
them. Besides, Sir, they could be as easily examined
by the whole church as by one member; for if they
were examined by one, in the presence of the church,
it is the same as if every member individually had ex-
amined each of them. You might not only have said
that there was not time for each of the members to ex-
amine each of the three thousand, and publicly to give
his opinion, but that there was not time for such an ex-
amination, even by the apostles. We are certain, how-
ever, that these persons gave evidence of believing the
Gospel. Besides, Sir, from the example of Barnabas
introducing Paul (Acts ix. 27), we see that it is not
necessary that every individual should converse with
the member proposed. It is enough that a brother, in
whose judgment we have confidence, introduces him as
a believer. You say indeed that Barnabas was a Chris-
tian minister. Do you intend by this that he was a
church ruler? 'Was Barnabas an clder of that church ?
If not, did his itinerating as a preacher of the Gospel
give him authority in that church ? Did he bring him
in by the authority of office? Was it not by the attes-
tation of facts—that Paul had seen the Lord—that the
Lord had spoken to him—and that he had, as a con-
firmation of this, preached boldly at Damascus?”
Could not any brother, acquainted with these facts
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have introduced Paul as well as Barnabas? Had Bar-
nabas even been a church ruler, could his authority
have constrained the apostles to submit? Whatever he
was then, Sir, maketh no matter. He did this, not as
bearing any office, but from the knowledge of facts.
This instance will for ever warrant the churches to re-
ceive members upon the recommendation of a brother.
But they must be always brought to the apostles be-
fore they be received. The churches must be satis-
fied that those they admit are approved by the apostles.
But it is exceedingly plain from this narrative, that
even when the apostles were present in the churches,
members were introduced with the full approbation of
the brethren. When Paul came to Jerusalem, ‘he
assayed to join himself to the disciples; but they were
all afraid of him, not believing that he was a disciple.”
There can be nothing plainer to any man, that hath no
system to support by a contrary supposition, than that
those who were afraid of him would not receive him.
The whole body, rulers and ruled, apostles, elders and
brethren, are evidently included. All the disciples
were afraid of him; therefore he was not received.
3ut one of the brethren, acquainted with the truth of
the matter, introduced him to the apostles, not to the
elders, and he was in consequence received. When the
apostles were fully satisfied, no brother would have any
objection. Nothing can be more forced than your
paraphrase of these words, “that so general a fear of
him was entertained by the church, he could not be re-
ceived by those whose prerogative it was to admit him.”
This is not the simple statement. This meaning is
forced out of it in a very complex manner. Besides,
if in consequence of the disciples not being persuaded
he was a believer he could not be received, then the
brethren have a vote. They have a power of preventing
any member to be admitted, which amounts to the very
thing for which we contend. Add to this, that if Paul’s
application for admission had not been publicly notified
to the church, all the disciples could not have been
afraid of him. When it is said that he attempted to
join the disciples, but that they were afraid of him, it
is necessarily implied that the application was made to
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the whole body. Had the church been Presbyterian,
application would have been made to the session alone.
The brethren would have known nothing of the matter
till after he was admitted, and perhaps many of them
not even then, for a considerable time. In a very large
church, unless the candidate is publicly proposed, his
admission or rejection might not for a length of time be
known to many of the members. When then it is said,
that before Paul’s admission, all the disciples were
afraid of him, I hold it an incontrovertible fact that he
was publicly proposed. And when, in consequence of
this, he was not received, I hold it also incontrovertible,
that the rejecting of him was the deed of the whole
body. Public application was made for admission ;
the whole church was afraid of him ; therefore they did
not receive him, till it was ascertained by omne of their
number that he had believed the Gospel. You tell us
indeed in a note, p. 75, “ that were it judged expedient,*

* Can it then be judged expedient to dispense with aposto-
lical example? Were this the extent of the example, by what
authority dare you pretend to set aside its obligation? When
you say, “Were it judged expedient,” you plainly suppose the
propriety of it not being judged expedient. Here then, by
your traditions you confessedly set aside the commandments of
God.” What you allow to have been the practice of this apos-
tolical church, you suppose it to be expedient to dispense with.
You even claim a greater authority than the apostles exercised ;
for what the apostles thought it expedient to do, with the con-
currence of the whole church, you think it expedient to do
without this concurrence. This is not only supposed in your
language, but is confirmed by the universal practice of the
Church of Scotland. Besides, it is not even the theory of Pres-
bytery professed in your standards which you are here defend-
ing. It is altogether an ideal Presbytery. If it is a better one
than that professed by the Church of Scotland, then the latter
cannot be divine; for there cannot be supposed to be anything
better than what is divine. What sore straining you have to
adjust the different interests of the theory of the Church of
Scotland with her universal practice! and what endeavours to
hide, or at least to draw the attention of your readers from the
disconformities of the latter with the former! Then, when
even the professed theory of the Church of Scotland fails, you
strike out a new theory; but you are evidently much cramped
by the old one. You could give your imagination much more
play, were you not restrained by the fear of censuring the
standards, which you profess to defend. There is no man,
however, who will not, by reflecting a moment, evidently see
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even upon the Presbyterian system, when any person
applies for the privilege of membership, it could be
announced to the congregation, and any member who
could substantiate any objections to his admission, as
in the case of election to the office of elders, be invited
to state them to the minister or session.” ¢ It could
be announced to the congregation.” I ask you, is this
done by the Church of Scotland? T ask you, is this a
necessary part of the constitution? I ask you if you
think this to be a part of that divine system you defend ?
If you really think this to be a part of your divine
model, why do you not practice it? If you do not
think so, why do you mention it? Is it not as an un-
worthy subterfuge, to avoid the edge of our arguments ?
You hold this to be compatible with your constitution,
evidently for the sole purpose of bringing your paper
Presbytery a little nearer to a Gospel church. But if
it is not a part of your constitution, it is of no value
that it is compatible with it. It is not enough that
such a thing might be done in a Presbyterian church.
These questions will follow, Is such a thing done by
the generality of Presbyterian congregations? Are
they even bound to it by their constitution? If not,
what security have we that ever it will be complied
with? But allowing that the constitution required
this, and that it was acted upon, of what use is it,
when, after all the remonstrances of the congregation,
the church rulers may, even according to their consti-
tution, receive any member? The congregation could
only act here as informers; and after all their objec-
tions, the obnoxious person may still be admitted. Nay,
suppose the whole session and the whole congregation
agree to exclude, or not to admit any individual, they
may be forced to comply, by a superior jurisdiction.

that in every amendment of Presbytery which you suggest,
you either condemn that professed by the Church of Scotland
as not being, in such defective cases, agreeable to the divine
model, or that the divine model may be improved, or that it is
not in every part worthy of scrupulous imitation. Indeed,
from the many improvements, additions, and compatibilities
which you suggest, you plainly show that you suppose, either
that the divine model is not complete, or that it is not in every-
thing binding.
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The rejection of Paul could not have been by the
church rulers, in consequence of any new information
as to his character received from the disciples. He
was rejected because, from his former character, they
were all afraid of him. Now this character of Paul
was known by the apostles and church rulers previously.
If then he was rejected on account of circumstances
which were previously as well known to the church
rulers, as to the body of the church, it could not have
been in consequence of any additional information
given to the former. But how absurd is it for a church,
or tne defender of a church, which embraces the body
of a nation, to speak of not admitting improper persons!
Once give a liberty to any individual member among
you, who knows the Gospel, to make just exceptions to
the characters of your church members, and exclude
all he points out, you will soon have empty houses.
How absurd is it for you to speak of submitting to the
judgment of the congregation the admission of mem-
bers, while you remain in, and defend a church which
does not allow the congregations to choose even their
pastors ; nay, which will, with a body of armed men,
ordain ministers over congregations against their con-
sent! The church you defend in theory, and the church
of which you are a member, are not only not the same,
but entirely opposite. If the church you defend is
upon the divine model, the Church of Scotland is upon
a human model. You add, ¢ And it is well known to
be consistent with our Presbyterian constitution, that
the first time a person receives a token of admission to
the supper, it may be delivered to him in the presence
of the whole congregation.” Is this a part of yeur
divine model? Does the Church of Scotland comply
with it ? If not, why do you not forsake the Church
of Scotland, to adopt your divine model ? Ah, Sir,
what pitiful resources are men reduced to, when they
employ their pen to force the Scriptures to sanction a
worldly system! The Church of Scotland differs so
very materially from the church you defend, that it is
with difficulty I can believe that you are serlously con-
vinced that there is any divine model. You say, ¢ that
it is consistent with the Presbyterian constitution, that
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the first time a person receives a token for admission to
the supper, it may be delivered to him in the presence
of the whole congregation.” If this is necessary and
agreeable to Scripture, why does not the Presbyterian
constitution demand it? If it is not necessary, why
does it admit of it ?

You observe in a note, p. 73, “ Since writing the
above, I have looked into Pardovan, book 2, title 4,
section 4, and find that, by the constitution of Presby-
terian churches, no minister, though he may examine,
can admit any person to the privilege of membership,
till the whole of his session, as well as himself, are
satisfied both as to his knowledge and piety.”

Why had you to look into Pardovan for the consti-
tution of a Presbyterian church! Is not this a tacit
acknowledgment that it is not in the Scriptures? Had
your constitution been contained in the Word of God,
could you not as well have appealed to every part of
the model there exhibited, and, upon the principle of
only defending the theory, have condemned all Pres-
byterians who did not act up to the model? You find
from Pardovan, that the Presbyterian constitution is
such ; show me that constitution in the Bible. Where
do you in that sacred volume find the above instruc-
tions? Nay, the argument you have used from the
conduct of the apostles, will overthrow this constitution
of Pardovan. For if church rulers were represented
by the apostles, the session, as composed of laymen,
must be excluded from church power. You must show
me then, not only from Pardovan, but from the New
Testament, how a session of lay elders can come in
succession to the apostles. If the apostles represented
church rulers, the minister, or ministers only, of a con-
gregation have a right to admit or exclude members.
How is it also, I ask, that the Presbyterian congre-
gation requires perfect unanimity upon this point, when
the highest matters in their supreme assemblies are
settled by majorities. A single vote on this side or on
that side, would retain or reject the most important
article of the creed. Is it then Presbyterian to require
perfect unanimity in the lowest court? I ask also,
‘Where is it determined in the Scriptures, whether the
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minister alone may examine him, or the session also ?
For I take your expression, ‘though he may examine,”
to imply that he may exclusively examine. If it does
not signify this, it is absurd; for no one would suppose
that he may not equally with the lay session examine
any candidate. I ask again, if the minister has the
sole right of examination, how it is, in all cases that
may occur, possible for each member of the session to
be satisfied, when he has it not in his power to put a
question himself?

But farther; if this is really a part of the divine
Presbyterian constitution, thenall Presbyterian churches
which do not comply with it are so far not on the
divine model. If there are members admitted without
the full consent of the whole session, they are tram-
pling upon a part of a divine constitution. It must
then be duty for all who think so to separate from such,
if they will not submit to the divine model. Now, as
I am not sure of the practice of the Church of Scot-
land in this instance, I will ask you what it is? 1 will
tell you that the practice of the General Synod of
Ulster is quite the reverse of this. So far as I know,
the young communicants are admitted by the minister
alone. I am convinced however, that this is not the
case with the stricter Presbyterians. The use I will
make of this here is, that all churches which do not
admit every member with the full consent of the whole
session, are off the divine model, if you have given a
fair representation of it.

Again, if every member of session must be satisfied
both as to the knowledge and piety of the candidate, I
will draw one of two conclusions as to every body of
Presbyterians ; either that such sessions are incapable
judges of Enowledge and piety in candidates, or that
they are not convinced of the knowledge and piety of
all they admit. I know of none that is pure, I know
of none that professes to be such. Which ever of these
conclusions is the just one, I will infer that there is
then not in existence a Presbyterian church upon the
divine model you defend. Indeed, Sir, it is something
worse than effrontery for a member of an established
church, that embraces the body of a whole nation, to
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pretend that all who are admitted to the privilege of
membership give satisfactory evidence of their knowledge
and piety; or who, thinking the divine model to be
such, will attempt to vindicate a church that acts upon
principles so opposite. In reality you do not vindicate,
you indirectly overthrow the Church of Scotland. If
the divine model is such as you describe and defend,
the Church of Scotland is a mere pretender.

You descant also upon the superior advantages of
Presbytery as to the exclusion of corrupt members.
“If, through mistake,” you remark, ‘“an improper
person be occasionally admitted,* the members are per-
mitted to communicate what they know of the appli-
cant to the pastor ; and if, after remonstrance, he be
continued iIn communion, the lowest individual in the
congregation is allowed to call these pastors to an ac-
count, with the whole of their session, before a superior
court; and if that court should decide amiss, to summon
even it, with these pastors and elders, to a still higher
tribunal ; and even that, to a higher, till the obnoxious
member be at last excluded.” What a beautiful chain !
Is it possible that there could ever be an unjust decision,
even in the lowest Presbyterian court, seeing there is
such an admirable provision of subordinate courts!
You might have lengthened the chain by a vast number
of links, until you come to the grand council, which is
to govern the whole world, according to your divine
scheme. But after all, you have not said what was to
be the case, if the highest court was to confirm the act
of the lowest. You have supposed that the obnoxious
member was at last excluded; what if he were to be
retained ? Mr. Ewing has given you an instance of
this. It is enough to say, that this subordination of
courts is not in the Seriptures; and therefore, though
it may have a show of wisdom to the satisfying of the
carnal mind, full of the pompous ideas of this world,
we are sure it is not only useless, but injurious. None
can be such good judges of the conduct of a member as

* & Qccastonally admitted.” Tet those who know the Church
of Scotland, pause a moment, and reflect upon this. What may
we not expect from a writer who can defend that church after
this manner?
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his brethren, who are in immediate and constant com-
munion with him. And if they can determine the
matter themselves, why should they employ others ?
But especially as to the courts of the Church of Scot-
land, where is the security that a Christian will meet
with impartiality in their decisions. In the first in-
stance, as the bulk of them are carnal men, they are
spiritually blind, and therefore incapable judges of the
affairs of Christ’s kingdom. If you and I disputed
about the colour of any object, where would be the use
of submitting our difference to the decision of blind
men ? And what would it serve to have one arbitration
after another, until we had the judgment of all the
blind men in the world? In the second place, all
carnal men are enemies to the King of Sion, and con-
sequently to his laws. It may be expected then, that
such worldly men will side with the world against
Christ, his laws, and disciples. Thus we always find,
that in every worldly church, when a conscientious in-
dividual wishes to have the laws of Christ respected
and executed, he is always not only opposed, but hated
and calumniated. In the opposition to the laws of
Christ, none will be so violent as the clergy. Their
constant ministering in sacred things, gives them a
greater degree of disgust against them, than we will
find in other carnal men. Besides, the contrast between
their own conduct, and the purity of the religion and
laws of Christ, is so striking, that they cannot bear to
have it brought under their contemplation. It is easy
then to see the reason why, in your courts, those whe
wish to maintain any purity always miscarry. Christians
in your connection are objects of greater aversion to the
carnal clergy, than even to the rest of the world. None
are so unmerciful to the wild as the moderate brethren.
How then could it be expected that an individual,
offended with the admission of a corrupt member,
could succeed in his application to have him excluded ?
The world has the superior interest in the Church of
Scotland ; and while this is the case, all attempts
towards pure communion must be abortive. When a
magistrate hates the king, and hates the laws, it is not
likely that he will be very zealous in having them
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respected. He will allow of every quibble to evade the
true spirit of the laws.

“Among Independents, however,” you observe,
‘““with all their boasted liberty and purity of principle,
this is impossible: for if an unworthy applicant be
received as a member by a majority of any of their
churches, there is no superior court, on earth at least,
before whom a conscientious minority can arraign them,
and procure the expulsion of that member from their
society ; however unfit, he must continue in fellowship,
while no alternative is left to them, but immediate
Sepdration, or patient submission amidst obvious cor-
ruption.” Did you really think, Sir, that a majority of
any of our churches are in the habit of introducing
members, contrary to the opinion of a minority ? It
this is the case, I am really astonished that you should
bring so black a charge, without acquainting yourself
with the truth of the fact. A majority bring in a
member against the opinion of a minority ! Those
against whom you write would not do so against the
conscience of a single brother. There is not a single
member admitted, but with the full consent of the
whole church. Our churches know nothing of the
words majority and minority. If any church called
Independent acts upon such principles, I abandon its
defence. It is nothing a-kin to those planted by the
apostles. What shall I say if you knew this, and have
represented the matter as you have done ?

If a hypocrite thrust himself into any of our churches
unawares, as may Jfrequently be the case, so soon as he
is detected, every child of God would instantly unite in
excluding hlm, as bees join in expelling the drone, or
in removing a dead bee from their hive. Yet the na-
tural conclusion any one who should give you credit
would draw from your statement is, that a majority ad-
mits and retains even corrupt members, contrary to the
convictions of a conscientious minority.

But you say, Sir, that they must either separate, or
submit pdtmnﬂy amidst obvious corruption.  Here you
seem to make the admission of a single improper mem-
ber being a very great grievance and corruption, as it
is in rmhty, Can I believe that you are in earnest ?
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Are not these crocodile tears? Tell me, Sir, if your
conscience is so tender upon this point, how do you
remain in the Church of Scotland ? Is there not a single
improper member to your knowledge in that con-
nection? Tell me, is there one of your congregations in
all Scotland, in which there are not many ; in most,
perhaps the greater part of the members? Nay, are
there not some even in your own congregation, ad-
mitted to privileges, who, even according to your own
loose notions of Christianity, are not Christians. Ah!
Sir, you affect to make a mighty matter, even of the
possibility of an improper member being continued in
an Independent church ; yet you remain in a situation in
which the grossest corruption cannot be avoided. For
if you and your whole session would agree to admit
none but those who should give sufficient evidence of
believing the Gospel, you may be compelled to admit
the most obnoxious at the discretion of the superior
courts. Let any minister of the General Assembly
make the experiment to accomplish purity of commu-
nion, and he will see whether it shall not interpose its
maternal authority.

You say some things about the baptism of Paul and
the Ethiopian eunuch, to which I shall not take the
trouble to advert; for though no adults should be bap-
tized, but those who have a right to be admitted to
every other ordinance, yet baptism does not constitute
church membership. It is the privilege of individuals
as believers, not as church members. There is no
church authority involved in the question. When an
individual goes out to preach the Gospel, there is cer-
tainly no reason that he should consult a church
before he administers the ordinance of baptism to
believers, for that ordinance does not exclusively belong
to a church, as such, nor does the admission to baptism
give a formal right of membership. It is enough that
the church be consulted, when the individuals apply
for admission. Then indeed their right to be satisfied
is indispensable. Paul was baptized at Damascus,
vet he was not without difficulty admitted afterwards
to membership in the church at Jerusalem. The
Ethiopian eunuch was not a church member, even after

0
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he was baptized, though he certainly had a right to be
such, had there been a church in the place to which he
was going. The person also who baptized him was
not an elder; for though it were even allowed that
Philip was at this time an evangelist, yet as such he
was a different officer.

In your dissertation on ordination, I see something
right, much wrong, and still more to no purpose at all.
You say, “That it is committed to the latter (elders)
alone, appears to be the general opinion of your
churches ; for ministers alone, so far as I know, ordain
your pastors.” About what then, Sir, are you con-
tending ?  If this is our opinion and practice as well as
yours, why are you at so much trouble to prove it ?
Are you at all this pains to convince us that we are
right? But do you wish to prove from this, that,
according to our principles, they ought not to ordain?
Now Sir, whatever be the nature, properties, and cir-
cumstances of ordination, it is altogether executive, and
as long as the churches have the right to elect their
officers, it is quite consonant with my views of a church
of Christ, that elders ordain them. Your error here is
that which runs through your whole work; that of
not distinguishing between judging and determining
any matter in a church, and executing such determl-
nations. Take this away from you, and_ your reasoning
falls like a baseless fabric. As to the point in hand,
I care not what you make of ordination. It can make
nothing for or against any system. Though then I
find many things unscrlptural in your notions of ordi-
nation, I will not be led off my road. Your view of
John xx. 21, 23, I have already considered. Your
reasoning from what Paul says to Timothy and Titus,
is built upon the common fallacy of confounding the
office of an elder with that of an evangelist. That
every case of discipline is entirely committed to the
whole church, though always to be executed by the
elders, I Qhall elsewhere endeavour to prove.

»
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LETTER IV.

S1r,

I comME now with pleasure to review your sentiments
of Matt. xviii. 17, in which you attempt to evade the
force of Mr. Innes’ most clear and cogent reasoning.
Upon the primary and appropriated meaning of the
word ékxAqowa, I do not find myself called on to write
anything here, as there is nothing in your book that at
at all affects what I have said on that point in my
“Reasons for Separating from the Synod of Ulster,” to
which I refer you. I will confine myself here tb an
examination of your objections to our views of this
passage.

In answer to Mr. Innes, you reply, p. 38, “that it
seems by no means just to affirm, that the church in
Scripture means either the church universal, or a parti-
cular congregation.” Now, Sir, how do you attempt
to prove this? I must be allowed to say, that whether
you are right or wrong, you proceed neither like a critic,
nor a man desirous of investigating truth. Instead of
tracing the word to its original, and showing what it
may signify from its intrinsic meaning, or what it ac-
tually does signify from an enumeration of the various
passages in which it occurs in the New Testament,
you tell your antagonist that Presbyterians understand
it sometimes in a sense different from what he had
stated. If, as you pretend, the word church has any
other meaning than what Mr. Innes has assigned to it,
why do you not prove it? Why do you not quote the
places where it must have another sense. It is not
sufficient to show, as you have attempted, that it may
have another application, even were you successful in
your efforts. Mr. Innes has pointed out places where
it must be understood as he contends ; and every other
passage can be fairly explained on that hypothesis.
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‘T'o overthrow him, you must refer to places where
yvour antagonists will be obliged to allow that it has
the swmﬁcatlon for which you contend. What is the
reason that Roman Catholics cannot prove that the pope
is not intended by the term church here? The very same
that forbids the Presbyterian interpretation ; because,
in no instance can they produce a passage in which the
word is incontestibly so used. Both the Roman Catholic
and the Presbyterian interpretation of this celebrated
passage stand upon the same sandy foundation. Both
are built upon an arbitrary supposition. The former
may be defended by as plausible arguments as the latter.
When we say, that it signifies a company of saints
joined in church- fellowship, we can prove from nume-
rous passages that it hath this meaning; in which even
our opponents cannot differ from us. We use it in its
literal, plain, and usual acceptation. I challenge you,
Sirgtand all the world, to produce one such passage in
all the New Testament, where it must incontestibly
be understood according to your interpretation. If you
succeed, I will surrender to you this part of the argu-
ment. "To fix an interpretation on the word c]zurch,
in this place, which it has not incontestibly in others,
ix altogether unphilosophical. The most daring critic
in the world would not take such a liberty with a verse
nf Homer.

You tell us that Presbyterians think that the Church
of Jerusalem had a number of congregations, and com-
plain of Mr. Innes’ candour in not disproving this.
You think that he begs the question. But, Sir, Mr.
Innes was not bound to disprove every conceit of Pres-
byterians., He determines the meaning of the word
with strict precision, by an enumeration of the passages
in which it is used. If from this he has established
his point, his reasoning is not invalidated by any objec-
tions but such as are founded upon the occurrence of
the word clearly in another signification, or such as
cannot possibly be explained upon his system. Ob-
jections arising merely from supposed difficulties can
have no weight.

Now, what is your proof that the Church of Jerusalein
was divided into a number of separate congregations ?
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Is this anywhere related ? Are the saints of that city
anywhere represented as meeting in separate places for
the enjoyment of public ordinances? Are they in any
part of the inspired records represented as separated
into distinct bodies? No, no, no; you do not, you
cannot allege this. Quite the contrary is often said,
and everywhere supposed. What then is your proof ?
O the great number of disciples. No house in Jerusalem
could hold them; therefore a church signifies a number of
separate congregations. What I have further to say
upon this point, I will defer till I come to consider
your letter, in which you attempt formally to prove
your position. I will only say now, that I care not
how many you make them. IfI can prove that the
word is universally upon other occasions used for a
single congregation of saints meeting for worship, when
it is not used for the whole kingdom of Christ; and that
in no case can you prove the contrary by an example
which is clear and undisputed, I am not obliged to show
you how or where they might meet, or how they must
have been dispersed. If I can show from the meaning
and use of the word, that such is its application, and
never otherwise, I am not obliged to measure houses,
nor the extent of the voice of the first preachers.
If I can show that there was only one church in
Jerusalem, though the whole nation had been con-
verted in that city, the necessary conclusion is, that no
more of the disciples remained there constantly than
could meet in one place. If obje